
Mind of the Church
Prior Analytics, Books I–II
St. Albert the Great
Liber I-II Priorum Analyticorum
Translated from the Borgnet edition of the Opera Omnia (Paris, 1890–1899) — volume 1, pp. 459–809

Offered freely, for the glory of God and the good of souls.
mindofthechurch.com/albertus
edition build 2026-09-01



Book I of the Prior Analytics. Treatise I. On Those Things Which Must Be Premised to the Art. Chapter I. On the Subject, Method, and Name of the Book.

BOOK I OF THE PRIOR ANALYTICS. TREATISE I. ON THOSE THINGS WHICH MUST BE PREMISSED TO THE ART. CHAPTER I. On the subject, method, and name of the book. Since we are about to treat of syllogistic science, one must first know that the first thing to be treated is the syllogism simply, which adds nothing beyond the account and inference of syllogism. This must first be determined; and afterward one must deal with the species of syllogism, which are determined according to matter: these are the demonstrative syllogism in necessary matter, and the dialectical syllogism in probable matter; and finally we shall speak of the sophistical and tentative syllogism, which according to appearance imitate the dialectical syllogism. And in these syllogistic science will be perfected. Therefore, in the book which is called the Prior Analytics, we shall deal with the syllogism simply, not contracted to some matter. And if someone objects that all logic is about the syllogism simply, and thus that one of the books of logic ought not to be about the syllogism simply, it is easy to answer: because all logic is about the syllogism simply, inasmuch as simply is the same as taken universally, because all logic treats of syllogism in common and in genus, or of its parts. But insofar as simply is said to be a formal simple thing taken from its formal simplicity, all logic does not treat of syllogism simply, but it is determined in one of its books; for a simple syllogism taken in this way has its proper passions, which must be proved of it through proper principles, so that a special science of it may come to be. Therefore we shall treat of it in this way; and through this the subject and matter of the book are clear. Our method, however, will be definitive, divisive, and collective; and for the occasion, so that the teaching may be easier, it will also be suppositive of examples. Through the whole it will be resolutory, because this whole science is resolutory. But one must attend, since each and all logic is the science of differentiating, and this is divided into the science of finding and into the science of judging what has been found. The inventive part, moreover, is made through the local disposition of terms to one another; judgment, however, is made through resolution. And although invention is prior to resolution with respect to us, because nothing can be resolved and judged unless it has already been found, nevertheless, because every resolution is to things prior according to nature, since it is resolved only either from posterior into prior, or from composite into simple, or from material into its formal principle, therefore the art of resolving and judging according to the account of resolution is before the art of finding. Nor can there be anything except a twofold resolution, namely, the resolution of the concluded thing into the principles and causes through which it is concluded, and the resolution of the syllogism already collected and constituted into its formal principles. Of syllogism insofar as it is syllogism, there cannot be more than two resolutory sciences. But according to reason the resolution into the formal principles of syllogism is prior to the resolution of the concluded thing into the principles of the thing, especially in logic, which is a science of reason. And therefore the book in which the formal resolution of syllogism into the figure and mode of syllogism is taught, which are formal with respect to the syllogism itself according to the being of syllogism insofar as it is syllogism, is called the Book of the Prior Analytics. But the other, where the resolution of the concluded thing into its principles and causes is taught, is called the Book of the Posterior Analytics. Thus, therefore, the subject, method, and name or title of the book are clear. But concerning the author there is no great force except this: that, as in all other matters, we have followed the Peripatetics and especially Aristotle, so we shall do still. Refraining from frivolous things, however, we shall diligently set down whatever things conduce to the goodness of doctrine. For our end, which we intend in another, is that one who reads this book may know the resolutory art of syllogizing without impediment. But the end in us is that the art of syllogizing by a simple syllogism be perfectly handed down. And let these things concerning matters to be tasted beforehand before the book have been said by us.



Chapter II. On Those Things About Which the Intention of This Science Is Concerned.

CHAPTER II. On those things about which the intention of this science is concerned. But so that it may be known when in this science we have the intended end, the things about which the intention is concerned are these two in genus, namely, the things about which the intention is principally concerned are demonstration and demonstrative discipline. And on account of those, with a secondary intention, one must treat of those things into which resolution is made, which are the proposition, to which the immediate resolution of syllogism is made. And next one must say what a term is, to which the second resolution, namely that of proposition into terms, is made. We also call these terms and not noun and verb, because here we intend them not insofar as they constitute an enunciation, but rather insofar as in them, as in the last indivisibles, resolution stands; and in this way a proposition is not a term, although resolution is made to it. And next one must consider what a syllogism is according to substance and definition, because that whose substantial composition is unknown cannot be resolved. And one must consider which syllogism is perfect and which imperfect; these are passions of syllogism, because knowledge of proper accidents contributes much to the science of what a thing is and to the science of substance. The principles of syllogism also must first be considered insofar as syllogism is a movement of reason into a conclusion. For this it is required to know what it is for one thing to be in a whole or not to be in another, or this in that. And again it must be said what it is that we call being predicated of every or of no thing; for without these there can be no syllogistic movement. But when we say that our intention concerns demonstration and demonstrative discipline, we call demonstration the constitution of demonstrative syllogism; and we call demonstrative discipline the science teaching this. But if someone objects here that the art of resolving cannot be handed down except through syllogism, and so the syllogism must exist before the art of syllogizing, and so we do not need the art for the constitution of syllogism, to this one must say that every human being, in persuading, has in his own reason certain seed-principles for syllogizing and persuading, both through experience and through common conceptions of the mind, which are in the soul. And from that syllogism which exists as it were by nature, every art of syllogizing and the other arts were first discovered; and in those there is a stopping point. And therefore this does not proceed to infinity. Thus, therefore, what is intended by us has been premised, whether they are things intended principally or things intended on account of those which are principally intended. For one must deal with all these things before the principal proposal, because unless these are first known, the syllogistic movement cannot be known, as was shown in what has gone before. This, therefore, is that about which the intention is concerned, first indeed concerning demonstration. The preposition 'concerning' says the movement of a reason looking around in a circuit and omitting nothing of the things that must be considered concerning such a discipline. But the preposition 'about' says the matter, because the matter about which we intend with the last and final intention is demonstration, which proves most efficaciously; but simple syllogism only infers and proves nothing. And therefore, on the way by which one comes to knowledge of the unknown through the known, the last intention stands in demonstration, and the other things are ordered to it. But these things which have been said have been said for the manifestation of our intention, and they are not considerations about which one should be concerned here.



Chapter III. What a Proposition Is.

CHAPTER III. What a proposition is. Pursuing these matters according to order, we say first that, although proposition and enunciation do not differ according to substance and according to that which they are, proposition and enunciation, nevertheless they differ according to being and according to the intentions of the names. For enunciation, according to the being of enunciation and according to the account of the name, is referred to the thing designated and interpreted through the enunciation; but proposition says an indicative speech not referred to the thing designated, but placed for another thing, which is proved through it, just as a premise has the power and account of a principle when compared to a conclusion. But enunciation does not have the account of a principle with respect to the thing, but rather the power of a sign 1; and therefore, speaking formally, it is accidental to enunciation to become or to be a proposition, but to enunciate concerning the designated thing is essential to enunciation. And because here we use enunciation as it is posited as a principle of the science of conclusion, therefore here we call that a proposition which in On Interpretation we called an enunciation, because there we intend indicative speech according to the account of a sign, which by enunciating about things interprets them as they are, or as they are not. Therefore, with proposition taken in this way, we say that a proposition is an affirmative or negative speech of something about something; and this must be taken divisively in this way: that an affirmative proposition is affirmative, or the affirmation of some predicate about some subject, and that a negative proposition is negative, or the negation of something about something. For if negation is of something, then negation is also a division of something from something. And therefore when it is said, 'a proposition of something about something,' as to the subject it stands univocally, both in the affirmative and in the negative; but as to the relation of the predicate to the subject it does not stand wholly univocally, because in the affirmative it notes the inherence of the predicate in the subject, but in the negative it notes removal. One must attend, however, that although the inferior is not put in the definition of its superior, nevertheless affirmative and negative, which are subjective parts of proposition, are put in the assignment of proposition, because it belongs to the substantial definition of proposition that it is a speech of some predicate about some subject. That this is so is proved from its parts: for it is of something about something in the affirmative, and again it is of something about something in the negative. Therefore, so that the definition may be given at once and be proved to suit all, affirmative and negative are put in the definition. And therefore the inferior is not put in the definition of its superior as defining, but rather as dividing, so that from the divided parts the definition may be proved to be general or universal; and in this way the inferior is well put in the assignment of the superior. But if it is asked, since enunciation is divided in many ways, by one and many, by composite and simple, by universal and particular, why no mention is made of these in the assignment of proposition, but only of affirmative and negative, it is easy to answer: because the other divisions are not made through things that are essential to proposition, as when it is divided by affirmative and negative. For these regard the composition which is formal in proposition, and therefore they are essential qualities of proposition. But universal and particular accrue to proposition from the subject, and similarly one or many propositions from the subject or predicate, and similarly simple and composite; and therefore they do not specify enunciation so essentially as affirmative and negative do, nor do they do so much for the diversification of syllogism in figure and mode as affirmative and negative do; and therefore these rather than the others are put in the assignment of proposition. But that it is called speech is put in the definition of proposition as the proximate genus, because it is understood of speech perfected by a twofold perfection: constitution in the perfection of speech, and constitution in the perfection of signification. By constitution in the perfection of perfect speech I mean that it consists of noun and verb, making perfect knowledge of the affection of the one pronouncing; as when it is said, 'Do this,' through imperative speech the affection of the one commanding is perfectly designated; and when it is said, 'Would that I were good,' the affection of the one wishing is perfectly designated, and so with the others. And I speak of speech constituted in the perfection of signification because of indicative speech, which is not made for indicating the affection of the one pronouncing first and principally, but rather for designating being as it is; and consequently, through the enunciation of the thing, a judgment of the affection of the one indicating the thing is made, as it is in being or non-being. Therefore this is understood of such speech, because among the logician no other speech is considered. But if it is asked why it is not called enunciation, one must say that enunciation according to being and substance is not a genus with respect to proposition, but rather according to substance enunciation is converted with proposition; and therefore, if it were placed in the definition, the same thing would be defined through itself. Yet it can also be said what was said before: that enunciation says a relation to the signified, and proposition says the relation of a principle to a conclusion; and with respect to this account enunciation ought not to be put in the definition of proposition, because in this way it has a certain diversity and opposition to proposition. But speech perfected by the perfections mentioned is a substantial genus with respect to enunciation and proposition, and therefore such speech is put in the definition of proposition. But proposition thus defined and taken is divided in this way: that one is universal, another particular, and another indefinite. I do not put the singular here, because it is not syllogistic, and therefore, since it is not posited for the conclusion of a syllogism, it does not properly have the name and account of proposition. For if at some time perhaps it is put in a syllogism, it is not put as singular, but as particular to this or that determinate thing; for the particular is what is taken substantially under the universal, as under every human being some human being is taken. But the singular is taken under the universal neither immediately nor through itself, because if I say 'every human being runs,' Socrates is not assumed except through the fact that Socrates is some human being; nor is some human being determined to Socrates except through the fact that it happens to some human being to be Socrates 2. One must also attend that, although an indefinite is equivalent to a particular, nevertheless the equivalence according to value is not compared to the supposits taken under the subject, because each is verified for one. But according to the determination of the sign, the particular is opposed to the indefinite, because when it is said 'some human being,' the universal through the sign is inclined to stand for the parts, and it does not have an inclination of this sort in that proposition which is indefinite. Therefore these are the species of proposition according to quantity, according to which syllogistic movement is attended to: universal, particular, and indefinite. And if someone objects that art imitates nature, and since the indefinite is nothing in nature, it seems that in art too nothing ought to be indefinite, one must say that this objection proceeds as though indefinite were the same as infinite; and this is not true, because infinite is said from the privation of an end finishing within and without, whose last thing cannot be taken. But indefinite is said from the privation of something certifying it to this or that, just as the neuter gender is called indefinite, that is, uncertain with respect to the masculine and feminine form. And thus a proposition is called indefinite, not certified to the universal or the particular by a sign certifying the quantity of the subject to one of the said alternatives; and in this way the indefinite both exists in nature and is necessary in art. The things that have been said are made clear by examples. I say, describing the universal proposition, that it signifies being in every or in none. For if the universal which is the subject is taken as distributed, so that according to any part whatever of it the predicate is in it, as when it is said 'every human being runs,' and thus it signifies the predicate to be in the subject, then it is a universal affirmative. But if it signifies the predicate to be in no part of the subject, but to be removed from every part of the subject, then it has the subject distributed through a universal sign for standing for any part whatever, but through the negation which is in the sign and regards composition the predicate is removed divisively from any part whatever, as when I say 'no human being runs,' running is removed from every human being. I call a particular proposition one which signifies that the predicate is in the subject under the determination of the subject to a part, or signifies that it is not in every but in a part, affirmatively or negatively, as when it is said 'some human being runs' or 'not every human being runs,' in such a way that the negation formally regards the distributive sign; for thus it negates universality in the account of universality, and leaves the part taken under distribution. But I call indefinite a proposition which is predicated to be or not to be, and signifies without certification for standing universally or particularly; and this is with a universal subject taken without a universal or particular sign, as is the indefinite affirmative from which this dictum is formed: that there is the same discipline of contraries. But the proposition is: of contraries there is the same discipline. The indefinite negative, however, is that from which this dictum is formed: that pleasure is not good; and the proposition is: pleasure is not good. But when dividing proposition not by species but by its properties, one proposition is dialectical and another demonstrative, according as it is in probable or necessary matter. And I shall call every such proposition dialectical which does not take, but asks, the consent of the respondent whether he grants that it must be taken, as is a sophistical proposition and also a tentative one. For all those are called dialectical propositions in this way, because they agree in this, that they ask the consent of the respondent, which the demonstrator does not do, since on account of the very necessity of the thing he takes and does not care about the consent of the respondent; because in such matters the learner must believe and not contradict in that very thing. Hence in this the demonstrative proposition differs from the dialectical: because a demonstrative proposition is the taking of either part of a contradiction, whichever is true and necessary. For it does not ask the consent of the respondent, but from the truth and necessity of the thing itself the one who demonstrates takes it as though granted. But a dialectical proposition cannot be taken in this way, because it does not have the certainty of the thing, but proceeds from the consent of the respondent; and therefore a dialectical proposition is with the interrogation of either part of the contradiction, in whatever way namely the respondent wishes to grant. The true cause of this is that necessity in a proposition is not from a human being, but from the thing itself; probability, however, will be from a human being. For probable is what seems so to all, or to many, or to those especially known; and therefore in probable matters the consent of the respondent disputing together with us must be had. But although dialectical and demonstrative propositions differ in this way, nevertheless one will not stand apart from the other in this, that from each there comes to be a formal and simple syllogism of the same figure and of the same mode; that is, a syllogism which is formally applicable to both, namely both to demonstrative and to dialectical syllogisms. For each, both the one who demonstrates and the one who asks consent, syllogizes; and one simple and formal syllogism is demonstrative and dialectical, although there is not one material species of syllogism in each of those, but they are one in the form of simple syllogism, just as isosceles and equilateral are one figure, although they are not one triangle, as Aristotle says. For it is manifest that both the one who demonstrates and the one who asks syllogizing preserve the form of simple syllogism in figure and mode; and the one who syllogizes in propositions takes that something is affirmatively of something, or negatively is not. Therefore, since everyone syllogizing takes either what is granted by a respondent or what is accepted from the necessity of the thing itself, it follows that a syllogistic proposition is simply or universally an affirmation or negation of something about something, or of something from something, according to the mode that has been stated: namely, that either by consent it takes what has been asked, or from necessity itself it accepts what has been granted. But a demonstrative proposition is so if either it is true through itself, or, if it is not true through itself, nevertheless it is thus taken and proved through first propositions true through themselves. But a dialectical proposition, in the one questioning and asking which part of the contradiction the respondent grants, is an interrogation, because consent must be sought. But for the one syllogizing, because the one syllogizing takes what was granted before through interrogation and gathers the things to which the respondent has already consented, it is a taking of what is apparent with respect to the respondent, and it is a probable taking with respect to the probability of the thing, as was said in the Topics, where it was determined intentionally about interrogation and the probable. Therefore what proposition is according to itself, and what difference there is between syllogistic proposition posited in a simple and formal syllogism and demonstrative and dialectical proposition, will indeed be said subtly in what follows; but for the present utility, in which we intend only to taste beforehand those things which are necessary for the proposed matter, those things which have now been determined by us about proposition suffice. For this alone must be known: that a syllogistic proposition, which is called syllogistic from the simple form of syllogism, has no determinate account of signification, but is taken from transcendent terms, as in A and B and C and things of this sort, which signify nothing in themselves and determine no matter. But the matter to which that form is first applicable is twofold, namely necessary and probable. And therefore propositions of syllogism, namely of simple, demonstrative, and dialectical syllogism, are not syllogistic propositions.

Notes

	Compare On Interpretation I, chapter 1, where this difference is declared. (Cf. I Perihermenias, cap. 1, ubi declaratur haec differentia.) ↩

	A singular proposition is not put in a syllogism; nevertheless see below, treatise III, chapter 1, toward the end. (Singularis propositio non ponitur in syllogismo: vide tamen infra tract. III, cap. 1, versus finem.) ↩





Chapter IV. What a Term Is.

CHAPTER IV. What a term is. But I call that a term into which a proposition is resolved as into an ultimate term, just as the term is the predicate and the subject about which it is predicated, that is, predication is made; and this is with the predicate joined to the subject through inherence, as happens in an affirmative proposition, or with the predicate divided from the subject, as happens in a negative proposition. And this is either according to being, as in the affirmative, or according to non-being, as in the negative. For the proximate and substantial parts of a proposition are not noun and verb, because proposition says something about something; and therefore its part is the subject, which says that about which something is said, under the account by which it stands under that which is said of it. And a noun, as noun, does not have such an account. Similarly, the predicate says that which is said of another under the account of inhering by which it is said of the subject, which a verb does not say insofar as it is a verb; and therefore the proximate parts of a proposition are subject and predicate, and not noun and verb. But that being or non-being is said to be joined or divided is said only because a proposition can be affirmative or negative. Nevertheless one must know that being and non-being, which note the coherence or division of the predicate from the subject, are always enclosed with the predicate, as was said in On Interpretation. Thus too, if the predicate is considered as a whole according to itself as it is referred to the subject, it has two things in itself, namely being or non-being, which notes the inherence or division of the predicate from the subject or with the subject, and with this it says the thing which specifies that being or non-being. For example, in 'Socrates reads,' the sense is 'he is reading'; and being is specified by reading, and this is the whole predicate at once, namely being and that which specifies being. For, as was determined in the science of On Interpretation, composition, which says and signifies being in this verb 'is,' holds itself on the side of the predicate, and sometimes is also predicated through itself, as in propositions in which not a third adjacent but a second adjacent is predicated, as 'a human being is,' 'a non-human being is.' And this is both in affirmatives, with joined being signifying, and in negatives in which it signifies non-being. This, therefore, is the term in which the resolution of the syllogistic proposition stands with respect to the figure which is known by the disposition and position of the terms.



Chapter V. What Syllogism Is According to Definition.

CHAPTER V. What syllogism is according to definition. But a syllogism, which is composed immediately from propositions and mediately from terms, when taken universally and not in this or that matter, is a speech in which, when certain things have been posited, something other than the things which have been posited follows of necessity from the things which have been posited. It follows by this, or for this reason, that these things have been posited, namely also the premises; for in a syllogism these must be the cause of the consequence of the conclusion. For this is what is said by 'because these things are,' namely that the conclusion happens or follows on account of these things. But to follow or happen on account of these things which have been posited then occurs when it needs no term or proposition to be added from outside beyond those things which belong to the substance of syllogism in figure and mode, which are three terms and two propositions. These things are explained thus: syllogism is called speech and not speeches because, although two propositions are put in a syllogism, which are speeches and not speech, nevertheless, as they are put in the syllogism, they are not put as speeches but as speech for three causes. The first and most powerful of these is that they are united in the middle term uniting the extremes in every figure; and things which are united in a formal principle are not principally many, but rather simply one, though materially and in a certain respect many. The second cause is that the minor is put in the syllogism as restricting the major; but what restricts and narrows another does not fall with it into number, and thus again both propositions are narrowed to one. The third cause is that both premises are referred to one speech, which is the conclusion; and things which are united in one end are not simply diverse, but related to one end. Therefore syllogism is more fittingly called speech than speeches, especially because syllogism is one thing ordered to one thing; and therefore the things which compose it, by order to one another and to one thing, are one. But what is said, 'in which,' is said on account of necessary propositions, which are brought in for proving or declaring and which are not within the syllogism, but outside its substance. But what is said, 'certain things,' is said on account of the enthymeme, in which not certain speeches but rather one proposition is put, and from that it is concluded, as happens in rhetorical syllogisms. But what is said, 'having been posited,' says two things. For what is posited is what has been arranged in fitting order according to order and place; and so through the phrase 'having been posited' all useless conjunctions are excluded, because in those no proposition is well arranged in order and place. The posited also says the same as the granted, and thus it is put there on account of the dialectical syllogism, whose propositions ask for the consent of the respondent; for this reason Boethius too in the Topics, where he sets down the same definition, adds by saying 'having been posited and granted.' But 'something other than the things which have been posited' is added on account of the conclusion, which, although materially it is not simply something other than the premises, because it is composed from the major and minor extremes which are parts of the major and minor proposition, nevertheless formally it is something other than the premises, just as an effect and a thing principled are other than the cause and principle by which they are caused and principled. It is also called 'other' on account of the petition of that which is in the principle, not indeed insofar as it is a sophistical place, but insofar as 'non-cause as cause' is a sin against syllogism, as will be determined in what follows of this science in the second book. But what is said, 'to happen or follow from necessity,' is understood of the necessity of consequence and not of the necessity of the thing or of the consequent. This too, that it is said to happen from necessity, is said on account of induction and example, in which the consequence is not necessary. But what is added, 'because these things are,' which are the cause of the inference and consequence, is said on account of non-cause as cause, not insofar as it is a sophistical place, but rather insofar as non-cause as cause is a fault against syllogism, as will be determined in the second book of this science. And thus it is clear how the stated definition of syllogism defines the being of syllogism and excludes it from all other things. For it is said 'to happen on account of those things which have been premised,' so that this is the same as to need no extrinsic thing, namely no term or proposition, in order to come to be, that is, in order to appear necessary, that is, necessarily concluding. And although it does not need an extrinsic thing in order that it be a proposition or a term, nevertheless, in order that what is necessary in itself appear necessary, it sometimes needs a property of syllogism or of proposition, such as conversion in proposition and reduction in syllogism; for otherwise syllogisms of the second and third figure will not appear necessary unless they are reduced to the first figure. This, therefore, is the assignment given concerning syllogism. The introduced definition is also explained otherwise by some, and in many ways; but for the present speculation what has been said suffices. Yet this must be noticed: that the stated definition of syllogism generally suits every syllogism, and especially that which we call simple, because it has no necessity except that which is called the necessity of simple inference from figure and mode; but the other particular syllogisms have proof of the concluded thing in addition to the necessity of inference 1.

Notes

	From this passage it is gathered that syllogism is twofold, namely only inferential, such as an uncontracted syllogism is, and inferential and probative, as a syllogism contracted to matter and proceeding from truths. P. J. (Ex hoc loco colligitur duplicem esse syllogismum, scilicet illativum tantum, qualis est syllogismus incontractus, et illativum probativumque, ut syllogismus contractus ad materiam ex veris procedens. P. J.) ↩





Chapter VI. Which Syllogism Is Perfect and Which Imperfect.

CHAPTER VI. Which syllogism is perfect and which imperfect. But when dividing syllogism by saying that one syllogism is perfect and another imperfect, syllogism is not said to be divided according to species, but according to appearance with respect to us. Every syllogism which has three terms and two propositions arranged in the mode and figure of whichever of the three figures is perfect in the being of syllogism and does not need anything for the being of syllogism. Nevertheless a syllogism of the third figure or of the second is called imperfect with respect to this, that in order that its consequence may appear, it sometimes needs reduction to some mode of the first figure and some conversion of propositions, so that its consequence may appear necessary; and therefore each, both the perfect and the imperfect, is a syllogism and has the account of syllogism, because neither lacks anything of the substantial constituents of syllogism. And the imperfect is not called imperfect except with respect to well-being, and not with respect to being. Therefore, dividing syllogism in this way, we say that I call perfect a syllogism which needs no something or other thing beyond those things which have been taken in the terms and propositions. For although another is perfect in the being of syllogism, nevertheless, so far as the present intention is concerned, I call this one perfect, which even in appearance is perfect from those things which it contains within itself for this, that it may appear necessary, that is, that the consequence by which it concludes may appear necessary. But I call that syllogism imperfect which, not for this that it be a syllogism, but for this that it appear necessary to us, needs one or many things, or needs of one or many things according to the Greeks, who lack the ablative and put the genitive in place of the ablative. But I say 'of one' because sometimes it needs nothing except the conversion alone of propositions for this, that it be reduced into a perfect syllogism; sometimes it needs many things in order to be reduced, such as conversion and transposition, as will be clear in what follows, where there is discussion of the reduction of imperfect syllogisms of the second and third figure to perfect ones, which are perfect in the first figure. But these things which it needs are necessary and make the consequence of the syllogism necessary through the terms taken, by whose disposition and natural position the figure is constituted. But they are not necessary through the propositions taken and posited in the syllogism, because in conversion, when an imperfect syllogism is reduced to a perfect one through conversion, the same propositions do not remain, because the converted proposition and that into which it is converted are not one proposition, although the same terms remain and preserve the same natural position, either within the extremes, or before them, or after them. Therefore these and such are perfect and imperfect syllogisms.



Chapter VII. On Being in a Whole, and on Being Predicated of Every and of No Thing, Which Are Principles of Perfect Syllogisms.

CHAPTER VII. On being in a whole, and on being predicated of every and of no thing, which are principles of perfect syllogisms. After these things let us speak about the principles of perfect and imperfect syllogisms, because concerning them also, before we hand down teaching about syllogisms, some things must be foreknown. But the principles of perfect syllogisms are two, namely to be said of every and to be said of no thing. Therefore these must be determined first. Therefore we say that for one thing to be in a whole in another, and for one thing to be predicated of every other, are the same as to the supposit and as to substance. Nevertheless they differ in account, because for one thing to be in a whole in another says a comparison of the subject to the predicate, because, properly speaking, the subject is in the predicate as matter in containing form. But to be predicated of every says the comparison of the predicate to the subject, because to be predicated of every is a certain being said of another; but to be said of another is for the predicate to be said of the subject, as is clear through what has been said before. But if someone objects that 'of every' is a disposition of the subject and a condition pertaining to the subject, and therefore cannot say a comparison of the predicate to the subject, but rather seems conversely to say a comparison of the subject to the predicate, one must say that although the distributive sign is referred to the subject, nevertheless to be said of every is proper to the predicate. For to be said of every is nothing other than that the predicate is in each part of the subject, and that the subject stands for any part whatever; this is effected by the universal distributive sign. And therefore to be said pertains to the predicate, and so does to be said of every; but that the predicate be attributed to the subject for any part whatever is effected by the distributive sign. Therefore we say that something is predicated of every when there is nothing of the subject to take, that is, of the parts of the subject, of which the other thing which is the predicate is not said. And attend that although every and whole are both distributive signs universally, nevertheless they differ in this: that whole properly distributes for integral parts, but every for substantive parts. Similarly it is not the same to say 'when there is nothing to take of the subject' and to say 'when there is nothing to take under the subject,' because when it is said in this way, when there is nothing to take of the subject, then it is understood that none of the parts of the subject is excepted, whether it be integral or subjective, because an integral part too is something of the subject, and a subjective part too is something of the subject. But when it is said, when there is nothing to take under the subject, it stands only for subjective parts, because those alone are taken under the subject as under a common thing; but integral parts are not taken under the subject, because the whole subject is not predicated of them. And therefore being in the whole is better explained by saying that being in the whole and being predicated of every is when there is nothing of the subject to take of which the predicate is not said, than if it were said thus, that being in the whole and being predicated of every is when there is nothing to take under the subject of which the predicate is not said. But all these things which have been said seem to suit an indefinite proposition when it is taken in necessary matter, when I say thus, 'a human being is an animal': there is nothing of the subject to take of which the predicate is not said, and so such an indefinite seems to be universal. To this one must say that when it is said that to be said of every is when there is nothing of the subject to take of which the predicate is not said, then the subject stands actually for the parts, because it is actually distributed for the parts; but when the subject is indefinite, it does not stand for the parts except potentially and habitually. And therefore an indefinite is not actually universal, even when it is in necessary matter. The same must be said about what it is to be predicated of no thing.



Chapter VIII. How Conversion Is a Principle of an Imperfect Syllogism, and What Conversion Is.

CHAPTER VIII. How conversion is a principle of an imperfect syllogism, and what conversion is. Because the conversion of propositions made in the same terms is the principle through which an imperfect syllogism is perfected, one must premise concerning conversion and treat of it among the other principles of syllogisms, concerning which treatment is given before the teaching of syllogism simply. And therefore one must see what conversion is. Now the conversion of a proposition in terms is like a transposition of terms, so that the subject becomes the predicate, and conversely from the predicate the subject is made. For through this imperfect syllogisms of the second and third figure are reduced to the first figure, whose syllogisms are perfect according to the evidence of the necessity of consequence, by which the conclusion follows from the syllogism; as if I should say, no A is B and no B is A, or some A is B and some B is A, or every A is B and some B is A. For in these ways conversions of propositions are made in the same terms. For this reason also we do not here call conversion through contraposition conversion, because in such conversion the same terms do not remain, as if I should say 'every human being is an animal,' and convert it by reflecting the opposite from the opposite, and say, 'every non-animal is a non-human being.' For non-human being and non-animal are not the same terms as these, human being and animal, which are the terms of the proposition that is converted. Therefore the conversion which is through contraposition is not conversion except by a very extended and common signification of this name conversion, so that every reflection of a proposition is called conversion, by which, whether in the terms or in the opposites of the terms, the predicate is reflected into the subject. But here we are not speaking of conversion in this way, but only of that conversion which is in the same terms, as the transposition of the same terms; for this is properly called conversion. But we omit that conversion which is through contraposition. One must attend that, although there are three ways of perfecting imperfect syllogisms, namely conversion, exposition, and deduction to the impossible, nevertheless here we premise only concerning conversion, because exposition is through some determinate sensible thing; but the senses are in us, and therefore one need not hand down teaching about sensibles. But deduction to the impossible is a certain mode of syllogizing; and therefore it cannot be taught before the art of syllogizing, but rather such a mode of syllogizing must be drawn from the art itself once it has already been handed down. Therefore let us say that we have already said what conversion is through definition. But it still remains to be said in what genus of instruments of art and doctrine it is. For it was determined earlier that logic is the science teaching one to come through the known to cognition of the unknown. Now this unknown is either incomplex or complex. And if it is incomplex, one comes to cognition of it by definition, or by division, or in both ways, as has been said in the science of divisions. And if it is complex, one comes to cognition of it by argumentation. Therefore if conversion is one of the principles of logical doctrine, then it must teach one to come from the known to the unknown. Therefore it will be one of the three things stated, namely either definition, or division, or argument. But it is clear that it is not definition or division; therefore it seems that it falls into the genus of argument, and many have granted this. And if it is asked by them in the species of which argumentation it is, they say that it is in the species or genus of enthymeme. For it does not have three terms in act and two propositions, so that it could be called a syllogism; nor does it infer from something similar, so that it could be called an example; nor does it induce parts, so that it may infer the universal as induction does. Therefore, if it is some argumentation, it remains that it is an enthymeme. But if someone objects to them that an enthymeme has three terms according to reason, as syllogism does, because of the proposition retained in the soul or in the mind, from which also enthymeme is named; and if that proposition is added, then the enthymeme has three terms and two propositions and will be a syllogism, on account of which an enthymeme is a syllogism in potency; but conversion, if it is made in terms, has only two terms, and therefore conversion cannot be reduced to enthymeme. Those who say that conversion is an enthymeme respond that conversion has two terms in act and three according to reason, because one is taken in a twofold account, just as in a syllogism from opposites there are only two terms, and three according to reason, because one is taken in a twofold account; as if I should say, no studious discipline: every discipline studious: therefore no discipline is discipline. Or, no pleasure good: every pleasure good: therefore no pleasure is pleasure. And in this way they say of conversion that it has two terms in number and act, but three according to reason. For if I say thus, no A B, no B A. A indeed, which is the other term, is taken in a twofold account, and therefore a syllogism is effected by the addition of a minor proposition in this way: no B A, every A A; therefore no A B, which is the converted proposition of the first proposition which said no B A, and this is the first syllogism of the second figure. And thus the enthymeme which is the simple conversion of a universal negative is in potency the first syllogism of the second figure. It is similar concerning the enthymeme which is the conversion of a universal affirmative. Its enthymeme is this: every B A, therefore some A B. For this enthymeme is according to the first mode of the third figure; and it becomes the first syllogism of the third figure through the addition of the major in this way: every B A, every B B, therefore some A is B, which was that into which the universal affirmative was converted. And thus they say that conversion is a certain enthymeme which is reducible in the stated way into syllogism. Nevertheless it is objected against them: because if conversion is an enthymeme, and that enthymeme is perfected by reducing it to an imperfect syllogism of the second or third figure, it is clear that it is perfected by an imperfect syllogism. But that syllogism too, since it is imperfect, has to be perfected through reduction to the first figure; and this cannot happen except through the conversion of another proposition. Therefore conversion perfects an imperfect syllogism, and an imperfect syllogism perfects an enthymeme, which is conversion. Therefore between syllogism and conversion there is a circular perfection, because each perfects the other, and each is perfected by the other, which is very unfitting. For it follows that each is perfect and not perfect, which cannot be, because contradictories are not verified of the same thing at once. If perhaps someone still responds that it is not unfitting, because both the syllogism perfects the enthymeme which is conversion and conversely conversion perfects the syllogism, since the perfection taken is not one and in one account; because the syllogism perfects the conversion which is an enthymeme with respect to the necessity of following and inferring the conclusion, since the enthymeme does not have this necessity from itself; but conversion perfects the syllogism not with respect to necessity, because the syllogism has that from itself, but perfects it with respect to the evidence of necessity, because it does not have this unless it is reduced through conversion to the first figure. And thus, since they are not perfected by one another according to the same thing, it is not unfitting that each perfects another and is perfected by it. If, I say, someone speaks in this way, it seems to be against this, that since the syllogism confers necessity on the enthymeme, it cannot confer a necessity which it does not have; but it does not have necessity except through the conversion through which it is reduced to perfection. Therefore of itself the syllogism does not have necessity as an imperfect syllogism; therefore it does not confer perfection on the enthymeme which is conversion, except through conversion; therefore it must be that
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conversion according to itself is perfect and of evident necessity; and thus this enthymeme which is conversion does not receive perfection from a syllogism. For if it were said that conversion perfecting an imperfect syllogism did not have necessity of itself but received it from another, that other would have to go off to infinity. Nevertheless, they also try to respond to this by saying that certainly the enthymeme which is conversion receives the perfection and necessity of consequence from the syllogism. But the imperfect syllogism receives only the evidence of necessity from conversion; but conversion receives the necessity of consequence from reduction into a perfect syllogism. But although many have held this way, nevertheless it seems more to us that conversion, formally speaking, is not an enthymeme, nor even any argumentation, and that conversion in doctrine or art proves nothing, but takes the converted proposition. Nor between converted propositions is there simply a diversity such as there is between what proves and what is proved; rather, conversion is a taking of the same thing transmuted according to position. And for this reason it seems that one must say that conversion is a property and disposition of the same terms, joined through being and non-being in affirmative and negative propositions, according to a diverse position. For conversion is first of terms, as was said in what preceded, namely that a proposition is converted in terms; but this will be more manifest through what follows, for a proposition is converted through the terms taken and not through propositions taken. But this seems especially to be proved from this: that if conversion were an enthymeme, that enthymeme would have to be reduced into an imperfect syllogism, and that imperfect syllogism would have to be reduced through conversion into a perfect syllogism. But if the other proposition of the imperfect syllogism is converted, and it is reduced in this way, the converted proposition will be the same as the conversion of the enthymeme, which is conversion, and as that of the syllogism which has been formed from the enthymeme. Therefore that conversion will not be something other than the premises, which is contrary to the definition of syllogism given in the preceding matters, where it was said that a syllogism is a speech in which, when certain things have been posited, something other must happen of necessity. And thus it seems that conversion is no argumentation, but first a certain passion of terms and consequently of proposition, and that it does not prove but takes the same from the same, differing nevertheless according to the position of the terms. Therefore one must say that conversion is not an argument: for every argument is reducible to syllogism; and therefore in every argument there must be terms from which two propositions are made, and one conversion diverse from the premises which are not in the conversion. And such a consequence, which is from three terms and two propositions for inferring a conversion diverse from the premises, is in every argumentation and is substantial to it, because every argumentation has to be reduced to syllogism. Since, therefore, conversion does not in this way have three terms and two propositions diverse from conversion, it cannot have such a power of consequence. But there is also another mode of consequence, which is the consequence of convertence, when something under one position of the parts follows to itself under another position of the parts; and in this way one proposition infers its converted proposition, which is the same as it, although under one position of the parts it is more known and under another position less known; and insofar as it is more known, it infers its converted proposition under another, less known position 1.

Notes

	How conversion is a certain mode of consequence. On the contrary: if this is so, therefore it could produce belief, and thus it could be reduced to argumentation. It is answered that it does produce some belief, yet it does not properly prove, because between the converting proposition and the converted proposition there is not so great a distinction as is required between what proves and what is proved; and thus the second consequence is denied. P. J. (Quomodo conversio est quidam modus consequentiae. Contra: si sic, posset ergo facere fidem, et sic posset reduci ad argumentationem. Respondetur quod aliqualem facit fidem, tamen proprie non probat, quia inter convertentem et conversam non est tanta distinctio quanta requiritur inter probans et probatum; et sic negatur secunda consequentia. P. J.) ↩





Chapter IX. On the Conversion of Propositions According to Terms.

CHAPTER IX. On the conversion of propositions according to terms. But since, as was said in On Interpretation, every proposition signifies either to be-in simply, without some mode determining the composition, or signifies to be-in necessarily, with the mode of necessity determining the composition, or signifies to be-in contingently, with the mode of the contingent determining the composition, one must determine conversion in these, namely how these propositions are converted. And we say nothing about the indefinite, because it has the same conversion as the particular. Nor do we say anything about the singular, because it is determined to sense and therefore does not fall under art. But these propositions, whether they are of being-in simply, or of the mode of necessity or contingency, are some affirmative and some negative according to each utterance or proposition, that is, concerning being-in, concerning the necessary, and concerning the contingent. Further, by dividing still further according to quantity, both of those which are about being-in and of those which are about the necessary and the contingent, some of the affirmatives and negatives are universal, some particular, and some indefinite. One must treat of the conversion of all these. Therefore I say that the universal privative or negative must be converted in the same terms, the same quantity and quality remaining, with only the position of the terms changed; and this is called simple conversion, in which nothing is changed except the position of the terms, as if I say that no pleasure is a good, and convert it into this: no good is pleasure. But the predicative or affirmative must indeed be converted, yet not under the same quantity, but under the same quality. Hence it is not converted universally but particularly; for example, if it is granted that every pleasure is a good, it is converted into: some good is pleasure; and this is the conversion of a universal into a particular. But of particular propositions there are two, namely affirmative and negative. And the affirmative of particulars must be converted simply, the same quantity and quality remaining, as: some pleasure is a good, and some good must be pleasure. But the particular privative or negative does not have to be converted; or rather, what is said better, the particular negative must not be converted. The proof of this is by example, because, when it is granted that human being is not in some animal, as is clear since some animal is not a human being, it does not on account of this follow that animal is not in some human being, so that some human being is not an animal. But what has been said is proved by a syllogism leading to the impossible; and first let us show this in the universal privative or negative. And because we are speaking of simple syllogism, which is only formally a syllogism and has to be posited in every matter and is proper to no matter, therefore we use transcendent terms, signifying nothing and all things 1. I say nothing, because they determine no matter. But I say that they signify all things because they are applicable to all matters, as are A, B, C. And in these, according to the custom of Aristotle, the first is always the predicate, but the second is that about which it is predicated. Therefore, taking these terms, we say that the privative or universal negative is this which is designated by A B: for if A is in none of the things which are B, I say that through convertence it follows that B will be in none of the things which are A; and this is to say that from no B is A it follows through convertence that no A is B. And if it is said that it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, for this can stand with the premise if it does not follow. But the opposite is: some A is B; and so something taken under A is B; let that be C. Therefore it follows that C, which was B, is A. Therefore it was not true that no B was A. But this is contrary to the hypothesis, because it had been granted that no B was A; otherwise contradictories will be verified of the same thing. Since C is directly taken under A, A must be something of those things which are A, just as Socrates is something of those things which are animal. Similarly it is proved that a universal affirmative is converted into a particular affirmative. But it is not a simple conversion, because the quantity is not the same in the converted proposition and in that into which it is converted. For example, if I say that A is in every B, that is, that every B is A, it is converted into this, that B is in some A, or that some A is B. For if it is granted that it does not follow, let the opposite be granted; for this can stand with the premise if the first did not follow. But the opposite contradictorily is: no A is B, for this is contradictory to this, some A is B. And this cannot stand with this, every B is A; and from this it follows that no B is A. Therefore these will be true at once: every B is A and no B is A, which cannot be, since they are contraries. But contraries cannot be true at once. In the same way it is proved that a particular affirmative is converted simply. For if it is granted that A is in some B, that is, that some B is A, then through convertence it is necessary that B too is in some of those things which are A, that is, that some A is B. For if it is said that this does not follow, then one must grant that the opposite of the conclusion can stand with the premise. But the opposite of the conclusion is that B is in none of those things which are A, that is, that no A is B; and since the universal negative is converted into this, no B is A; and this cannot stand with this, some B is A, because it is its contradictory. Therefore the particular affirmative must be converted simply. But a particular negative is not convertible, neither simply nor into another quantity 2. For if it is granted that A is not in some of those things which are B, that is, that some B is not A, it is not necessary that B too is not in some A, that is, that some A is not B. And, so that the teaching may be easier, let us posit this in terms: let B be animal, but let A be human being. Therefore human being is not in every animal, because not every animal is a human being; but animal is in every human being, because every human being is an animal.

Notes

	Why Aristotle uses unknown terms A, B, C; and Averroes declares this same thing here, and Boethius in the book On the Categorical Syllogism. (Quare Aristoteles utitur terminis ignotis A, B, C, et hoc idem declarat Averroes hic, et Boetius in libro de syllogismo categorico.) ↩

	Understand this for the sake of form and not for the sake of matter, as Aristotle says here. (Hoc intellige gratia formae et non gratia materiae, ut dicit Aristoteles hic.) ↩





Chapter X. On the Solution of Instances Which Seem to Be Against the Introduced Conversions.

CHAPTER X. On the solution of instances which seem to be against the introduced conversions. Nevertheless certain sophistical instances seem to be against the introduced conversions. For if a universal negative is converted simply in general in every matter and utterance or enunciation, then it always follows, if that proposition which is converted is true, that the proposition into which it is converted is also true. But this is true: no old man will be a boy. Therefore this too is true: no boy will be an old man, which is plainly false. But it is similar in these: no jar is in wine; and from this it follows that no wine is in a jar, which is plainly false. Some also posit this: no citizen is a woman; therefore no woman is a citizen. But this is not so clear, because citizen is of common gender. Similarly, against what has been said, namely that a particular negative is not converted, it seems to be objected thus: for it has been said that a universal negative is converted. Therefore I shall take that one, no B is A, and from it infer this, some B is not A, and I shall take the converse of the first, namely this, no A is B, and from it infer this, some A is not B; and I argue thus: if no B is A, therefore some B is not A; and if no A is B, some A is not B; therefore, from the second to the fourth, if some B is not A, some A is not B. And thus the particular negative seems to be converted, which was already denied before. But for solving these and similar things, two things must be noted beforehand, namely the rules of appellations and of consequences. Now the rules of appellations are that the noun human being, supposing with a verb of past or future time, can appell for the human being who is or who was, if the verb is of past time, or for the human being who is or who will be, if it is a verb of future time. Further, the verb must be resolved to the substantive verb of present time. And according to these rules, when it is said, no boy will be an old man, the sense is that no existing boy or future boy is an old man; and this is true, as is its converse, namely this: no old man will be a boy. For the sense is that no one now existing as old or going to be old is a boy. Similarly, when it is said, no jar is in wine, according to the things that have been said it is not converted into this, no wine is in a jar, but rather into this, nothing existing in wine is a jar, because both in the converted proposition and in that into which it is converted one disposition of the terms must be observed. Similarly, also with respect to what is objected in the particular negative, it is not difficult to respond: because it is not true, if there are two things of which one follows upon the other, that on account of this everything which follows upon the consequent also follows upon the antecedent, except in such a consequence in which one substantially follows upon the other. And therefore it does not follow that, if the particular negative follows upon the universal negative, and if the converted particular negative follows upon the converted universal negative, on account of this the converted particular negative follows upon the particular negative 1. Rather, the argument sins according to the consequent, because that the particular follows upon the universal is not from conversion, but from this, that the universal infers the particular. But when the particular is put as antecedent, then it cannot generally infer the converted proposition, as was proved in the terms previously had; and therefore it is clear that these instances do not destroy what has been said.

Notes

	He means to say that the mode of arguing is varied, and therefore the argument is not valid. It could also be said that an argument from a changed proposition is valid only in numbers. P. J. (Vult dicere quod variatur modus arguendi, et ideo non valet argumentum. Posset etiam dici quod argumentum a commutata propositione non valet nisi in numeris. P. J.) ↩





Chapter XI. On the Conversion of Propositions Concerning the Necessary.

CHAPTER XI. On the conversion of propositions concerning the necessary. After the conversion of propositions about being-in simply, one must determine the conversion of propositions about the necessary, because these have a similar conversion to those which are about being-in simply; but those about the contingent have a dissimilar conversion. And therefore the conversion of those which are about necessary being-in must be joined after the conversion of those which are about being-in. Therefore let us say that conversion will hold itself in necessary propositions, or in propositions which are of the mode of necessity, in the same way as in those about being-in, because the universal privative or negative about the necessary is converted universally and simply just as the universal negative about being-in is. But of affirmative propositions about the necessary, of which one is universal affirmative and the other particular affirmative, each is converted through the same mode as the universal affirmative and as the particular affirmative about being-in simply; for each is converted particularly, that is, through a particular affirmative. Examples of the things that have been said are these. Let us take the universal negative about the necessary, and let it be this: it is necessary that A be in no B, or this: it is necessary that no B be A. Then it follows through conversion that it is necessary that B be in no A, or thus, it is necessary that no A be B. For either this follows or it does not. If it follows, the proposed point is had. If it does not follow, then the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the premise. Therefore let the opposite of the conclusion be granted, and it is this, that B happens to be in some A, that is, that some A is B, or that some A contingently is B. For the opposite of the conclusion is: it is not necessary that no A be B; but this is converted with that which says, some A contingently is B; and if some A contingently is B, then conversely some B also contingently is A. But this contradicts the first, namely this: of necessity no B is A; and thus it is clear that of necessity no A is B follows. Therefore of necessity no B is A. For here we do not call negative propositions those which are of a negated mode, but those which are negative of the dictum or of being and non-being. The reason for this is that propositions about the necessary which are of a negated mode, as when it is said, not to be is A to be B, or it is not necessary that A not be B, according to the thing itself and the real composition are about the contingent. For this, it is not necessary to be, is equivalent to that which says, it contingently is not; and similarly that proposition which is negative of the contingent mode is according to the thing about the necessary, as is clear, because this, it does not contingently be, is equivalent to that which says, it is necessary not to be. And therefore in this whole science of this book, negatives and affirmatives are called negative or affirmative concerning being and non-being, and not concerning the affirmation or negation of the mode. In the same way it is with the universal affirmative and particular affirmative about the necessary, that they are converted particularly like those about being-in. For if it is granted that A of necessity is in every or some B, so that it is said thus, of necessity every B is A, or thus in particular, of necessity some B is A, it follows both from the universal affirmative and from the particular affirmative that of necessity some A is B. But if someone says that it does not follow, and that not of necessity some A is B, then it also follows that not of necessity B is A; but it had been granted that either every or some B was necessarily A. Nor should anyone be troubled that, when proving here that the universal negative about the necessary is converted simply, we use a contingent in the proof, although nothing has yet been proved or determined about the conversion of the contingent. For we do not found our proof upon the conversion of the contingent, but rather upon deduction to the impossible in this way: if it is necessary that no B be A, the converted proposition about the necessary will be that no A is B of necessity. And if the opposite is granted, namely that not necessarily no A is B, then some A will contingently be B. Therefore let it be posited in being-in, that some A is B; therefore some B too is A, because the particular affirmative about being-in is converted simply. But this, some A is B, cannot stand with the first, no A of necessity is B. And such a proof proceeds because if it can contingently be posited, it can happen, and nothing impossible ought to follow; but an impossible follows, as has been shown, because if no B of necessity is A, then this is true, no B is A; and so these will be true at once, no B is A and some B is A, which is impossible. Therefore the universal negative is converted simply. And in the same way it is proved that the universal affirmative is converted particularly. For let it be granted that of necessity every B is A; I say that to this it follows that A of necessity is B, or let the opposite be granted, namely this, that not of necessity some A is B. It follows that some A contingently is not B. Therefore let it be posited; therefore this will be true, not some A is B. But it was granted that every B of necessity was A; therefore, since that proposition about the necessary leaves behind and posits before itself that proposition which is about being-in, this will be true, every B is A. But this is converted particularly, as was shown in the preceding matters; therefore from this, every B is A, that one will be inferred, some A is B, and this cannot stand with the last, which says, not some A is B. In the same way it is proved that the particular affirmative is converted simply into a particular; and this is the proof which we intend.



Chapter XII. On the Distinction of the Modes in Which the Contingent Is Taken.

CHAPTER XII. On the distinction of the modes in which the contingent is taken. But before we determine the conversion of propositions about the contingent, we must distinguish the modes of the contingent, because it is said in many ways, and propositions about the contingent do not have a similar conversion in all modes. Therefore let us say that there is a contingent which is necessary, because upon necessary being there follows contingent being; and there is a non-necessary contingent, which holds itself to either side, that is, to being and to non-being; and this is of two modes, namely the native contingent and the infinite contingent, which holds itself equally to being and to non-being. And in a third mode the possible contingent is spoken of, which we have already shown in the preceding matters to be as it were a genus to the necessary and to the non-necessary; for we have shown that the possible follows upon the necessary as a genus or universal upon its species. And this was proved long ago in On Interpretation. And since contingent is convertible with possible, this contingent too will be as a common genus to the necessary contingent and to the non-necessary contingent, that is, to the native contingent and to the infinite contingent. And attend that this distinction of the contingent is rather of modes of the contingent than of species; and the division must be taken in this way. The contingent is said according to a common genus or according to a special acceptance. If it is said according to the common genus, then it is the contingent which is converted with the possible, and this is called the common contingent; and some call it high, because it does not descend to a special mode. And many things happen or belong to it by reason of such commonness which do not belong to the special modes of the contingent; and by reason of such things which belong to it singularly, it is put here with the other modes of the contingent. For although it is common and found in each, nevertheless by reason of those things which belong to it because of such commonness, it makes a special mode diverse from the other modes of the contingent. But another mode of the contingent is that by which that which is necessary is said to contingently be, because if something necessarily is, it follows that the same thing contingently is. This is proved in this way. Let such a consequence be posited: if that necessarily is, it contingently is. This consequence either follows or does not follow. If it follows, the proposed point is had. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, for this will stand with the first. But the opposite of this, contingently to be, is: it does not contingently be. But what does not contingently be is not possible to be; and what is not possible to be is impossible to be; and what is impossible to be is necessary not to be. And this is not compossible with the first, which is: it is necessary to be, because it would follow that what is necessary to be is not necessary to be, because what is necessary not to be is not necessary to be. Therefore this is one special and second mode of the acceptance of the contingent. In a third mode the contingent is said specially: that which is non-necessary and not impossible; non-necessary indeed with respect to being and not impossible with respect to not being. And the contingent said in this third mode is divided into two, namely into the native contingent, which is more disposed to being than to non-being, yet does not have necessity with respect to being, but can not be; and the infinite contingent is said to be what holds itself equally to being and to non-being. On account of this it is called contingent to either side. And each of these contingents is a non-necessary contingent. Therefore these are the modes of the contingent: namely the common, which is converted with the possible; the special contingent, which follows upon the necessary; and the non-necessary contingent, which is twofold, namely native and infinite. But if someone objects that Aristotle says that what contingently is contingently is not, and therefore, if the contingent follows upon the necessary, then this consequence will be valid: what is necessary to be contingently is; and what contingently is contingently is not; therefore what is necessary to be contingently is not; but what contingently is not is not necessary to be; therefore what is necessary to be is not necessary to be. If, I say, someone objects in this way, it has been solved in the second book of On Interpretation 1, where it is determined how the possible follows upon the necessary. For the possible which holds itself to either side does not follow upon the necessary, but the common possible follows upon the necessary and upon the non-necessary. And similarly one must say here that the common contingent, which is converted with the possible, follows upon the necessary. But that which is non-necessary, such as the native and the infinite, does not follow upon the necessary, because it is converted to opposite qualities: both that what contingently is contingently is not, and that what contingently belongs to every also contingently belongs to none; and these cannot suit that which is necessary to be. Further, if someone objects by saying that the impossible is non-necessary, and thus it seems that the impossible is contingent, the argumentation is not valid, because non-necessary is very common and has many things under it, namely both impossible, native contingent, and infinite contingent. And the argument proceeds as if it stood for the impossible only. Hence it sins according to the sophistical place of the consequent.

Notes

	In book II of On Interpretation, treatise 2, chapters 5 and 6. (In II Lib. Perihermenias, tract. 2, cap. 5 et 6.) ↩





Chapter XIII. On the Conversion of Affirmative Propositions Concerning the Contingent.

CHAPTER XIII. On the conversion of affirmative propositions concerning the contingent. With these things thus tasted beforehand, let us speak about the conversion of affirmative propositions, namely the universal and the particular about the contingent. Therefore I say that in affirmatives, namely in the universal affirmative and the particular affirmative about the contingent, conversion will hold itself in all respects in the same way as in those about the necessary. And this is to say that both the universal and the particular about the contingent are converted particularly in this way. For if it is granted that A contingently belongs to every B, that is, that every B contingently is A, it follows necessarily that some A contingently is B. Similarly, if it is granted that some B contingently is A, it follows by converting that some A contingently is B. For if it does not follow, then the opposite will stand with the premise. But the opposite of the final constitution is that no A contingently is B. Then from this, as from an antecedent, it follows that no B contingently is A, which cannot stand with this, every B contingently is A; and this indeed was shown before in a similar case in the conversion of those propositions about the necessary. But for understanding this, one must note that when it is said, every B contingently is A, the contingent is taken either for the necessary, or for the possible which is common as a genus to both of those. If it is taken for the necessary, then when it is said, every or some B contingently is A, therefore some A contingently is B, it is the same conversion of an affirmative proposition about the necessary. And when an affirmative proposition about the contingent is proved, as has been said, to be converted into this, some A contingently is B, and it is said that the opposite should be granted if it is said not to be converted in this way, and the opposite is taken, namely this, it does not contingently happen that some A is B, and from this it would be inferred by saying, therefore it does not contingently happen that some B is A, it is the same as if it were said: it is not necessary that some A be B; therefore it is not necessary that some B be A. And it is the same as if it were said: if the antecedent is possible, the consequent must be possible; and through the fact that it is possible, it will also be contingent, because possible and contingent are converted. But this was shown in the chapter had before, not under the conversion of the contingent, but under the conversion of the necessary, upon which such a contingent follows. Further, if the contingent is taken in the genus which stands for the possible, then again it is plain that both the universal affirmative and the particular affirmative about the possible contingent are converted into a particular affirmative about the same contingent; and then, when in the proof of conversion it is said, it does not contingently happen that some A is B, therefore it does not contingently happen that some B is A, it is the same as if it were said: it is necessary that no A be B; therefore it is necessary that no B be A. For what in this way does not contingently be is not possible to be; and what is not possible to be is impossible to be; and what is impossible to be is necessary not to be; and this whole thing was shown before in the conversion of the universal negative about the necessary. But if the contingent is taken for the non-necessary, that is, for the native or infinite contingent which holds itself to being and to non-being, and both the necessary and the impossible are opposed to such a contingent, then, in the proof of conversion, the opposite of the conversion that has been taken, namely this, it does not contingently happen that some A is B, can be true from a twofold cause and has two causes of its truth. Therefore either it does not contingently happen that some A is B because it is necessary that every A be B, or because it is necessary that no A be B; of these, one is a universal affirmative about the necessary, and the other a universal negative about the necessary. And the conversion of each of the stated universals was shown in the preceding matters, where the conversion of those propositions which are about the necessary was shown. Therefore it is manifest that in whatever acceptance the contingent is taken, this conversion holds: some or every B contingently is A; therefore some A contingently is B. And thus the conversion of affirmatives about the contingent is similar to the conversion of affirmatives about the necessary, because each of them is converted particularly, just as affirmatives about the necessary are. Nevertheless certain things can be objected against the things that have been said about this conversion with respect to the second acceptance of the contingent, which is that the contingent is called non-necessary. And in this acceptance the conversion itself is still sufficiently manifest; but there is doubt about the proof of the conversion, not with respect to the conversion of the universal, because that has been well proved, but with respect to the proof by which the particular about the contingent is proved to be converted into a particular. For the universal is plainly proved to be converted into a particular in this way: if every B contingently is A, therefore some A contingently is B. Or if it is said that it does not follow, then the opposite will stand with the premise, namely this, it does not contingently happen that some A is B. But this can be true either because it is necessary that no A be B, or because it is necessary that every A be B, as we said before. But if it is taken in the first way, then it is argued thus: it is necessary that no A be B; therefore it is necessary that no B be A. And this cannot stand with the first, namely this, every B contingently is A, just as it cannot stand with this, no B contingently is A, because that proposition is converted to it, as will be clear below. Therefore it is clear that the universal affirmative about the contingent is converted insofar as the contingent is taken for the non-necessary. But there can be doubt about the conversion of the particular affirmative, not with respect to the proof of the conversion itself, for a particular affirmative about the contingent is converted thus: some B contingently is A; therefore some A contingently is B. For I say that the opposite here can stand with the premise, namely this, it does not contingently happen that some A is B. But this does not happen for the cause which has been stated, namely because it is necessary that every A be B or that no A be B, but because this which says, it is necessary that every A be A, is converted into this, it is necessary that some B be A; and this does not seem to be unfitting. For this, it is necessary that some B be A, does not seem to be repugnant to the first, since each is a particular affirmative. And to this one must say that it is not repugnant by reason of the particularity of the first, but by reason of necessity. For in necessary matter the universal is worth as much as the particular, because that proposition about the necessary, by reason of the disposition of terms, says inherence simply; and in this matter it is worth as much to say, it is necessary that some B be A, as to say, it is necessary that every B be A. Hence according to the thing it is the same to say that with the first stands that proposition which says, it is necessary that some B be A, and that this proposition stands with it: it is necessary that every B be A. But this universal cannot stand with this, some B contingently is A, just as neither can this, some B contingently is not A, which is converted with it according to opposite qualities. Therefore it is clear that this proof is sufficient for proving that both affirmative propositions, namely the universal and the particular, are converted particularly; and this is what we intend. Yet certain instances are still inferred against this conversion in the same acceptance of the contingent, insofar as the contingent is non-necessary. For in this way it contingently happens that every human being is musical, and it contingently happens that no human being is musical, and it contingently happens that some human being is musical, because it also contingently happens that some human being is not musical; and thus the contingent in these cases holds itself to being and to non-being. Yet if these are converted so that it is said in this way, it contingently happens that some musical thing is a human being, it will not be the same acceptance of the contingent, because in the first propositions the contingent is taken for the non-necessary, but when it is said, it contingently happens that the musical is a human being, the contingent is taken for the necessary. For when it is said, it contingently happens that the musical is a human being, the musical cannot be a non-human being, and thus the musical is necessarily a human being. And so it seems that these propositions are not converted in such a way that the proposition which is converted and that into which it is converted remain in the same acceptance of the contingent; rather, while the first stands for the native contingent, the second to which it is converted will stand for the necessary contingent. To this, however, some say that the contingent taken for the non-necessary is not converted in the same acceptance of the contingent, as has already been proved, but is converted into the common contingent which is converted with the possible and follows upon the necessary, just as the universal follows upon its particular. And this Aristotle seems to intend in the text of the first book of the Prior Analytics, where he speaks about this conversion: namely, that the non-necessary contingent is not always converted in the same contingent acceptance; nevertheless it is converted to the contingent taken for the possible. And this seems from the fact that in the proof he does not descend to the special modes of the contingent; for if he had intended the contingent in special, he would have descended all the way to the special modes and would have shown conversion in them. Yet you should know that, as was said in the preceding matters, the contingent which is not necessary is twofold, namely native and infinite. And the infinite is indeed converted in the same acceptance of the contingent, as is clear when it is said, it contingently happens that what is walking is a human being, and it contingently happens that a human being is walking. But the native contingent is not converted in the same acceptance of the contingent, as is clear when it is said, it contingently happens that a human being is grammatical, because he has a natural aptitude for this, that he be grammatical; and if it is converted, it will not be the same contingent, as is clear when it is said, it contingently happens that the grammatical is a human being. For it is not a native contingent that it contingently happens to be a human being, but a contingent which follows upon the necessary, because the grammatical is necessarily a human being. And it is similar in these propositions: it contingently happens that an animal is healthy or awake; if they are converted in this way, it contingently happens that the healthy or awake thing is an animal, the native contingent will have been changed to the common contingent which is converted with the possible, which would follow upon the necessary.



Chapter XIV. On the Conversion of Negatives Concerning the Contingent.

CHAPTER XIV. On the conversion of negatives concerning the contingent. Consequently one must deal with the conversion of negative propositions about the contingent, namely how conversion is made of the universal negative and of the particular negative. Therefore let us say that in some negative propositions about the contingent, conversion does not hold itself similarly to the conversions of negatives about being-in and to the conversions of those which are about the necessary. But so that it may be known in which cases conversion is similar to those about being-in and in which cases it is dissimilar, one must know that to contingently be is said in many ways, as has already been said before: for one follows upon the necessary, but another supposes the non-necessary; and although that which is the genus is non-necessary according to itself, nevertheless it has a species which is necessary. Therefore let us say that all those negatives which are about the necessary contingent are called contingent because the predicates are not in their subjects by necessity, which is the contingent that is converted with the necessary; likewise all those negative propositions which are about the common contingent that is a genus to the others, that is, all those that are called contingent because they do not belong by necessity, such as those which are about the contingent which is converted with the possible, which, considered in the genus, is determined through not belonging by necessity, although it has certain species which are about necessary not-belonging: these propositions, I say, about these two modes of the contingent, hold themselves similarly in conversion to negatives about being-in and to negatives about the necessary, whether they are universal negatives or particular negatives. Examples of these propositions are the following. For if someone says that human being contingently is not a horse, that is, it contingently happens that a human being is not a horse, he will say a negative about the contingent which is converted with that in which the predicate is by necessity not in the subject, because it is necessary that a human being not be a horse. But the example of the other is one which is contingent because it does not belong by necessity, as if someone says that white contingently belongs to no tunic, proposing thus: it contingently happens that no tunic is white. Of these, the first by necessity does not belong. But the second does not necessarily belong, because it contingently happens that no tunic is white, for this is not necessary; for this contingent is opposed to the necessary, and therefore the necessary is denied from it, and it is called contingent through this, that it is not necessary not to belong. And attend that this is not the native contingent or the infinite contingent, as will immediately be clear in what follows, because a universal negative proposition about the native or infinite contingent cannot be converted, as will be clear in what follows in this chapter; but it is understood of the contingent which is converted with the possible, which is the common or high contingent, which according to its genus has to be determined through the non-necessary, nor can it well be determined otherwise. For it does not differ from the necessary except in this, that according to the genus taken, but not in species, it is non-necessary. Therefore, although an example of this contingent is given in this, that white contingently belongs to no tunic, and this example seems to be about the contingent to either side, nevertheless the example is not introduced for this, but rather a non-necessary contingent is manifested in a certain species of itself, while nevertheless this contingent is not taken in species but in genus, because otherwise a negative proposition about the contingent could not be converted in the same acceptance of the contingent. That such negatives about these two contingents are converted similarly to negatives about being-in and to negatives about the necessary is proved thus. For if it contingently happens that horse belongs to no human being, that is, if this is true, that no human being is a horse is contingent, then the converted proposition is also true, namely this, that it contingently happens that no horse is a human being, or this, that no horse is a human being is contingent; and thus a universal negative about the contingent which is from necessary not-belonging is converted in terms. But it is similar in the other contingent, which is determined through the non-necessary, because if white contingently belongs to no tunic, that is, that it contingently happens that no tunic is white, then the conversion is made in this way: that tunic contingently belongs to no white thing, that is, that it contingently happens that no white thing is a tunic; and this conversion likewise is in terms. But we do not need to prove the first conversion, which is of the necessary contingent not-belonging, because it is manifest through itself. But the second, which is about the non-necessary contingent, is proved in this way. For I say that if it contingently happens that no tunic is white, it follows that it contingently happens that no white thing is a tunic; or let the opposite be granted, namely this, it does not contingently happen that no white thing is a tunic. But this is converted with this: it is necessary that some white thing is a tunic. But from this it follows that it is necessary that some tunic is white; and this cannot stand with the first, namely this, it contingently happens that no tunic is white. For this was shown before in the conversion of those propositions which are about the necessary. Similarly, conversion is made in the particular negative about this same contingent, as if I say, it contingently happens that a certain human being is not a horse, and it contingently happens that a certain horse is not a human being. Or thus: it contingently happens that a certain tunic is not white, and it contingently happens that some white thing is not a tunic. But one must make sure that non-necessary contingent being is not taken for the native contingent, nor even for the infinite contingent or the contingent to either side, because in those the universal negative is not converted in terms, as will immediately be clear in what follows in this chapter. And the contingent must always be taken in the genus which is converted with the possible. And this is the contingent which stands above not-being and does not hold itself to being; because what holds itself to being and non-being is the native contingent and the infinite contingent. But that contingent which is in the second order of modal propositions is a contingent not-being only, and not a contingent being and not-being; and the necessary follows upon it, as when it is said, contingent not-being, not possible not to be, and not necessary to be. According to this, possible or contingent not-being is what is not necessary to be, although it is not contingent not-being and contingent being. And as it has been said that the example which was posited in the terms white and tunic, which are of the contingent to either side, was not made for this reason, that in them conversion according to the contingent to either side would be shown, but so that an example of the non-necessary would be given; and that the conversion was made in the example was not so that conversion would be shown to happen in such a contingent by reason of the species of the contingent, but so that it would be shown in the genus. Nor does it follow, if it contingently happens that white belongs to no tunic, that it contingently happens that no white thing belongs to a tunic, except according to the possible and contingent taken in the genus, as was said in what preceded. And if there were conversion according to the native or infinite contingent, the universal negative about the contingent to either side would have to be converted in terms, which will be shown to be unfitting. Hence this conversion is according to the contingent which is determined by nothing other than non-necessary not-belonging. And it does not follow: it is non-necessary with respect to not-being; therefore it holds itself equally to being and to not-being. For this does not suit the contingent in the genus, upon which both necessary not-being and non-necessary not-being follow. But all negative propositions which are about the contingent that is in several parts of a contradiction, that is, those holding themselves to being and to non-being and said to contingently be in that they are native and hold themselves more to one than to the other, and yet have a cause which can be impeded, and similarly those which hold themselves equally to being and to non-being, as are those about the infinite contingent, just as we have already determined or distinguished the multiplicity of the contingent: those universal negative propositions about the native or infinite contingent will not hold themselves in conversions similarly to universal negatives about being-in and about the necessary, namely in such a way that they are converted in terms as those are. Rather, the universal privative or negative proposition in such cases is not converted in terms, but the particular is converted in terms. Although this will be made manifest in what follows in this book when the contingent is discussed, nevertheless, so that the teaching may be easier, we shall also say it here. Therefore I say that the universal negative about the native or infinite contingent is not converted in terms, because if it were converted in terms, it would follow that the universal affirmative would be converted simply and universally, which cannot happen, as was shown in the preceding matters. This is proved in this way: if concerning the native or infinite contingent it contingently happens that every B is A, it contingently happens that no B is A, for this will be proved in what follows; and if it contingently happens that no B is A, if that were said to be converted, then it contingently happens that no A is B; and if it contingently happens that no A is B, it contingently happens that every A is B. Therefore from the first to the last, if it contingently happens that every B is A, it contingently happens that every A is B, and thus an affirmative would be converted simply and universally, which is unfitting. And therefore the universal negative about such a contingent cannot be converted. But the particular negative about the same contingent is converted, because if the particular is converted concerning that contingent, it is converted according to opposite qualities; for if some B contingently is A, some B contingently is not A. But the particular affirmative about such a contingent is converted in terms, just as the particular negative is. This, therefore, is what we wished to say about the contingent and about the conversion of propositions about the contingent, because the other things that can be said or objected are plain; and through the things that have been said, whatever can be objected can easily be determined. Nevertheless all the things that have been said will be more manifest in what follows when we speak about the contingent.
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in terms, but it is converted to contingency taken commonly.
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CHAPTER XV. On the removal of an error that could occur.

But because here we have called affirmative and negative those propositions which, in the conversion of the propositions that have been introduced, refer affirmation and negation to the composition of the dictum, lest someone think that a proposition is affirmative or negative because the being or dictum is affirmative or negative, but rather because the mode is affirmative or negative, therefore we say that, now, as regards only the proposed intention, this much should be manifest to us: how "to happen to belong to none" or "to happen not to belong to some" (with the mode affirmed and the dictum negated universally or particularly) has an affirmative figure and species; and it is an affirmative or negative proposition which is about the mode affirmed or negated, as was said in Perihermenias. The reason for this is that it happens in modal propositions and in all propositions of inherence which are similarly ordered to this: because just as "is" or "to be" (in which "is" is predicated as a predicate adjacent to the subject) makes an affirmative proposition, so from whatever things it is removed as adjacent through negation, it makes a negative proposition; and here it is entirely so, either universally, as is clear in examples, such as "it is good," "it is not good," or "it is simply not this," that is, "not a man," or "not an ass": for all those are affirmative; and similarly it is in modals concerning a mode affirmed or negated. But this will also be shown better through what follows.

According to conversions, however, propositions about the contingent will stand in like manner with the others, as has been said, except that the universal negative concerning the contingent by nature or the indefinite contingent is not converted in terms. Although certain persons, objecting against this, seem to prove the contrary in this way. For they say that the universal negative concerning the contingent by nature or the indefinite contingent is converted, but not in the same acceptance of contingency; rather it is converted to contingency taken commonly. Therefore they object according to this manner, saying that what belongs per se to a superior belongs to any of its inferiors. But being converted in terms belongs to the common or high contingent; therefore it belongs to any of its inferiors; therefore it belongs both to the contingent by nature and to the indefinite contingent; and thus the universal negative concerning the contingent by nature and concerning the indefinite contingent are converted in terms.

Again, if any two things are converted, then when the same thing is added to each, they are still converted; but these two are converted, "no B is A" and "no A is B," in whatever way they are taken, whether as inherence, contingently, or from necessity; therefore when the same thing is added on each side, they are still converted. Now the same thing is added in this way: "no B happens to be A," and "no A happens to be B"; therefore they are still converted; and thus the universal negative concerning the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent is converted, for this is added on each side.

Again, what follows upon the consequent follows upon the antecedent, by what is said in the Categories: when one thing is said of another as of a subject, whatever is said of the predicate must all be said of the subject. But "to happen not to be" (contingency taken simply and commonly) follows upon the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent, as genus upon species; and upon "to happen not to be" (contingency taken simply) there follows conversion in terms in negative propositions; therefore being converted in terms also follows upon its antecedent. But the antecedent of common contingency is the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent; therefore being converted in terms follows upon the contingent by nature and upon the indefinite contingent.

Again, this same thing seems able to be proved by reduction to impossibility. Therefore I say: if no B happens to be A, I say that it follows that no A happens to be B; or let the opposite be given, namely this, "it does not happen that no A is B," while nevertheless it is posited that no B happens to be A. But this, "it does not happen that no A is B," is converted with this, "necessarily some A is B"; and if necessarily some A is B, it follows that necessarily some B is A. And this is incompatible with the first proposition, which said, "no B happens to be A"; therefore it seems that the conversion stands and is good.

But it is not difficult to solve these and similar things through what has been said before. For one must say, as before, that the negative concerning the contingent by nature or the indefinite contingent is not converted in terms, as has been said. To what is objected, one must say that through the nature of contingency commonly said, or high contingency (which is found in the contingent by nature and in the indefinite contingent, as the nature of a genus is found in species), conversion can occur in the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent; but with respect to the proper nature of the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent, conversion cannot occur, on account of the cause which was stated above concerning the conversion of the universal affirmative. And through this the solution to the first and third is clear.

To what is objected, that if any two things are converted, then with the same thing added to each they are still converted, one must say that if what is added on each side is of the same force and acceptance in each, then what is said is true. But if it is not of one acceptance in each, then it is not necessary that they be converted. For when it is said thus, "no B happens to be A," "happens" denotes the contingent by nature or the indefinite contingent; and when it is converted, and said thus, "no A happens to be B," the common contingent is denoted, which is put for the possible. And this becomes manifest when it is put in signifying terms: for if it is said thus, "no man happens to be white," contingency to either alternative is denoted. But if it is converted and said thus, "no white thing happens to be a man," contingency is denoted for the possible, which is common contingency; hence this is the sense: "no white thing happens to be a man," that is, "it is not necessary that some white thing be a man." But we said in what has gone before that common contingency is determined by the non-necessary alone, with nothing added.

To the reduction to impossibility which he posits, one must say that it proves well enough that the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent are converted to the common contingent; but it does not prove that they are converted in the same acceptance of contingency.

But in summary it must be noted that the necessary, the contingent by nature, and the indefinite contingent (which in some way have themselves toward being) are said to happen to be. But the possible, the contingent by nature, and the indefinite contingent are also said to happen not to be; but the necessary (which is contingent being) is not said to happen not to be; for these two are as it were species of the commonly accepted contingent. It is also said that the possible to be happens to be, and also the possible not to be is said to happen not to be, with possible and contingent thus taken according to genus.

Again it must be noted that an affirmative proposition about the contingent according to every manner of acceptance of contingency is converted in terms under the same acceptance of contingency, in the way in which propositions about inherence and about the necessary are converted. But negatives about the contingent taken according to genus, and about the contingent taken according to the necessary insofar as necessary-not-being is said to happen-not-to-be, are converted similarly and by the same manner as negatives about inherence and about the necessary. But propositions about the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent stand otherwise in conversion than the other negative propositions, namely those about inherence and about the necessary. For in those, the particular negative is not converted in terms, but the universal negative is converted. But in propositions about the contingent by nature and the indefinite contingent it is the converse, because in these the particular negative is converted and the universal negative is not converted.

But this must still be added to these points: that both the necessary and the impossible are opposed to the contingent by nature and to the indefinite contingent, because such a contingent has itself toward being and non-being; but the necessary has itself only toward being, and the impossible only toward non-being. But to the contingent taken according to genus, and taken for the necessary insofar as necessary being is said to happen to be, only the impossible is opposed.
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TREATISE II. ON THE GENERATION OF SYLLOGISMS IN FIGURE.

CHAPTER I. On the manner of proceeding in this matter.

With these things thus set forth beforehand as principles of syllogisms, it must now be said next through what things, as through terms and propositions and principles, and when, with respect to figures, and in what way, with respect to modes and conjugations, every syllogism is made; and afterward, in the book of the Posterior Analytics, we shall speak about demonstration and demonstrative science, because in it the form of syllogism is perfectly preserved. And it is not so preserved in dialectical science and in the probable dialectical syllogism; still less is it preserved in the sophistical one.

But first one must speak about syllogism simply, because consideration ought to begin from more common things. Now syllogism simply is more universal than demonstration, because the consequence is not converted from syllogism to demonstration: for every demonstration is a syllogism, but not every syllogism is a demonstration. Therefore one must speak first about syllogism. But among the things that must be said about syllogism, one must first say through what, as regards terms and propositions, a syllogism is made; and first there will have to be discussion of the generation of syllogisms, and thus there will be descent to the other matters. For the generation of a syllogism requires the order of terms posited in the propositions of the syllogism, from which order the diverse figures of syllogisms are generated. And since every syllogism has its first and formal generation in the first figure, it is necessary that one speak first about such an order of terms. And because the ordering of the first figure occurs according to the natural position of things and terms, and terms are not ordered in such a way in the second and third figures, one must begin first from the ordering of terms according to the generation of the first figure; and afterward there will have to be discussion of the ordering of terms for the constitution of the second and third figure. Next one must discuss the discovery of the middle, because that is referred to the generation of the syllogism. One must also speak about the reduction of imperfect syllogisms, because so long as a syllogism is imperfect, whatever is required for its perfection belongs in some way to its generation. But afterward, at the beginning of the other book, we shall determine the special modes of making syllogisms, such as from hypothesis and to the impossible, and all other things which will seem to pertain to the power of syllogism or of syllogistic science; for in this ordered way what must be handed down will better be held in memory.

For terms, however, we use transcendent terms, because this art is common and applicable to every matter, and determines no special matter for itself1. But we call A, B, C transcendent terms, because those terms signify nothing according to themselves, and therefore can be put for all things. For here we seek nothing except the generation of the syllogism according to its formal being, according as it is a syllogism; and therefore one must posit such terms in which nothing is signified except the form of the syllogism. For if they signified something determinate, the form applicable to all things would not be denoted in them. Therefore such will be our manner of proceeding.

Notes

	He said this above, chapter 9, treatise I of the Prior Analytics, concerning conversions. (Hoc supra cap. 9 tract. I Priorum Analyticorum dixit de conversionibus.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On the formation of universal syllogisms and of the useful conjugations of the first figure, and what figure is, and what the first figure is.

Therefore he first speaks about the formation of syllogisms formed from propositions of inherence, because those are simpler than propositions which are with a mode, which are called modals. But in order to know this, one must know what a figure is and what the first figure is. One must know that the figure of a syllogism is nothing except the disposition and order of three terms possible for the complexion of a syllogism. Hence just as a term in this science is said metaphorically from a term in quantity, so also figure is said metaphorically from a figure which is a certain term in quantity; for figure in quantity is called the termination of a quantum, which is a surface or a body. But just as a term in quantity exists only according to beginning, or middle, or end, for it is a term to which continuation belongs, and this cannot be except either as that from which, and this is a beginning; or as that to which, and this is an end; or with both accounts at once, that is, as that from which and that to which, and this is a middle. Therefore, since those who transfer do so according to some likeness, there cannot be a term in syllogistic science except as that from which there is syllogistic running-through, and this is the greater extreme; or as that to which the syllogistic running-through stands, and this is the lesser extreme, which is taken last under the middle; and beyond these there is nothing in the syllogistic running-through except also the middle through which reason runs through in the syllogistic running-through. And thus there are only three terms in the generation of the figure which forms a perfect syllogism, and in every account of a term they have the perfect account of terms. For the greater extreme, by the scope of its community, is outside the middle; but according to substance and understanding and definition it is within the middle and as it were continuous with the middle. But the middle terminates in itself the flow of the greater extreme, and from itself directs it into the lesser; and therefore, in natural position in the first figure, the greater extreme is the greater, the middle is middle by natural position, and the lesser extreme is the lesser term by natural position.

On account of this, this figure is perfect and is said to be after the manner of a triangle, which is the first figure of rectilinear figures: for propositions joined according to due quantity and quality are like lines touching one another in one term (which is the middle); and the conclusion, coming upon them and deduced from these, joins the extremes divided from one another; on account of which even by Aristotle the syllogism of the first figure is called the syllogism of extremes1. This, therefore, is the account of figure and of terms, and the likeness of the transference.

But if someone objects that according to the twofold or manifold position of the middle the first figure ought to be divided into two or more figures, because the middle can first be subjected and afterward predicated, and conversely it can first be predicated and afterward subjected; or, to speak better, the greater extreme can first be taken under the middle and the lesser before the middle, and moreover the middle can be taken according to equal distance between the extremes and according to unequal distance; and thus the middle is disposed in seven ways among the extremes, as Aristotle teaches in the book On Sense and the Sensible; and thus also among syllogistic extremes a manifold disposition of the middle would seem to have to make a manifold figure. One must answer that the middle of reason in syllogistic running-through does not have a likeness to the middle in motion, which is from extreme to extreme through a middle, except in genus, namely in this, that the middle is what is between the extremes; because in the running-through of reason that is taken under another, and another is taken under it; and therefore in this disposition it cannot make a further multiplicity of figure. On account of this, this figure does not further have a figure, but through the disposition of terms in a figure it is complexioned into modes. And thus terms and propositions are the matter of syllogisms, terms indeed the remote matter, but propositions the proximate matter; and figure is the remote form of syllogism, and mode the proximate form of syllogism.

With these things thus determined, one must know that in such a disposition of terms and complexion of propositions sixteen combinations or conjugations result, proceeding according to the quantities and qualities of the propositions. For if the middle is subjected to the greater and predicated of the lesser, either both propositions will be universal, or both particular, or one universal and the other particular, that is, in two ways: because either the major will be universal and the minor particular, or conversely the major particular and the minor universal. These are four when taken according to the complexion of quantity; and if each of these is multiplied into four through affirmation and negation, in the whole there are sixteen conjugations in this way. For if both are universal, either both will be affirmative, or both negative, or the major affirmative and the minor negative, or conversely the major negative and the minor affirmative; and these are four conjugations. But if both are particular, again four conjugations will result, because either both will be affirmative or both negative, or the major negative and the minor affirmative, or conversely the major affirmative and the minor negative; and thus there are eight conjugations. But if one is universal and the other particular, and the major is universal and the minor particular, again four conjugations result, because either both are affirmative, or both negative, or one negative and the other affirmative; and this will be in two ways, namely that the major is negative and the minor affirmative, or conversely; and thus there are twelve conjugations. But if the minor is universal and the major particular, according to the same account four conjugations will result according as either both are affirmative, or both negative, or the universal affirmative and particular negative, or conversely the particular affirmative and universal negative. And thus it is clear that there will be sixteen conjugations, of which four will be useful and twelve useless.

Therefore when three terms in two propositions have themselves in position and order to one another in such a way that both the last, which is the lesser extreme and the subject in the minor proposition, is in the whole middle, and the middle, according to the same position, is in the whole first, which is the greater extreme; and whether the predicate in the first proposition is or is not, that is, whether according to affirmation or according to negation of the propositions, in such a disposition there must be a perfect syllogism of extremes, that is, one which concludes the greater extreme of the lesser extreme. And this is in the first figure, in which the middle is truly middle and the extremes are truly extremes. But in the other figures the middle and the extremes do not have the perfect account of middle and extremes; and therefore in those figures a syllogism of extremes is not perfectly made. But what "to be in the whole" is is manifest through the preceding matters, because to be in the whole is to be predicated of every one. For let us posit three terms disposed in this way: animal, man, risible. For animal is in the whole middle, that is, in man, because it is predicated universally of every man; and man is in the whole extreme, because man is predicated of every risible.

And if someone objects that, if the middle is in the whole last and the greater is in the whole middle, then a syllogism is never made in the first figure from equals and convertibles, which is false, since the most powerful of demonstrations is the one that is made from convertibles; and this is clear by syllogizing thus: every man is a mortal rational animal; every risible is man; therefore every risible is a mortal rational animal. To this, however, the solution is now clear through what has been said, because being in the whole is being predicated of every part of it; and then a syllogism is made both from convertibles and from non-convertibles that are predicated universally. Yet some say that there is a twofold predicate, namely a material predicate and a formal predicate; for whatever the predicate may be materially, formally a predicate is always in the whole subject; and in this way even equal and convertible predicates, insofar as they are predicates, are more common in their subjects. But the first response is better and more to the point according to the proper character of this science.

Now I call the middle, through the metaphor introduced above, that which is itself in another as in a greater, and another is in it as in a lesser; for what is contained according to the scope of predication is always less than what contains, and the whole is in the container. For in such a figure of the disposition of terms it becomes a middle also by the order of position, because it is constituted between the extremes according to the scope of predication. But I call extremes that of which both one itself is in another and another is in it, that is, those of which one is contained in another through the scope of predication, as the lesser extreme is in the middle, and as the greater extreme is that in which the middle is according to the scope of predication.

Thus, however, two modes of universal syllogisms are formed according to useful conjugations, one according to affirmed being and the other according to negated being. For if A is predicated of every B, and B is predicated of every C, A must be predicated of every C, thus: every B is A; every C is B; therefore every C is A. And this is the first mode, confirmed through what is said in the Categories: when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, whatever is said of the predicate must likewise be said of the subject. But it was said earlier in what has gone before how we say that something is predicated of every one. Similarly, the second syllogism is formed according to non-being or according to a negative conclusion in this way: for if A is predicated of no B, and the greater extreme is universally denied of the middle by it, but B is predicated of every C, namely the middle of the lesser extreme, it follows that A will belong to no C, thus: no B is A; every C is B; therefore no C is A. And it is confirmed through the same rule which was stated: for when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, whatever is denied of the predicate must likewise be denied of the subject. And therefore, because the middle is the consequent predicate with respect to the lesser extreme, it is necessary that the greater extreme which is denied of the middle also be denied of the lesser extreme. Therefore these are the useful and universal conjugations of the first figure.

Notes

	The syllogism of the first figure is also called the syllogism of extremes, because in it the extremes are concluded of one another, and they are true extremes, since in it alone there is also truly a middle; and this cause is assigned a little below in this chapter. (Dicitur etiam syllogismus primae figurae syllogismus extremitatum: quia in eo concluduntur extrema de se invicem, quae sunt vere extrema, cum in ea sola sit etiam vere medium: et haec causa assignatur parum infra in hoc capitulo.) ↩
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But useless conjugations are formed alongside these according to a diverse complexion of affirmation and position, as was said a little before. For if the first, namely the greater extreme, belongs indeed to every middle, but the middle belongs to no extreme, then the major proposition will be affirmative and the minor negative; and from such a conjugation nothing will follow, and there will not be a syllogism of extremes, that is, one in which the greater extreme is concluded of the lesser; nor will anything follow from the fact that these things are so, that is, on account of the figure and the complexion of the propositions. The sign of this is that, according to such a complexion, it is possible for the first or greater extreme to belong both to every one and to no one; and therefore the opposite can always be verified with the opposite. For if "to no one" follows upon "to every one," it is verified with that very same thing, which is false; and conversely, if "to every one" follows upon "to no one," it is verified with it. And if "to every one" is verified, also "to some" is verified, which is contradictory to "to no one"; and if "to no one" is verified, also "not to some" is verified, which is contradictory to "to every one." On account of this, neither a particular nor a universal conclusion follows from such premises; for since nothing follows necessarily through these things which are premised, a syllogism cannot be made, as is clear through the definition of syllogism, which is that a syllogism is speech in which, certain things having been posited, another thing happens of necessity.

But by taking an instance in such a conjugation, it is demonstrated in terms. For the terms in which belonging to every one follows are animal, man, horse, thus: every man is animal; no horse is man; therefore no horse is animal; and this is false, because every horse is animal. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are animal, man, stone, thus: every man is animal; no stone is man; therefore no stone is animal. It is therefore clear that this is a useless conjugation.

Similarly it is if both are universal negatives; for in these too belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow. And the terms in which belonging to every one follows are science, line, medicine, thus: no line is science; no medicine is line; therefore no medicine is science; and this is false, because every medicine is science. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are science, line, unity, thus: no line is science; no unity is line; therefore no unity is science.

Therefore, with universal terms and propositions accepted, from what has been said it is manifest when there will be and when there will not be a syllogism in this figure, and when there will be a syllogism of universal conclusion. It is also manifest that when there is a syllogism of useful conjugation, it is necessary that the terms have themselves as we have said, that is, that the universal be affirmative or negative and major, but that the minor always be universal affirmative; for when they have themselves in this way, there will always be a syllogism of useful conjugation, as was clear through what was said before.

But if a conjugation is useless for this reason, that in the same disposition and complexion belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow, then the first mode seems to be a useless conjugation, because belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow in the same disposition and complexion. For that belonging to every one follows is clear in these terms: every animate thing is animal; every sensible thing is animate; therefore every sensible thing is animal. But that belonging to no one follows is clear in these: every bronze is natural; every statue is bronze (and let this be posited); therefore every statue is natural; which is false, because no statue is natural, but rather artificial. But to this one must say that the syllogism of the first mode of this figure is most perfect, and belonging to no one does not follow, but only belonging to every one. For here we speak of a simple and formal syllogism, which is abstracted from every matter, both demonstrative and dialectical and sophistical, and is considered only in the very form of the simple syllogism. And when it is said, "every bronze is natural," the syllogism does not sin according to form; but the first proposition, when it is said, "every bronze is natural," is true per se, that is, if bronze is taken according as it is bronze. But accidentally it is false, because in such cases the matter is predicated; and because a statue is bronze, therefore not every bronze is natural; and because the major is accidentally false, therefore such and false a conclusion follows1. Yet the conclusion is also accidentally true if it is posited that no statue exists except from bronze; for then the statue is a natural thing not through this, that it is a statue, but through this, that it is bronze.

Notes

	Some proposition is true per se, which is falsified accidentally; and that is the doctrine of Aristotle in Physics VI, comment 13, and On the Heavens II, comment 104. (Aliqua propositio est per se vera, quae per accidens falsificatur: et illa est doctrina Aristotelis in 6. Physic. com. 13 et 2 Coeli, com. 104.) ↩
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But syllogisms concluding particularly are made in this figure in this way. For if this term which is the greater extreme has itself to the middle universally, so that it is predicated universally of it, but that which is the lesser extreme has itself particularly to the middle, so that the middle is predicated particularly of the lesser extreme; when what is or is posited is at the greater extreme, so that the major proposition in which the greater extreme is predicated is universal affirmative or negative, and the minor is particular affirmative, or predicative, which is the same thing, then a perfect syllogism concluding particularly must be made. But when a universal is posited at the lesser extreme and a particular is posited at the greater, or also when a negative is posited at the lesser, or the propositions are disposed in any other way than has been said, there is a useless conjugation and no syllogism is made. Now I call the greater extreme that in which the middle is as a subject in a predicate; and the lesser extreme that which is taken under the middle and of which the middle is predicated. An example of this is that A belongs to every B, but B, the middle, belongs to some C; it follows that A must belong to some C, forming the syllogism thus: every B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is A. And it is confirmed through being-said-of-every-one, from which the syllogistic running-through is made, because from the fact that A belongs to every B universally, then it must belong to every part of what is B. But some C is one of the parts of B; therefore A must belong to that. This is through what was held in the Categories: when one thing is said of another as of a subject, whatever is said of the predicate must all be said of the subject.

Similarly a syllogism concluding particularly and negatively is formed if a universal negative is posited at the major and a particular affirmative at the minor, as if A indeed belongs to no B, but B belongs to some C; for it follows that A must not belong to some C, forming the syllogism thus: no B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is not A.

And those two syllogisms concluding particularly are formed from the two that conclude universally: the first from the first, and the second from the second; and they are confirmed through the same principle through which the universal-concluding ones are confirmed, and this is through being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. For it has already been determined how we say "to be said of every one" and "of none." Therefore such a syllogism is perfect, needing nothing beyond what it has and encloses in itself. But in the same way, and the same syllogism, both negatively and affirmatively concluding, occurs when not a particular but an indefinite affirmative or predicative is posited as the minor proposition which is designated through B C. For the syllogism will be the same from the indefinite and from the particular taken, because the indefinite is equivalent to the particular.

But conjugations become useless in whatever other way terms and propositions are disposed. For if a universal is posited at the lesser extreme, so that the minor is universal either predicatively or privatively, and a particular is posited at the greater, there will be no syllogism of either a predicative or a negative conclusion, whether it is an indefinite or a particular which is posited at the greater. An example of this is as if A belongs to some B or does not belong to some B, but B belongs to every C: no syllogism is made; for nothing follows from such a complexion, "some B is A; every C is B." Similarly neither from such a one, "some B is not A; every B C"; for belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow. The terms, indeed, in which belonging to every one follows are good, habit, prudence, thus: some habit is good; every prudence is a habit; therefore some prudence is good; which is true, for every prudence is good. But an example where belonging to no one follows is in these terms: good, habit, lack of discipline, thus: some habit is good; every lack of discipline is a habit; therefore some lack of discipline is good; which does not hold, because no lack of discipline is good.

Again, a conjugation is useless if the minor is posited as a universal negative, as if B is posited as belonging to no C, and the major is posited as a particular affirmative, as if A is posited as belonging or not belonging to some B; because the particular can be affirmative or negative; or in the major A is posited as not belonging to every B. For "not every" is equivalent to "some not," because negation formally regards distribution; nor can a syllogism be made, because belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow. And the terms in which belonging to every one follows in such a disposition are white, horse, swan, thus: some white thing is horse, or some white thing is not horse; every swan is white; therefore some swan is horse. And it is agreed that no swan is a horse. Or thus: some horse is white; some swan, or no swan, is horse; therefore some swan is not white, although it is agreed that every swan is white. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are these: white, horse, raven, thus: some horse is white; no raven is horse, or some raven is not horse; therefore some raven is not white, although it is agreed that no raven is white. But the same holds in all respects if proposition A B, which is the major, is indefinite, because, as we have said, the indefinite is equivalent to the particular.

Similarly the conjugation is useless when a universal, whether affirmative or negative, is posited at the greater extreme or at the major proposition, and a particular negative is posited at the minor, because, when the minor is negative, nothing follows in the first figure1; nor in such a complexion is a syllogism made, whether an indefinite or a particular negative is posited at the lesser extreme. An example of this is: if A, which is the greater extreme, is said to belong to every B, which is the middle; but B is said not to belong, or by equivalence is said not to belong to every B. The cause of this is that something accepted to which the middle does not belong in some case, both every one and no one follow upon the first, which is the greater extreme; and thus the greater extreme belongs both to every one and to no one of the lesser in the conclusion. Therefore let such terms be posited: animal, man, white, thus: every man is animal; some white thing is not man; then under white let white things be accepted of which man is not predicated, namely snow, and so too a swan; for man is predicated of neither of them, neither universally nor particularly affirmatively. And first let such a syllogism be made: every man is animal; swan is not man; therefore some swan is not animal. But it is clear that every swan is animal. Then let another syllogism be made in the same complexion: every man is animal; some snow is not man; therefore some snow is not animal. And it is clear that no snow is animal; on account of which, even according to such a complexion, no syllogism is made.

Again, if the major is posited as a universal negative and the minor as a particular negative, as if A indeed belongs to no B, but B does not belong to some C, it follows that the greater extreme belongs both to every one and to no one of the lesser. And let the terms be inanimate, man, white, and under white let some white things be taken of which man is not predicated, namely swan and snow. For in such a disposition of complexion, inanimate is predicated of one, namely snow, but of the other not at all, namely swan; and thus belonging to every one follows in this way: no man is inanimate; some snow is not man; therefore no snow is inanimate; for it is clear that all snow is inanimate. That belonging to no one also follows thus: no man is inanimate; some swan is not man; therefore some swan is not inanimate; and it is clear that no swan is inanimate.

Moreover, because when it is said that the middle does not belong to some of those which are accepted under the lesser extreme, as when it is said that B does not belong to some of those which are accepted under C, this is indefinite, because it is determined by neither a universal sign nor a particular sign, and therefore is verified in two ways if it is said that B does not belong to some C. For this is true if B belongs to no C, and it is again true if B does not belong to every C. But with such terms taken in which B belongs to no C in the minor proposition, no syllogism is made, for this has already been said and shown before. Therefore it is manifest that in the case in which the terms have themselves in such a way that the minor is a particular negative, no syllogism is made. For if a syllogism were made universally from such a complexion, then there would also be a syllogism in terms having themselves in the aforesaid manner, namely when the minor was a universal negative.

Similarly, it will be shown in terms that no syllogism is made if the universal proposition is posited as privative while the minor also is privative.

Nor again is a syllogism made if both intervals (that is, the propositions intervening in figure and mode) are said to be particular, because from both particular propositions no syllogism is made, whether both are affirmative, or negative, or one affirmative and the other negative in whatever way.

Again, if one of the propositions is indefinite and the other definitely particular, or both intervals are indefinite, in none of those ways is a syllogism made. But the common terms of all those useless conjugations, in which belonging to every one and belonging to no one is shown, are animal, white, man; in these, animal follows universally upon man. But for belonging to no one the common terms are animal, white, stone; for animal follows as belonging to no stone.

Therefore it is manifest from these things that have been said that, if a particular syllogism is made in this first figure, the terms must have themselves as we have said; but when the terms have themselves otherwise, a syllogism is made in no way.

Notes

	Note that this rule is also true universally concerning the third figure, as is clear below. (Nota quod haec regula vera est etiam universaliter de tertia figura, ut patet infra.) ↩
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But from the things said before it is clear that all syllogisms which are perfect in this figure need nothing outside themselves for their perfection, for they are all perfected through being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. And therefore also in the first figure the major must always be universal, because the syllogistic running-through begins from the major. But syllogizing reason runs through only from the universal to the particular. Hence for the major to be particular would not agree with the principles, which are being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. Yet there is also another cause of this, why in the first figure the major must always be universal and the minor affirmative: because if the major could be particular, then it could happen that the middle would be predicated of the greater extreme, because the inferior is predicated of the superior particularly, both affirmatively and negatively, as "some animal is man" and "some animal is not man." And if it were so, it could happen that, when the major proposition is negative, the extremes would be convertible, or would stand as exceeding and exceeded; and then no negative conclusion could follow except a false one, which is unfitting. But the terms in which this occurs are man, animal, risible, syllogizing thus: some animal is not man; every risible is animal; therefore some risible is man or is not man, although it is agreed that every risible is a man. It could also happen that, when the major is affirmative, the extremes would be disparate, of which neither is predicated of the other; and then no conclusion could follow except a false one. And the terms of this consequence are man, animal, ass, syllogizing thus: some animal is man; every ass is animal; no affirmative conclusion can be inferred except a false one. Therefore this is the cause why the major must always be universal and the minor affirmative in this figure.

Therefore all syllogisms of this figure are perfect, both universal and particular; and they are perfected through those things which were stated from the beginning of this book, namely through being-said-of-every-one and through being-said-of-none. And although in this figure there are still found five modes of those concluding indirectly, and therefore of imperfect syllogisms, we shall make no mention of them here; but in what follows, where we shall posit imperfect syllogisms, we shall also make mention of syllogisms of this kind.

It is also manifest that all problems are shown through this figure. Through it belonging to every one is shown in the first mode, and through it belonging to no one is shown in the second mode, and through it belonging to some is shown through the third mode, and through it not belonging to some is shown through the fourth. But I call the first figure of this kind the one which in the major proposition subjects the middle, and in the minor predicates it.

Nor can there be a figure which in the major predicates the middle and in the minor subjects it, because, since the middle in this figure is between the extremes, the middle must be taken under the greater extreme, and the lesser extreme must be taken under the middle. And because the major must be universal, all the propositions would be false if the middle were predicated in the major, as this one, "every animal is man"; and if it were subjected in the minor, again the universals will be false; and thus a true and universal conclusion would not be concluded, which would be very unfitting in the most perfect of figures1.

Notes

	On this see Averroes in the digression, chapter 12 against Galen. (De hoc vide Averroem in digressione, cap. 12 contra Galenum.) ↩
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But when three terms have themselves to one another in such a way that the same term (which is the predicate) belongs to every one of this term which is the greater extreme, but belongs to none of this one, that is, of the other extreme; or in such a way that the middle belongs to every one of each extreme, so that it is predicated of each universally and affirmatively; or belongs to none of either, so that in each premise it is universally denied of each of the extremes, namely so that the middle is predicated twice, in the major proposition concerning the greater extreme, and in the minor proposition concerning the lesser



Chapter VI. On the properties of the second figure, continuation.

extreme, in whatever way this occurs, whether universally or particularly, or particularly in one and particularly in the other, and whether it occurs affirmatively or negatively, or mixedly, with one being affirmative and the other negative, I always call a figure of this kind the second. For although in this figure both propositions cannot be affirmative nor both negative for constituting some mode of this figure, nevertheless both in a useful conjugation and in one that is useless the position of terms in situation and order is preserved. And this makes the second figure, of which we are speaking here, considering it according to itself, according as it is preserved in the position of the terms without the constitution of any mode.

But in this figure I call the middle that which is predicated of each of the extremes, of the greater extreme indeed in the major, and of the lesser extreme in the minor. But in this figure I call extremes those of which this very thing which is the middle is said or predicated. And in this figure I call the greater extreme the extreme which, according to the order of predicables, is placed nearer the middle, and participates more in the account of predication by which the middle is predicated; for the greater is predicated of the lesser extreme, and thus participates in the account of the middle, which in this figure is predicated of each extreme. And because it is predicated of something, in the order of predicables it is nearer to that which is predicate only; and in this way in this figure the greater extreme is that which is placed next to the middle according to the order and situation of predicables. But I call the lesser extreme that which is situated farther from the middle in that order, because it is not of the order of predicables, but only of subjectibles.

But in such a disposition and order of terms the middle indeed cannot be placed between the extremes, but is placed outside the extremes; yet by the order of position of predicables and subjectibles it is first, because in such an order the predicable is prior to the subjectible; and that which is only predicable has the account of the first simply, while that which is predicable and subjectible has the account of the middle, and that which is only subjectible has the account of the last. And thus it is clear that in this figure, according to the order of predicables, the extreme is middle in position, and the middle is an extreme in position. On account of this, with respect to the evidence of syllogisms, this figure must be imperfect; hence no syllogism in this figure will be perfect. For if anyone considers the account of a perfect middle in syllogisms, the middle is middle from two things; if one of these is lacking, it does not have the perfect account of a middle. Of the two, one is that according to the order of predicables and subjectibles in the categorial line it be middle in position. The other is that it be unitive and conjunctive of the extremes. And in the first figure the middle is perfect in both ways in the account and power and operation or effect of the middle. But in this figure the middle falls short in the more important part of the account of the middle, namely because it is not the middle of the extremes according to the order of predicables, but outside them, nevertheless retaining the other part, which is being unitive or conjunctive of the extremes; on account of this, these figures too are imperfect, namely the second and third, and the syllogisms formed according to these figures are imperfect; nevertheless syllogisms concluding necessarily can be formed in this figure.

And when the terms are universal and not universal, this figure concludes universally if both premises are universal, and it concludes particularly if the other is particular. But as to how this happens, it must be attended to that, with propositions combined universally and particularly and intermingled, and varied according to affirmation and negation, sixteen conjugations will necessarily result, as in the preceding figure; and when it has been shown through instances of terms that twelve of them are useless, it remains that only four are useful. It is not necessary to repeat the manner of this kind of combination, because it is the same as what was in the first figure with respect to the variety of quantity and quality in the propositions, and nothing is changed in it except the disposition of the terms, which changes only the figure.

But this must be noted: if in this figure a syllogism concluding necessarily ought to be made, the major must always be universal, whether affirmative or negative. And some say that the cause of this is that the syllogisms of this figure arise from the second mode of the first figure, and these syllogisms are reduced into that mode, either through the conversion of the universal negative, which is converted simply, or also through conversion and transposition. Therefore, because in the second mode of the first figure the major is universal, it is also necessary in the modes of the second figure derived and originated from it that the major be universal; and this is well said. Yet it could also be said that, if in this figure the major could be particular, it would sometimes happen that no conclusion could be made in this figure. For if in this figure the major could be particular, then the greater extreme could be more extensive than the middle, because the inferior is predicated particularly of its superior, both affirmatively and negatively; and if it were so, a true negative could not be made. For the superior cannot be truly denied of the inferior, and thus no negative conclusion is made; but an affirmative conclusion cannot be made in this figure, and thus it could be concluded neither affirmatively nor negatively; therefore no conclusion would be made. This is clear by example in these terms: man, animal, ass. For although some animal is man and no ass is man, still it is not necessary that no ass be animal, or that some ass not be animal.

It is also proper to this figure that one of the propositions be negative. The cause of this is that if both were affirmative, since the middle is predicated of each extreme, the middle could be predicated of two disparate things, of which nevertheless neither could be affirmed of the other, as is clear: every man is animal; every ass is animal; therefore it does not follow that every ass is man. The middle could also be predicated of two things of which one is under the other and of which its superior could not be denied, as: every man is a sensible body; every animal is a sensible body; and thus nothing would follow. Yet it must be attended to that, although one of the premises in this figure must be negative, nevertheless either the major or the minor can indifferently be negative. And the cause of this is that in this figure the middle regards the extremes equally as placed under it; and therefore with respect to the negative conclusion of the syllogism it makes no difference whether the middle is denied of one extreme or of the other.

It is also proper to this figure that the conclusion must always be negative. The cause of this is that this is so because, as has already been proved, in this figure one of the premises must be negative; and through negation the difference of one extreme from the other is signified, and the negation of one from the other through the middle, precisely because the middle is affirmed of one and denied of the other: for the middle happens to one of the extremes and does not happen to the other.

It is still proper to this figure that the conclusion is always assimilated to the minor proposition in quantity; but in quality it is assimilated indifferently sometimes to the major and sometimes to the minor. The cause of this is that the same thing is the subject in this figure of the minor proposition and of the conclusion. From the subject in a proposition the quantity of the proposition is discerned, and therefore the minor proposition and the conclusion must have the same quantity. But in this figure it is indifferent whether the major or the minor is negative; the conclusion, however, is always negative; and therefore in quality it is sometimes assimilated to the major and sometimes to the minor. These things, therefore, have been said about the properties of the second figure.
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Next let us speak about the formation of universal syllogisms in this figure. Therefore, when the terms are universal in relation to the middle, so that the middle is predicated universally of each extreme, a syllogism is made according to being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none according to the first mode of this figure, if the middle belongs to every one of this which is the greater extreme, but belongs to none of that which is the lesser extreme, either being thus privative, that is, whether the major or the minor is affirmative, provided the other is a universal negative. But otherwise in this figure no universal syllogism is made. And this is proved in this way. Let us take, in place of terms, the letters M, N, X, so that M is the middle, N the greater extreme, and X the lesser extreme. And let the first mode be formed with such a complexion: for let M be predicated of no N, but let it be predicated as being of every X. There will be a syllogism from a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor, thus: no N is M; every X is M; therefore no X is N. And the evidence of this syllogism is shown through conversion of the universal negative, which is converted simply and in terms. And if no N is M, no M is N; and then from this converse let the major proposition be made, and let the minor of the already mentioned syllogism be assumed, thus: no M is N; every X is M; therefore no X is N. And this is the second mode of the first figure, which has already been shown to be perfect in the first figure.

Thus again the second mode of this second figure is formed, which consists of an affirmative major and a negative minor, thus: for if M belongs to every N, and the same M belongs to no X, then such a syllogism is made: every N is M; no X is M; therefore no X is N, for the minor, which is a universal negative, is converted. Hence also, if the same M belongs to no X, it follows conversely that no X belongs to M; and then, with the proposition transposed, there will be such a syllogism: no M is X; every N is M; therefore no N is X, and again it is the second syllogism of the first figure.

But this same thing can be shown through reduction to impossibility, because if it is said that the conclusion does not follow, then the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the premises; and this does not happen, as is easily clear to anyone willing to take the opposite of the conclusion and what is contingent with one of the premises, and there follows what cannot stand with the first thing conceded. Therefore, since a syllogism is made in this figure when the terms have themselves in the aforesaid way according to figure and complexion, this is manifest from the things that have been said. But an imperfect syllogism is made, because that is perfect to which nothing is lacking, as Aristotle says; but here, for the perfection of evidence, one must add something beyond those things which are in the constitution of the syllogism. For conversion is added, and sometimes also transposition; and when this has been added, then first the necessity which is in the consequence appears.

But useless conjugations formed in universal terms and propositions are of many kinds. For if M, the middle, is predicated of every N, and is also predicated of every X, so that both premises are universal affirmatives, there will not be a syllogism according to this figure concluding something necessary; and this is clear through an instance proved in terms. The terms according to which belonging to every one follows are substance, animal, man, thus: every animal is substance; every man is substance; therefore every man is animal. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are substance, animal, stone, thus: every animal is substance; every stone is substance; and nevertheless no stone is animal. In these terms the middle is substance, and is first in position according to the proper character of this second figure.

Similarly, the conjugation is also useless, and no syllogism is made, when both premises are negative, as when M is predicated neither of N nor of X, but is universally denied of each; and this is shown through instances of terms, for both belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow. And the terms in which belonging to every one follows are line, animal, man, thus: no animal is a line; no man is a line; therefore every man is animal, which does not follow from the complexion of the premises. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are line, animal, stone, thus: no animal is a line; no stone is a line; therefore no stone is animal.

Therefore it is manifest from the foregoing that if a syllogism is made from universal terms, the terms must have themselves as we said at the beginning of this chapter; for if the universal terms have themselves otherwise, no syllogism is made in which the conclusion follows by necessity of consequence.
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But a syllogism concluding particularly is made in this figure if the middle is taken universally in relation to either extreme, whether the greater or the lesser, according to being-said-of-every-one or being-said-of-none, so that the middle is universally affirmed or denied of the extreme, when in relation to the greater the middle has itself universally either predicatively (or affirmatively) or privatively (or negatively), but in relation to the lesser extreme the middle has itself particularly and in a quality opposite to the major, so that if the universal and major is affirmative, the minor is particular negative; and if the universal and major is negative, the particular minor is affirmative. For when terms and propositions have themselves thus in this figure, a syllogism is made necessarily concluding a privative or negative particular conclusion.

For if M, the middle, belongs to no N, that is, to the greater extreme, so that no N is M, and that same M, the middle, belongs to some X, which is the lesser extreme, so that some X is M, it follows necessarily that some X is not N. But this is proved by conversion of the major, which is universal negative, thus: no M is N; some X is M; therefore some X is not N. For this is the fourth mode of the first figure, concerning which it has been proved that it is perfect; and since this mode of the second figure originates from a perfect one, it is necessary that it too conclude necessarily, for such a syllogism is made through the first figure.

Again, the fourth mode of this figure is made if we say that M, the middle, belongs to every N, the greater extreme, and we say that the same M, the middle, does not belong to some X, the lesser extreme; and a necessarily concluding syllogism is made through this mode: every N is M; some X is not M; therefore some X is not N. And this syllogism is proved by reduction to impossibility: for either the conclusion follows, or the opposite of the conclusion follows with one of the premises already supposed in the prior syllogism. For let the opposite of this be given, namely that N belongs to every X, so that every X is N. But it was conceded that M is predicated of every N, because it was said that every N is M; therefore it follows that every X is M. And it had been posited in the minor proposition of the prior syllogism that some X was not M, and thus contradictories would be true at once, which is unfitting; therefore the first conclusion follows.

But we cannot prove this syllogism through conversion, because in it no proposition is convertible except the universal affirmative, and if that is converted into a particular, both premises will be particular; and from particulars a syllogism cannot be made in any figure, as has been proved in what went before. Similarly there will be a syllogism if it is said that M, the middle, indeed belongs to every X, so that every X is M, and that same middle which is M does not belong to every X, so that not every X is M; there will be a syllogism concluding that N does not belong to every X, which nevertheless is the same as the one from a universal affirmative and a particular negative. Because "not every" and "some not" are equivalent, the demonstration of this syllogism is the same as that of the preceding one through reduction to impossibility.

But in whatever other way terms and propositions are joined to one another, the conjugations will be useless. For if M is predicated of every X, so that the minor is universal affirmative, and this same thing is not predicated of every N, so that the major is particular negative, or equivalent to it, there will not be from such a conjugation a syllogism concluding necessarily. And this is proved through instances of terms, for both belonging to every one and belonging to no one follow. The terms in which belonging to every one follows are soul, substance, raven, thus: some substance is not animal; every raven is animal; and it is clear that every raven is substance. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are animal, white, raven, thus: some white thing is not animal; every raven is animal; and it is clear that no raven is white.

Nor again can there be a syllogism concluding necessarily when the minor is universal negative and the major particular affirmative, as when M is predicated of no X, and the same M is predicated of some N, thus: some N is M; every X is M; for nothing follows, which is proved through terms. And the terms in which belonging to every one follows are animal, substance, stone, thus: some substance is animal; no stone is animal; and it is clear that every stone is substance. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are animal, substance, science, thus: some substance is animal; no science is animal; and it is clear that no science is substance. Thus it has now been said when there will be and when there will not be a syllogism concluding particularly in this figure, when the premises in a syllogism that has one universal and the other particular have themselves in opposite quality.

But when both premised propositions are of like figure or form in quality, namely because both are privative or both affirmative, namely universal and particular, there will in no way be a syllogism concluding by necessity. First let us posit that both premised propositions are privative, and the universal is posited at the greater extreme, so that the major is universal negative and the minor particular negative. This is so if M belongs to no N and the same M does not belong to some X; then there will not be a syllogism concluding necessarily, because the greater extreme can belong both to every one and to no one of the lesser extreme, so that N will be both every X and no X. And the terms in which it can belong to no one are black, snow, animal, thus: no snow is black; some animal is not black; and it is clear that no animal is snow. But terms in which belonging to every one follows cannot be taken if the minor, which is particular, is posited as particularly true, so that M belongs to some X and does not belong to some; for this is to belong particularly, namely to belong to some and not to belong to some. For this is the disposition of terms: no X is M; some X is not M; in this way terms for belonging to every one cannot be taken. And the reason is this: for if it is granted that the first belongs to every last, so that every X is N, then let it be taken with the first proposition thus: no X is M; but every X is N by hypothesis; it follows that no N is M, which is against that hypothesis, namely the one which said that some X is M and some X is not M. Therefore it is clear that the particular is true, and that terms for belonging to every one cannot be taken; therefore in this way terms cannot be taken.

And because the uselessness of that conjugation cannot sufficiently be shown through terms for belonging to every one and to no one, so that its uselessness may be perfectly proved, it can be shown from the indefinite which is in the particular negative; for this has an indefinite and not one-determined cause of its truth. It is verified as universal if it belongs to none, and it is verified as particular if one does not belong. But let a universal negative be posited for the minor thus: every N is M; no X is M. For in this way it was already proved before that the conjugation is not valid, because belonging to every one and to no one follow. Therefore, since the particular negative follows upon the universal negative, and since, with a universal negative posited at the minor, the conjugation is useless, it will also be useless with a particular posited at the minor; for what follows from a useless conjugation and is proved from it is necessarily useless.

Again, the conjugation will be useless if the middle as predicative is posited particularly at the lesser extreme, so that it is particular affirmative, and the major is of similar quality with it but dissimilar quantity, namely so that it is universal affirmative, as if M is said to belong to every N, and the same M is said to belong to some X, thus: every N is M; some X is M. With such a conjugation posited, N, which is the greater extreme, can belong both to every and to no X in the conclusion; and therefore the conjugation is useless. And the terms in which belonging to no one follows are white, swan, stone, thus: every swan is white; some stone is white; it is clear that no stone is a swan. But terms in which belonging to every one follows cannot be taken because of the same cause stated in the prior conjugation, namely because the minor is posited as particularly true, both belonging to some and not belonging to some; and therefore the greater extreme cannot belong to every lesser. But, as before, the uselessness of this conjugation must be shown from the particular indefinite, which, when it is affirmative, can be verified universally and particularly. For this proposition by which it is said "some X is M" is true if every X is M, and true if not every X but some is M; and "some is not M"; therefore let the universal affirmative be posited in place of the minor, and then it has been shown above that belonging to every one and to no one follow. Therefore, since the particular affirmative follows upon the universal affirmative, it will also be useless with a particular affirmative posited at the minor; and the mode of proof is the same as before.

Again, the conjugation will be useless if propositions of similar quality and dissimilar quantity are posited, so that both are negative, and one universal and the other particular, and the minor is universal and the major particular, so that M, which is the sign of the middle, belongs to no X, and that same M does not belong to some N, thus: some N is not M; no X is M. The conjugation is not valid; and there is an instance of terms in which belonging to every one follows: white, animal, raven, thus: some animal is white; no raven is white; and it is clear that every raven is animal. The terms in which belonging to no one follows are white, stone, raven, thus: some stone is not white; no raven is white; it is clear that no raven is a stone.

Similarly the conjugation is useless if both propositions were predicative or affirmative, and the major is particular affirmative but the minor universal affirmative. For such a conjugation is proved to be useless through instances of terms, because the greater extreme follows as belonging to the lesser both to every one and to no one. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are white, animal, snow, in this way: some animal is white; all snow is white; it is clear that no snow is animal. But the terms where belonging to every one follows are white, animal, swan, thus: some animal is white; every swan is white; it is clear that every swan is animal.

Therefore it is manifest that when the propositions in the second figure are of similar figure or form of quality and dissimilar quantity, so that whichever one of the premises is given is universal and the other particular, whether posited at the greater or the lesser, in this way no syllogism concluding necessarily is made from the fact that these are the things premised.

Nor again is a syllogism made if each is posited as particular or equivalent to a particular, or indefinite, as if M, the middle, is said either to belong or not to belong to each extreme, namely N and X. Or let it be said particularly to belong to this extreme, whether greater or lesser, but not to belong to that other, whether lesser or greater, as when the propositions are of similar quantity because both are particular, and are of dissimilar quality, and so one is affirmative and the other negative, whichever it may be. Or if the middle is said to belong to neither extreme universally; for this is equivalent to a particular. Or let each premise be said indefinitely, because the indefinite and the particular are equivalent. For none of such conjugations will be useful because of the instance of terms in which the greater extreme is shown to belong to the lesser both to every one and to no one. The common terms of all these things that have been said, when both premises are particular or equivalent to particulars, in which belonging to every one follows, are white, animal, man, thus: some animal is white; some man is white; and it is clear that every man is animal. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are white, animal, inanimate, thus: some animal is white; some inanimate thing is white; for it is clear that no inanimate thing is animal.

Therefore it is manifest from the foregoing that if the terms have themselves to one another as has been said in the disposition of useful conjugations, a syllogism is made, concluding its conclusion from the necessity of its inference; and conversely, if a useful syllogism ought to be made, the terms must have themselves as has been said.
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But from the things introduced before it is clear that all syllogisms which are in the second figure are imperfect; for all are perfected by assuming certain things which either belong to the terms of necessity, as conversion does, and through conversion the transposition of terms; or which are posited or conceded as a hypothesis, as in reduction to impossibility, in which the premises of the syllogism are conceded from a hypothesis and the conclusion is denied to follow. And therefore, when the opposite of the conclusion has been taken, the opposite of one of the premises previously conceded by hypothesis is syllogized, as happens when we show a syllogism through impossibility.

Although some have doubts, saying and asking what the cause of this consequence is: for the opposite cannot stand with the premise; therefore the conclusion follows. But to solve this one must know that whatever is repugnant to something is not repugnant to it except on account of the opposite of that which belongs to something to which the other is repugnant. For black is not repugnant to white except because of the white that already belongs; and an ass is not repugnant to man except because of the humanity that already belongs. And in general, an affirmation which belongs makes a negation repugnant, and one contrary makes the contrary repugnant; and so it is in all cases. Therefore, if one of the opposites is repugnant, the other must belong; and therefore the consequence stands: one of the opposites is repugnant; therefore the remaining one will stand and belongs.

It is also manifest that in this figure no affirmative syllogism is made, that is, none concluding an affirmative conclusion. This is because it is necessary that one of the premises be negative toward the middle; and therefore an extreme cannot be joined to an extreme except through negation, because an extreme regards an extreme only through the middle. And therefore all syllogisms of useful conjugation in this figure are all privative, so that they conclude privative conclusions, both universal, that is, concluding universally, as the first and second mode of this figure, and particular, that is, concluding particularly, as the third and fourth mode formed in this figure. These things, therefore, have been said about the second figure.
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But if to the same subject, which is the middle, this greater extreme belongs to every one, so that the extreme is universally predicated of the middle, while that which is the lesser extreme belongs to no middle, so that the lesser extreme is universally removed from the middle; or if perhaps both extremes belong to every middle, so that each extreme is predicated universally of the middle; or also if both extremes belong to no middle, so that each is universally removed or denied from the middle, I call the figure of terms of this kind of disposition and order the third, in which the middle is subjected twice and each extremity is predicated of the middle.

Here we determine the figure insofar as it is one and common to useful conjugations and to useless conjugations. But in this figure I call the middle metaphorically that of which both extremes are predicated as of a subject; but in this figure I call extremes the very predicates which are predicated of the middle in the two premised propositions. And I call the greater extreme the one which is farther from the middle. But I call the lesser extreme the one which is set next to the middle. In this figure, however, the middle is placed outside the extremes, so that it is last in the position and order of terms. And we shall observe this in the position of the letters which designate the extremes and the middle, just as we also observed the proper mode of the proposition of the middle in the preceding figures. For in the first figure we placed the letter designating the middle in the middle of the extremes, and in the second figure we placed the letter which denoted the middle before the extremes; but here we shall place that letter which designates the middle after both extremes, so that in the order of letters and terms it is last, the lesser extreme is middle, and the greater extreme first.

The reason for this is that according to the order of predicables in the categorial line, in the first figure the middle stands under the greater extreme and the lesser extreme stands under the middle, and thus the middle is middle in the order and situation of predicables. But since in the second figure the middle is only predicated, and in the order of predicables the predicate is prior to the subject, the middle will be middle in order and position in the second. By the same reason, since in the third the middle is only subjectible and not predicable, it will be last according to the position and natural order of the terms. And the greater extreme is farther from the situation and property of the middle, because it is never subjected, neither in the premises nor in the conclusion, but is always predicated. But the lesser extreme is nearer to the middle both in situation and in agreement with the property of the middle, because the lesser extreme is sometimes subjected, at least in the conclusion. On account of this the middle is placed outside the extremes, because it is accepted as a part of each; because in the order of predicables that which underlies and is subjected is a part of that under which it stands and to which it is subjected, as man is a part of animal, and animal a part of animated body, and so with other things ascending in the categorial line. Thus also in the second figure the middle is placed outside the extremes; but because it is predicate, it has itself as a whole toward each extreme.

But from these things it is had that the middle in this third figure is not middle in position, but an extreme; and therefore it is not a middle except as uniting and joining the extremes, as also in the second figure. From this it follows that no syllogism is made perfect in this figure with respect to the evidence of the conclusion, although a syllogism possible for perfection will be in this figure; for it can be reduced to the first figure, and then it is perfect.

But in this figure there can be a syllogism with both terms as predicates having themselves universally to the middle, so that each is predicated universally of the middle; and again there can be a syllogism without both terms having themselves universally to the middle, so that one is predicated universally of the middle and the other particularly. Therefore let the notes and signs of terms be these letters P, R, S; and let S, which is last, be the middle, R the lesser extreme, but P the greater. This, therefore, is the disposition of the third figure.

Its properties are two: one, indeed, that it cannot have the minor negative. And the other, that it cannot have a universal conclusion, but always a particular one. The reason for the first, namely that the minor must be affirmative, is this: because the middle is a part of the extremes, or is accepted under the account of a part; and therefore if the minor were negative, neither affirmatively nor negatively could anything ever be concluded. For it could happen that the extremes were disparate, and then one extreme could not be concluded affirmatively of the other. It could also happen that they had themselves to one another as subalternates, and then one extreme could not be concluded negatively of the other. An example of the first is if we state three terms, animal, stone, man, so that the middle is man, thus: every man is animal; no man is stone, or some man is not stone; and it is clear that no stone is animal. An example of the second is if we say the terms are being, animal, ass, man, thus: every man is animal; no man is ass; it cannot be inferred negatively, therefore no ass is animal, because every ass is animal. Therefore it is clear that nothing would follow in this figure if the minor were negative.

But of what has been said another cause is also assigned quite fittingly, and it is this: that the modes of the third figure descend from the modes of the first figure through conversion of the minor; and because the minor in the first mode of the first figure, and in the third, which descends from the first, is always affirmative, therefore in the third figure the minor must be affirmative.

But then there is an objection: because in the modes of the first figure from which the syllogisms of the third figure descend, the minor is particular, since the universal affirmative is converted only particularly; particular syllogisms of the first figure descend from universal ones, as will be said in what follows. Therefore, if in syllogisms of the first figure the minor is only particular in the third and fourth mode, it is asked what is the cause that the minor in the third figure can be both universal and particular. And to this one must say, according to some, that when one proposition is converted into another, each can be called the converse of the other, namely both the one which is converted and the one into which it is converted; and speaking in this way, both the universal is the converse of the particular, and the particular is the converse of the universal. And because the first from which the descent is made is universal, therefore also what descends from it, although it descends through the particular, can be universal, as is clear in other cases. The cause of this is that when the universal is converted into a particular, the power of the universal remains in the particular; and thus also the particular itself, accepted in the power of the universal, can be reduced to the universal.

But the cause of what was said, that this figure concludes only particularly, is that the middle of this figure is placed outside the extremes and is posited as subjectible and as a part of the extremes; and therefore through it an extreme cannot differ from an extreme except according to part; nor can an extreme agree with an extreme through the middle except according to part; and therefore it is that by the power of the middle nothing can be concluded in this figure except particularly. Again, since in this figure the middle has itself toward the extremes as an inferior and as a part, it could happen that the extremes would have themselves to one another as subalternates; and then the lesser extreme could be more extensive than the greater, on account of which the greater would not be predicated of it except particularly; and then such a mode of syllogism would have an instance against it. The example is in these terms: animal, body, man, thus: every man is animal; every man is body; it is clear that a universal does not follow, but a particular, namely some body is animal.

Yet some object against what has been said, saying in this way that in any figure two universals joined have more power than a universal and a particular; but a universal joined with a particular can infer a particular conclusion. Therefore, since two universals have more power, and it cannot be shown in what they have more power except in this, that they infer a universal, it seems that in this third figure a universal conclusion can be inferred from universals.

Again, a particular with a universal sufficiently infers a particular conclusion; but when a universal is posited with a universal, there is more in the universal than in the particular. Therefore that excess with respect to a particular conclusion seems to be a non-cause as a cause. Therefore in this figure a universal should never be joined with a universal; and thus the first mode and second of this figure would not be syllogisms.

But it is not difficult to solve these and similar things. For one must say that the disposition of the middle is the cause why in this figure there is no universal conclusion. And as to what is said, that a universal with a universal has more power than a universal with a particular, one must say that this is true in the syllogistic running-through, but not for making the quantity of the conclusion when the middle stands under the extremes. Nor does a universal with a universal have more power than a universal with a particular for making the figure, but it has more power for making the mode in the figure, because universal syllogisms infer more evidently and are reduced more immediately into the first figure than particular syllogisms which have one premise particular.

But as to what is said, that what is more in the universal than in the particular for inferring a particular conclusion is a non-cause as a cause, I say that it is not true, because it contributes to the evidence of necessity. For the necessity of the syllogistic conclusion is more evident from two universals than from one universal and the other particular.

But in this figure it does not matter whether the major is universal or particular, for a particular conclusion is always inferred; this is not so in the other figures, in which the major must always be universal. And this is so, as has been said, because the middle does not conclude an extreme of an extreme, either affirmatively or negatively, except according to part; and for its being able to do this, it does not matter whether the major is universal or particular, because the middle either is a part, or is as a part, of each extreme. Again, among the properties of this figure, as we have already said, is that it concludes only particularly.

But then it is asked: since there is a figure that concludes only particularly, as the third does, and there is a figure that concludes universally and particularly, as the first and second do, why is there not some figure that concludes only universally? For there cannot be a fourth member, namely a figure which concludes neither universally nor particularly, because this would not be a syllogism, and thus would be neither figure nor mode. To this one must say that the relation of the middle to the extremes is the cause of the conclusion. And therefore where the relation of the middle to the extremes is as the relation of a part, there the middle among the extremes posits neither agreement nor difference except according to part. But where the relation of the middle to the extremes is the relation of a whole, as in the second figure, or the relation of the middle to the extremes has itself as part to one and whole to the other, as in the first, there it can mark and cause both universal agreement and universal difference; and from the one it concludes a universal affirmative, and from the other causes a universal negative in the conclusion. And therefore in the first figure one concludes universally and affirmatively and negatively, and in the second figure universally negatively. But because the particular follows upon the universal as consequent upon antecedent, therefore a figure concluding universally must also conclude particularly; and because the universal does not follow upon the particular, therefore a figure which concludes particularly cannot conclude universally.

And from this it is clear that, both in the first and in the second and in the third, particular modes descend and arise from universal modes of the same figure, just as the third of the first figure descends from the first of the same figure when the subalternate of a universal is posited for the minor; and in the same way the fourth descends from the second, and so it is in all the others.

But because one figure concludes affirmatively and negatively, as the first and third do, and one concludes only negatively, as the second does, and there is not one which concludes only affirmatively, this is caused only by the relation of the middle. For when the middle has itself to the extremes as part to one and whole to the other, it can be a cause both of the agreement and of the difference of the extremes toward one another, and thus it causes both affirmation and negation. Similarly also when it has itself as part to each extreme. But when it is outside the extremes as more common than each and as a whole toward them, it cannot be a cause of agreement, because one thing is not affirmed of another by reason of the fact that they are under one and the same common thing; but it is a cause of difference and negation, because when a superior is denied of something, one of those things that are posited under the superior is denied of another. For if a stone is not animal, it follows that stone is not man; and therefore the middle in the second figure cannot be the cause of the agreement of affirmation. This, therefore, is the cause why no figure concludes only affirmatively, although a certain figure concludes only negatively.
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CHAPTER XI. On the formation of universal syllogisms of the third figure, of useful and useless conjugations.

With these things thus determined, let us posit the useful and useless conjugations of this figure, both according to universal modes and according to particular modes. For in this figure universal modes are not called those which conclude universally, but those which have both premises universal. Therefore a syllogism is made universally in this third figure in the terms set above, which we posited as P, R, S for the middle and the extremes. When P, the greater extreme, and R, the lesser extreme, will belong as predicates to every S as to the middle and the subject of each extreme, it will be concluded by the power of the middle that P will belong to some R in this way: every S is P; every S is R; therefore some R is P. And this is the first useful mode of conjugation in this third figure. But this syllogism is proved by reduction into the third mode of the first figure through conversion of the universal affirmative which is the minor proposition, and it is converted particularly, thus: every S is R, therefore some R is S. And let this be posited with the major of the prior syllogism thus: every S is P; some R is S; therefore some R is P. And it is the third mode of the first figure; for because P belongs to every S in the major proposition, and S belongs to some R through the converted minor, it follows that P too must belong to some R in the third mode of the first figure. For thus, with the minor converted, the syllogism is made through the first figure.

But this same mode can be demonstrated both through impossibility and through exposition. By exposition I mean that some sensible thing is taken under the universal, of which each extreme is predicated universally or particularly, as if I say: every man is substance; every man is animal; therefore some animal is substance. And if it is said that it does not follow, I take under substance and animal some sensible thing of which each extreme is predicated, as this man, namely Socrates and Plato. For because that one is a certain animal and a certain substance, it is clear that some animal is a certain substance. And this is what Aristotle says: that if both extremes belong to every S, that is, to the middle, if some one of the sensible and particular things which are under S is taken, then that S necessarily follows this thing, and so do both belong to it, namely the greater and lesser extreme, because the middle is subjected to each of the extremes. For if every man is animal and every risible is animal, some risible must be animal. But if the greater and lesser extreme belong to every middle, and some sensible thing is taken under the middle, it follows that the extremes P and R will belong to this thing taken under the middle, and thus it follows that P, which is the greater extreme, will belong to some R, which is the lesser extreme. This, therefore, is the first mode of the third figure.

The second mode of this third figure is if R, the lesser extreme, is said to belong to every one, so that the minor is universal affirmative, and S is said to belong to no P, so that it becomes a universal negative; then there will be a syllogism concluding of necessity this conclusion, that P will not belong to some R. For this syllogism concludes particularly that the greater extreme will not belong to some of the lesser extreme. The same mode of demonstration will be as was stated before, with the R S proposition converted, which was the minor in the preceding syllogism. For if this is converted, since it is a universal affirmative in the preceding syllogism, it is converted into a particular; and then there will be such a syllogism: no S is P; some R is S; it follows of necessity that some R is not P. For the same mode of demonstration occurs with the R S proposition converted, which was the minor in the preceding syllogism, thus: no S is P; some R is S; therefore some R is not P. And this is the fourth of the first figure if the minor, every S is R, is converted into this, some R is S; for then it is syllogized thus: no S is P; some R is S; therefore some R is not P.

But this same thing can be shown through impossibility as in the prior mode, if the opposite of the conclusion is taken and posited with the premise thus: no S is P; every S is R; therefore some R is not P. For if it does not follow, let the opposite be given; but the opposite of "some R is not P" is this, "every R is P." Therefore let it be taken with the first of the prior syllogism thus: no S is P, and let it be converted into this, no P is S; every R is P; it follows that no R is S. And it had been given that every S is R; for if no S is R, it follows that some S is not R, and this is contradictory to what was given in the minor proposition of the prior syllogism; and thus this syllogism is proved in two ways.

But in all other modes, when the terms have themselves universally, the conjugation is useless. Let us say that the major is universal affirmative and the minor universal negative, so that S, the middle, has itself to R, the lesser extreme, in such a way that R belongs to no S, and it has itself to P, the greater extreme, in such a way that P belongs to every S; nor is there a syllogism of useful conjugation. And this is proved through an instance of terms: for if the terms animal, horse, man are taken, belonging to every one follows thus: every man is animal; no man is horse; it is clear that every horse is animal. But if the terms animal, inanimate, man are taken, belonging to no one follows thus: every man is animal; no man is inanimate; it is clear that no inanimate thing is animal.

Again the conjugation is useless, and there will be no syllogism, if both premises are universal negatives; for this is general in every figure, that from all negatives nothing follows; and it is in
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an instance of terms; and the terms in which belonging to every one follows are animal, horse, inanimate, thus: no inanimate thing is animal; no inanimate thing is horse; and it is clear that every horse is animal. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows are man, horse, inanimate, so that the middle is inanimate, thus: no inanimate thing is man; no inanimate thing is horse; and it is clear that no horse is man.

Therefore it is manifest from the things said when there will and will not be a syllogism in this figure, if the terms and premised propositions are taken universally: for when both terms are predicative, so that both premises are universal affirmatives, then there will be a syllogism, and it is the first mode of this third figure. But when both terms are privative with respect to the middle, so that both premises are universal negatives, then there will not be a syllogism. But when this one is privative and the other predicative, namely when the major term is privative with respect to the middle but the minor is predicative, there will be a syllogism, because the greater extreme does not belong to some lesser in the conclusion. And this is the second mode of this third figure. But if conversely the major is posited as affirmative and the minor negative, it is not a useful conjugation for a syllogism, as is clear through what has been said before.
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CHAPTER XII. On the formation of particular syllogisms of the third figure, useful and useless.

But particular syllogisms in the third figure are formed in this way, both according to useful and according to useless conjugations. For if one of the terms, namely the major, has itself universally to the middle, so that the major is universal, but the other term, namely the minor, has itself particularly to the same middle, so that the minor is particular, in such a way that each, both major and minor, is predicative with respect to the middle, and each of the premises is affirmative, then it is necessary that a syllogism be made in this figure, although either one, namely either the major or the minor of the terms, is universal and the other particular; for in this figure, as we have said in what went before, the major can be both universal and particular, and it has this as proper.

Therefore let us first posit that there is a universal in the minor term, so that R, the lesser extreme, belongs to every S, which is the middle, and let the minor be universal affirmative; and let P, which is the greater extreme, belong to some S, so that the major is particular affirmative. By the necessity of syllogistic consequence it is necessary that some P be R, or that some P belong to R; and this is the third mode of this third figure from a particular major and universal minor, both affirmative.

And this syllogism is perfected from conversion of the major, which is particular affirmative, and from transposition of the propositions, thus: every S is R; some P is S; therefore some R is P. And the particular affirmative is converted simply; conversely it is also necessary that R belongs to some P.

Again, a syllogism of useful conjugation is made if it occurs conversely, that the major is universal and the minor particular. As if it is said thus, that R belongs to some S in the minor, but P is posited in the major as belonging to every S: for it follows by syllogistic necessity that P must belong to some R in the conclusion; and this is the fourth mode of this figure.

And the same mode of demonstration exists in this one and in the prior one, namely through conversion of the minor: for if every S is P, and some S is R, there will be some R P. Therefore if they are syllogized thus, every S is P; some R is S; it follows through the third of the first figure that some R is P. But this mode can also be demonstrated by reduction to impossibility, when the contradictory of the conclusion is supposed with one of the premises, and the opposite of the other premise, which had previously been conceded, is concluded. It can also be demonstrated to sense through exposition of the minor and conclusion, because whenever a particular taken under the middle and demonstrated to sense is brought forward, to which the greater extreme belongs, then the particular proposition will have been verified.

Again, there will be a syllogism of useful conjugation in this figure if one of the terms is predicative and the other privative, provided the minor is predicative; because this figure has this as proper, that it always wants to have the minor affirmative. And when the terms have themselves in this way, then there will be a syllogism, and it is the fifth mode of this figure: for R, the lesser extreme, belongs to every S in the minor proposition; and P, which is the greater extreme, does not belong to some S in the major proposition. By syllogistic necessity it follows that it is necessary for P, the greater extreme, not to belong to some R, that is, to the lesser extreme, syllogizing thus: some S is not P; every S is R; therefore some R is not P.

And this mode is proved through reduction to impossibility. For let the opposite of the conclusion be given, namely that P belongs to every R; but it was given that R belongs to every S; it follows that P will belong to every S. But it had been given in the major of the prior syllogism that it did not belong to every one. In this way this may also be known, even without reduction to impossibility, through simple exposition, if some one of the singulars which are under S, the middle, is taken, to which P, the greater extreme, does not belong; for a particular is verified even for one singular alone.

But if the propositions are of dissimilar quality and dissimilar quantity, and the major term is predicative with respect to the middle, but the minor privative, there will be a useless conjugation and not a syllogism, as if we say that P indeed belongs to every S in the major proposition, but R in the minor proposition does not belong to some S; because, as we have said, the minor in this figure cannot be negative. And the uselessness of this conjugation is proved through an instance of terms. The terms in which belonging to every one follows are animated, man, animal, thus: every animal is animated; some animal is not man; and it is clear that every man is animated. But in the cases in which belonging to no one follows, terms cannot be taken if the particular is particularly true, because then R belongs to some S and does not belong to some. But it is proved by reducing to impossibility that terms for belonging to no one cannot be taken. For if P belongs to every S, as the major proposition says, but R belongs to some S, as the particularly true minor proposition supposes, then it follows through a syllogism in the third mode of the first figure that P belongs to some R. But he who says that terms in which belonging to no one follows can be taken says consequently that P belongs to no R. Therefore it is clear that terms for belonging to no one cannot be taken. But the uselessness of this conjugation must in a certain way be shown in the prior cases from the indefinite character of the particular negative; for "not to belong to some" is indefinite, and has an indefinite cause of its truth1. For if it belongs to none, it is true that it does not belong to some; and if it does not belong to some, it is true that it does not belong to a certain one. But when it is true because it belongs to none, so that the minor is universal negative, there will not be a syllogism, as has already been proved; therefore it is manifest that a syllogism cannot exist in every case of not-belonging-to-some, because not-belonging-to-some follows upon belonging-to-none. And if a syllogism for every belonging-to-none were granted to exist, it would immediately also be concluded that a syllogism exists for every not-belonging-to-some. But conversely, when belonging-to-none is denied, not-belonging-to-some is denied; and therefore, when there is no syllogism for every belonging-to-none, it follows that there is no syllogism for every not-belonging-to-some.

But if the universal term is privative and the particular affirmative, from such a combination many conjugations will result, both useful and useless. For if the major is universal privative and the minor term toward the middle is particular and predicative, there will be a syllogism of useful conjugation. For if P, the greater extreme, belongs to no S in the major proposition, but R belongs to some S in the minor proposition, it follows by syllogistic necessity that P will not belong to some R. For from this there will be the first figure by reduction, when the minor proposition, which is particular affirmative, is converted thus: no S is P; some R is S; therefore some R is not P. For this is the fourth mode of the first figure; therefore this syllogism is the sixth mode of this figure.

But when the minor term is privative and the major affirmative, there will never be a syllogism of useful conjugation; for the uselessness of such a conjugation is proved through instances of terms. For in these terms, animal, man, iron, belonging to every one follows thus: every iron is animal; some iron is not man; it is clear that every man is animal. But the terms in which belonging to no one follows in the same complexion are animal, science, iron, thus: every iron is animal; some iron is not science; it is clear that by the power of the terms no science is concluded to be animal. But the middle in both sets of terms is iron according to the disposition of this third figure.

Nor again when both terms are posited as privative: because this is general in all figures, that from both negatives nothing follows syllogistically. For both negatives can be in unequal quantity, so that one of the terms is universal and the other particular. But the uselessness of this conjugation is proved through instances of terms: for if the minor is universal and the major particular and both are negative, the terms in which belonging to every one follows are animal, man, iron, thus: some iron is not animal; every iron is not man; it is clear that from the relation of the terms it follows that every man is animal. The terms in which belonging to no one follows are animal, science, iron, thus: some iron is not animal; every iron is not science; it is clear that from the relation of the terms it follows that no science is animal.

But when the major is universal and the minor particular, and both are negative, the terms in which belonging to no one follows are raven, snow, white, thus: no white thing is a raven; some white thing is not snow; it is clear that from the relation of the terms it will follow: therefore no snow is a raven. But terms in which belonging to every one follows cannot be given if the minor is particularly true, so that R belongs to some S and does not belong to some, for the same cause that has more often been stated. For if someone says that in such a complexion it is possible to give terms from which belonging to every one follows, then let this be accepted, and let it be said that according to this it happens that P belongs to every R. But it had previously been given that R belongs to some S; it follows necessarily that P will belong to some S, and it had been posited in the major proposition as belonging to none; therefore terms for belonging to every one cannot be taken. But the uselessness of this conjugation must be shown from the indefinite character of the particular negative, in altogether the same way as before, namely that the particular negative is verified according to the sense of the universal, and the universal negative in whose sense the particular is verified is put in place of the particular, and from what was said before the uselessness of the conjugation is concluded.

Again, there are useless conjugations in another way than has been said; for a useful conjugation cannot exist if each term, namely the major and the minor, belongs particularly to something in the middle, because then both premises are particular, and from particulars nothing follows by syllogistic power, as has often been said. Hence whether similarly both terms are particularly affirmative according to inherence, or both particularly negative according to non-inherence; or whether one is particular and affirmative according to inherence and the other particular and negative according to non-inherence; or also whether in these are taken things equivalent to the particular affirmative or negative, as if one is taken as particular according to belonging to some, but the other is taken negatively, in equivalence to the particular, according to not-belonging-to-every-one or according to not-belonging to every one; or if terms taken indefinitely are put in each proposition in place of particulars: in none of those ways will there be a syllogism of conjugation.

But the common terms for all these useless conjugations from which belonging to every one follows are animal, man, white, thus: some white thing is animal; some white thing is man; it is clear that the relation of the term concludes that every man is animal. But the terms in which not-belonging follows are animal, inanimate, white, thus: some white thing is animal; some white thing is inanimate; from the relation of the terms it follows that no inanimate thing is animal. The same holds however the particular or indefinite propositions, or those equivalent to them, are varied.

Therefore it is also manifest in this figure when there will and will not be a syllogism of useful conjugation. It is also manifest that, when the terms have themselves as has been said, in useful conjugations there is made a syllogism concluding from the necessity of syllogistic consequence; and conversely, if there is a syllogism concluding of necessity, the terms must have themselves as has been said.

It is also manifest that all syllogisms of this figure are imperfect; for they are all perfected by certain things assumed extrinsically beyond those contained in them, such as conversion, transposition, reduction to impossibility, and exposition; and they are not perfected through being-said-of-every-one alone, or being-said-of-none, as syllogisms of the first figure are.

It is also manifest that in this figure it is not possible by syllogizing to conclude a universally taken universal, or a universal conclusion, either affirmative or negative.

Notes

	On this see above, chapter 4, toward the end. (De hoc vide supra, cap. 4, versus finem.) ↩
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CHAPTER XIII. On the summary of what has been said and on the formation of two syllogisms concluding indirectly.

From what has been determined it is clear when in all figures, that is, in any figure, a syllogism is made and when it is not made, when both terms, namely the major and the minor, are predicative or privative. Next, that in the second figure no affirmative syllogism is made, and in no figure is a syllogism made from all negatives. Similarly, when both terms are particular, nothing necessary at all is made through syllogistic consequence from such a conjugation. But when one of the terms, namely the major, is predicative, and the other, namely the minor, is privative, so that the minor, which is privative, is taken universally in this way, there is always made a syllogism concluding indirectly, which is a syllogism of the lesser extreme toward the greater; but it concludes the lesser extreme of the greater, and this is to conclude indirectly. An example of this is in the two modes introduced together, of which one has a universal affirmative major and a universal negative minor, and the other has a particular affirmative major and a universal negative minor; and this is so in the first figure: let A indeed be said to belong to every B or to some B, thus: every B is A, or some B is A; but let B be said to belong to no C, thus: no C is B. Then there is made a syllogism concluding indirectly the lesser extreme of the greater, the propositions having been converted and transposed; for it follows that C does not belong to some A, that is, that some A is not C, thus: no B is C; every A is B, or some A is B; it follows that some A is not C. Similarly it occurs also in the other figures, because in such syllogisms there is always a reduction to perfect syllogisms through conversion of propositions, and sometimes through transposition, and through conversion of the conclusion.

But although Boethius posits five modes concluding indirectly in the first figure, of which Aristotle too makes mention, because he posits two here and three others in the second book of this science, nevertheless only the two which have been mentioned are posited here, because they are formed beside the useless conjugations of the first figure, in which the major is always universal and the minor affirmative. The contrary of this is in those syllogisms concluding indirectly, in which the major is affirmative, whether universal or particular, and the minor negative; and therefore they have a certain likeness with useless conjugations, a likeness which the other three modes do not have, which are formed beside useful conjugations. For these are posited here so that it may be known that not every useless conjugation is so useless that nothing can be concluded through it either directly or indirectly. For these two conjugations, when there is a universal affirmative major and universal negative minor, and when there is a particular affirmative major and universal negative minor, are reputed useless; and nevertheless they conclude, but indirectly.

Yet it can be asked whether these two modes concluding indirectly can exist in the second and third figures as in the first. For it seems that they cannot, because an instance is found in terms thus: no man is an ass; some animal is an ass; therefore some man is not animal. It is clear that this is not valid; therefore in the second figure one cannot conclude indirectly through such a complexion. Similarly an instance seems to exist in the third figure thus: no man is an ass; some man is animal; therefore some ass is not animal. It is clear that this is not valid, although the indirect conclusion is according to the same complexion which was stated. To this, however, it seems one must say that modes concluding indirectly can exist in every figure through some mode of conversion of the conclusion. But what is said here must be understood only of modes in which the minor is universal negative and the major either universal affirmative or particular affirmative. In the instances that were brought forward, the major is universal negative and the minor affirmative; and therefore they are not of the same conjugation as those which can conclude indirectly in every figure1.

But if it is asked from what these modes are made in every figure, and whether they are perfected in the same way or in a different way in every figure or not, the solution to this is easily clear: because, since the figures are diverse, the reductions to the perfect modes of the first figure must be diverse. In the first figure perfection is made into conversion of each proposition and through transposition of the same; for this must occur on account of the due disposition of the middle and of the extremes. But in the second figure these syllogisms, when made, are reduced to the first figure through conversion of the minor, that is, of the universal negative, and through transposition of the propositions. But in the third figure these same syllogisms, when made, are reduced through conversion of the major, which is affirmative, universal or particular, and through transposition of the propositions. And thus in the three figures they are reduced in three diverse ways; nevertheless from every figure they are always reduced to one mode, which is the fourth mode of the first figure.

You should know, however, that these modes do not remain indirect in every figure; rather, they offend against the direct modes of the first and third figures, because in the first figure each mode is indirect, and similarly in the third. For each mode of the two modes mentioned offends against modes concluding directly in the first and third figure in this, that it has the minor negative, which does not occur in modes concluding directly in the first and third figure. For the first and third figure always have the minor affirmative in modes concluding directly. But in the second figure only that one offends against modes concluding directly whose major is particular, because this does not occur in modes concluding directly in the second figure. But the one which has a universal affirmative major and a universal negative minor, through such a complexion, does not offend against the direct modes of the second figure; and therefore that mode in the second figure is first and directly so per se, but can become indirect through conversion of the conclusion.

But it must be noted that those two indirect modes, in every figure in which they are, can have only particular and negative conclusions. And this happens because in such a complexion, when the major is affirmative, universal or particular, and the minor universal negative, the lesser extreme must be contained under the greater; and when it is concluded indirectly, then the greater extreme is subjected in the conclusion, and the minor is predicated of the major. Hence because the minor is negative, the conclusion must be negative; and because the minor is predicated in the conclusion of the major, the inferior must be denied of its superior; and the inferior cannot be denied of the superior except particularly, thus: some animal is not an ass. Therefore it follows of necessity that the conclusion must be both particular and negative.

But that in every figure in such a complexion the terms are so disposed that the minor is under the major is clear in terms disposed according to this complexion in any figure. For in the first, the disposition according to this complexion is such: every or some man is animal; no ass is man. But in the second figure they are disposed thus: some animal is man; no ass is man. But in the third they are disposed according to this complexion thus: every or some man is animal; no man is ass. And in all these dispositions it is clear what was said, namely that the greater extreme is above the lesser, and the lesser is inferior to the greater; and thus it is manifest that through such syllogisms one cannot conclude except particularly and negatively, namely when they are taken in such a complexion and as concluding indirectly.

But if someone asks why there are no modes concluding indirectly in which the major is universal negative and the minor universal affirmative, one must say that such a disposition of terms does not offend in the first and second figure. For in the first figure the major can be universal negative and the minor affirmative, and similarly in the second; and therefore such syllogisms in the first and second figure will conclude directly of necessity. Similarly in the third, the major can be universal negative and the minor affirmative, and the mode of such a complexion will conclude directly.

But that in the third figure only a particular negative is concluded, when the major is negative, is because in such a disposition of terms the greater extreme cannot be denied of the lesser except particularly, as "some animal is not man." This, however, has already been determined by its cause in what went before; for in this third figure the lesser extreme can sometimes contain the greater and be superior to it.

Notes

	From this it is had that Fapesmo and Fresisomorum can conclude indirectly in every figure. (Ex quo habetur quod fapesmo et fresisomorum possunt in omni figura indirecte concludere.) ↩
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CHAPTER XIV. On the premises that have been stated concerning the reduction of syllogisms.

From the things determined before it is again manifest that the indefinite posited in place of the particular predicate makes the same syllogism in all three figures as the particular would make if it were put in place of the indefinite1.

Again, from the things introduced before it is manifest that all imperfect syllogisms are perfected through the first figure, which alone is perfect in itself through being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. For either they are enclosed within the first figure and are reduced through ostensive proof, when propositions are converted or transposed; or they are syllogized through reduction to impossibility in the first figure. In each case, in each mode of proof, the first figure is made. For whether the propositions are converted, the first figure is made; or whether reduction to impossibility is made, again the first figure is made. For conversion changes the disposition of terms, and thus changes the figure. Reduction to impossibility takes the opposite of the conclusion with one of the premises, and in a certain complexion the disposition of terms must again be changed to the disposition of the first figure; and therefore in whatever way the proof is made, it is always made through the first figure. Therefore all imperfect modes of the second and third figure are enclosed to the first figure. But in those perfected ostensively I therefore reduce to the first figure, because through conversion and the changed disposition of terms they were enclosed to the first figure, as has been said. But in those which have been demonstrated through impossibility, enclosure to the first figure occurs in this: that, when the false thing which is the opposite of the syllogized conclusion has been posited and that false thing has been taken with one of the premises, in which complexion the disposition of terms is again changed, a syllogism leading to impossibility is made through the first figure, as is clear in the first mode of the last or third figure. For if the greater extreme, which is A, and the lesser extreme, which is B, are posited as belonging to every C, the middle, so that each premise is universal affirmative, namely every C is A, every C is B, it is concluded that A belongs to some B, that is, that some B is A. For if the opposite of the conclusion is given, that A belongs to no B, but it was given that B belongs to every C, that is, that every C is B, it follows that A will belong to no C, syllogizing thus in the second of the first figure: no B is A, and it is converted into this, no A is B, and let the minor of the prior syllogism be assumed, namely this, every C is B; it follows in the second of the first figure that no C is A. But it had been said that every C was A; therefore in this way even those which are proved through impossibility are enclosed within the first figure.

For it is similar in all the other imperfect syllogisms in this, that they are reduced to the first figure in these two ways. Yet not all are reduced similarly and according to one mode. Rather, as for the universals of the second figure, which are the first two modes of the second figure, it is agreed that they are perfected through universals of the first figure, and the particulars also, but not the universals and particulars in the same way. Rather, the universals of the second figure are reduced into universals of the first figure by conversion of the negative proposition; and they cannot be reduced through impossibility, because the conclusion of universals is universal, and if the opposite of it is taken, it will be a particular affirmative; but in universal modes a particular cannot be a premise, and therefore universal modes are not perfected through reduction to impossibility. But each of the particulars of the second figure is perfected through reduction to impossibility, as was said in what went before.

But the particulars of the first figure are indeed perfected from themselves and through themselves by being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none, just as the universals are. Yet with respect to greater evidence of necessity it happens that they are also shown through the second figure by reduction to impossibility, as is clear in the third of the first figure, thus: for if A indeed belongs to every B, but B to some C, it follows that A will belong to some C; and this is the third of the first figure. But if it does not follow, let the opposite be given, namely that A belongs to no C, and let it be taken with the first proposition thus: no C is A; every B is A; it follows in the first of the second figure that B will belong to no C, which is contradictory to the minor previously conceded in the prior syllogism. For we know through the second figure, and through those things which were said about the disposition of terms in the second figure, that such a syllogism is necessary.

Similarly the demonstration is made in the fourth of the first figure, which is called a privative syllogism because it concludes negatively. This is proved in this way. For if A is conceded to belong to no B, thus, no B is A, and B is conceded to belong to some C, thus, that some C is B, it follows in the fourth of the first that A will not belong to some C. For if it does not follow, let the opposite be given, namely that A belongs to every C. But it was previously conceded that A belongs to no B; it is concluded through the first of the second figure that B will belong to no C, which is contradictory to what was said in the minor proposition of the prior syllogism, which said that some C was B. But such a syllogism is in the middle or second figure.

On account of this, since the syllogisms which are in the middle figure are all reduced into universal syllogisms of the first figure, because they are reduced into the second of the first figure, as has been said in what went before, but those particular syllogisms which are in the first figure are reduced to those which are in the middle, it is manifest that even the particulars of the first are reduced to those universal syllogisms which are in the first. And thus all syllogisms are reduced into the two first universal syllogisms of the first figure, although the particulars of the first are reduced mediately, and syllogisms of the other figures are reduced immediately.

But there is this question: since syllogisms of the first figure are all perfect, but syllogisms of the second figure are all imperfect, according to this it seems that the perfect is reduced to the imperfect, which is against the order of nature and also against those things which have been determined, because it was said that syllogisms of the other figures are reduced to syllogisms of the first figure because those alone are perfect, but the others are imperfect. But to this one must say that syllogisms of the first figure are not reduced to syllogisms of the second figure so that the standstill of reduction would be in them, because reduction does not stand in the imperfect. But this occurs so that through them they may be reduced into the universal syllogisms of the first figure; and in those, as in the most perfect, the reduction stands. And as to what is objected, that the perfect need not be reduced into another perfect, while it was said in what went before that the particulars of the first figure are perfect just as the universals are, one must say that with respect to the necessity of consequence the particulars of the first figure are perfect, like the universals, through being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. But with respect to the evidence of necessity they are reduced into universals, because without doubt the necessity of consequence is more evident in universals than in particulars, since a universal proposition is more efficacious for inferring than a particular.

But those syllogisms which are imperfect in the third figure, when the terms are universal, as in the first and second mode of the third figure, are immediately perfected through conversion by those universal syllogisms which are in the first figure, as was already shown before in the reduction of the same. But if particular syllogisms are taken in the third figure, those are perfected through particulars of the first figure, when they are perfected through conversion of propositions2. I say this, however, because certain particulars of the third figure are reduced immediately through impossibility into universal syllogisms of the first figure, as was clear above concerning the fifth mode of the third figure; for the fifth can be reduced by conversion. Similarly the third mode of the third figure can be reduced immediately into a universal of the first by taking the opposite of the conclusion with the minor of the preceding syllogism. But the fourth and sixth modes of the third figure are reduced through conversion first into particulars, and through particulars they are reduced to universals. But the third is reduced both through conversion into particulars and through impossibility into universals. The fifth, however, can in no way be reduced through conversion, but through impossibility it is immediately reduced at once to the universal of the first.

But since certain syllogisms of the third figure are reduced into particulars of the first, and particulars of the first are reduced into universals of the first, it is manifest that syllogisms of the third figure too are reduced, either mediately or immediately, to universal syllogisms of the first figure. But from these things it is manifest that all particular syllogisms of whatever figure arise from universal syllogisms of the same figure, because the particular is taken under the universal.

It is also manifest that all syllogisms, both of the first figure and of the second and third, are reduced into the two universal syllogisms of the first figure. And thus it has been said sufficiently how syllogisms of inherence or non-inherence stand, showing in propositions of inherence by syllogistic consequence; for it has been said how they stand both toward those which are from the same figure in relation to one another, and how they stand toward others which are not from the same figure but from other figures.

But if it is asked why there are only three figures, and how they are ordered to one another, the solution is sufficiently clear through the foregoing. For the disposition of the middle of the two middles cannot be varied except triply, namely so that it is either between the extremes, or outside them. But if it is between the extremes, it cannot be except as subject in the first and predicate in the second, because otherwise it would occur that nothing would be concluded, as has been said in what went before. Again, since it is between the extremes, which are greater and lesser according to the order of the categorial line, the subject of the first must be the predicate of the second. But if the middle is outside and has the position of an extreme, it can only be before or after. Being before makes the second figure; being after makes the third figure.

The order, however, is that the first is put before the others as the principle and measure and perfection of the others. But the second is before the third: first, by reason that its middle is first in position, while the middle of the third figure is last in position; second, by reason that it concludes a twofold problem, namely universal and particular, while the third concludes only the particular; third also, by reason that the second figure descends from the first figure through conversion of the major of the second mode of the first figure, while the third figure descends from the first through conversion of the minor of the same mode.

Notes

	Understand this while the same general supposition remains in the terms. (Hoc intellige remanente eadem suppositione generali in terminis.) ↩

	There are two particular modes of the third figure which can be reduced immediately through impossibility to the first of the first figure, namely Disamis and Bocardo. (Duo sunt modi particulares tertiae figurae qui possunt per impossibile ad primum primae reduci immediate, scilicet disamis et bocardo.) ↩
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TREATISE III. ON THE GENERATION OF SYLLOGISMS THAT ARE FROM MODAL PROPOSITIONS CONCERNING THE NECESSARY AND THE CONTINGENT.

CHAPTER I. On the cognition of syllogisms concerning the mode of necessity.

But because to belong simply is diverse from belonging with the mode of necessity, or belonging from necessity, and from belonging with the mode of contingency, or happening to belong. For belonging simply is higher and more extensive than belonging from necessity; and belonging simply is belonging without determination of mode. But happening to belong is more common than belonging simply: for everything that belongs happens to belong; and it is not converted, because many things happen to belong which do not belong, just as many things belong which do not belong from necessity; but certain things have themselves in such a way that they neither belong from necessity nor even altogether, that is, simply belong; nevertheless such things happen to belong. And since it is so in propositions, it is manifest that a syllogism made from these, made in any one of these genera of propositions, will be diverse; and it will also not only be diverse when made uniformly in these propositions, but also when made in terms, with the terms not having themselves similarly or uniformly. Now I call terms having themselves similarly as when the propositions are only of one genus, as when both are of inherence, or both of the mode of necessity, or both of the mode of contingency. But I call them not similarly, as in the mixture of one genus with another, as when one is of inherence and the other of the necessary, or one of inherence and the other of the contingent, or one of the necessary and the other of the contingent.

For we do not say that there are different propositions concerning the possible from those which are concerning the contingent, because possible is converted with contingent. Nor do we say that propositions concerning the impossible are, according to this intention, different from those concerning the necessary, because an affirmative proposition concerning the impossible is a negative concerning the necessary: for what is impossible to be must necessarily not be; and a negative proposition concerning the impossible is an affirmative concerning the necessary: for what is impossible not to be must necessarily be. And therefore the possible and the impossible do not vary propositions in such a way that there are syllogisms about the possible and impossible other than syllogisms of the contingent and the necessary. On account of this we do not speak about such syllogisms, because, once those concerning the necessary and contingent have been formed, the formation of those others is sufficiently known, and it is not necessary to make a special treatise about them.

Similarly, although true and false are certain modes, nevertheless because they add nothing beyond the composition of the proposition, they do not vary the consequence; and because they do not vary the consequence, no syllogism of a diverse consequence is made from them; and therefore it is not necessary to make a special treatise about them either. Yet if something will have to be said in what follows about the syllogism which is from false things, this will have to be determined in the place where we shall speak about the power of syllogism, because this states a special power of syllogism, and not a special mode of generation of syllogisms.

Again, since there are many diversities of propositions, they have been touched upon in the book Perihermenias, such as categorical, hypothetical, one, many, simple, composite, and the like, but no variation is made from all these concerning the inference of a syllogism; and therefore it is not required that a diverse generation of syllogisms, which are syllogisms simply, be handed down according to the diversity of those propositions. And if something must be said about hypotheticals, since a hypothetical syllogism is a certain syllogism and not a syllogism simply, this will be determined elsewhere, and not here, where we intend the simple and formal syllogism. For in these modes which are the necessary and the contingent, there is not only material variation, which is infinite, just as the division of matter itself is, and does not fall under art; but those modes which have been mentioned, namely of the necessary and the contingent, vary the very power of inference, which is substantial to a syllogism however simple it may be; and therefore a diverse generation of syllogisms follows upon the diversity of that power, and from this necessity one must treat of them. For categorical and hypothetical, one, many, composite, simple, make only a diversity of matter, which does not fall under art, as has now been said.

Therefore let us speak first about the formation of uniform syllogisms concerning the necessary. Beginning from these, therefore, we say that in propositions concerning the necessary, that is, determined by the mode of necessity, the matter stands almost similarly as in those which belong, that is, which are of simple inherence. For since one syllogism is from propositions concerning the necessary, another from those which simply belong, and another from those which are with the mode of contingency, that one which is from uniform propositions concerning the necessary is not varied much from those of inherence, either in the principles of imperfect syllogisms or in the principles of the generation of syllogisms, except that this one is with a mode, but that one without a mode. Hence in such propositions which say inherence in the affirmative or non-inherence in the negative with a necessary mode, a syllogism both will be and will not be, not much dissimilarly from those of inherence. But I say both will be and will not be on account of useful and useless conjugations. But it will stand apart from those syllogisms and propositions which are of inherence by a difference in that which is adjacent to the terms, that is, in the mode of necessity, which is adjacent to the composition of the proposition and modifies the composition according as the terms, which are predicate and subject, are related to the composition thus modified. Therefore it differs in this, that in this syllogism concerning the necessary a mode is adjacent to the terms, which says belonging from necessity and not belonging from necessity.

Similarly also in the principles by which imperfect syllogisms are perfected, such as conversion of propositions, there is no difference; for the universal privative in those which are concerning the necessary is converted simply, just as in those of inherence. Similarly, in-being-in-the-whole, or being-said-of-every-one, which are the principles of perfect syllogisms, we shall assign in the same way as in those which are of inherence; therefore in all other syllogisms of all figures which are of uniform generation concerning the necessary or with the mode of necessity. In the same way the perfection of imperfect syllogisms will be shown and proved through conversion of propositions, and it will be shown that such or such a conclusion follows by syllogistic necessity. I say, in the same way in which this was shown in those which are of simple inherence.

Except in the fourth of the second and in the fifth of the third. For in the middle figure, when there is a universal affirmative as major, but a particular privative as minor, for this is in the fourth mode of the second figure; and again in the third, when there is a universal predicative as minor, but a particular privative as major, which is in the fifth mode of the third figure, the demonstration and reduction of the imperfect to the perfect will not be as in those of inherence1. But in these it is necessary that we make the demonstration by expounding the particular negative in each syllogism. Now I call "expounding the particular negative" showing through some sensible thing which is, to which, as to some sensible, each particular does not belong, namely both that which is the minor proposition in the fourth of the second, and likewise that particular negative which is the major proposition in the fifth mode of the third figure; and when the exposition has been made, one must make the same syllogism about the thing expounded, that is, in the same figure. For in these things which are demonstrated sensibly through exposition, such a syllogism is necessary and concludes of necessity. But if it is necessary concerning the thing sensibly demonstrated by exposition, it follows that it is also necessary concerning that thing accepted particularly, because a particular is also verified for one singular alone. For the thing expounded, that is, the singular accepted through exposition, taken according to itself, is itself that which the particular itself is, and that of which the particular that is expounded is predicated. But each syllogism is made, namely both the one expounded and the one proving through exposition, in its proper figure, when the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third are proved through exposition in their proper and same figure.

But it must be attended to concerning exposition that in such a process of exposition there seems to be a fallacy of the consequent: this singular C, having been demonstrated, is not A of necessity; therefore some C is not A of necessity. For there is a process there from an inferior with negation. But to this one must say that each proposition is affirmative, because, as was determined in Perihermenia, a modal proposition is not negative unless it is about a negated mode; here, however, the affirmative mode remains, and therefore the process is from inferior to superior by affirming.

But if it is asked, when exposition is made in the stated modes in such a way that some sensible thing is taken under the subject to which the predicate of the minor or major proposition does not belong, how a syllogism is made in the same and proper figure, so that both the syllogism expounding and the syllogism expounded are in the same and proper figure? To this one must say, according to some who say that a syllogism cannot be made from a sensible singular, that exposition should not be made through this sensible singular, but through another thing which is indeed universal in itself, but less universal than that universal which is expounded, as is clear in the fourth of the second. For if it is said thus: necessarily every man is animal; necessarily some white thing is not animal; therefore necessarily some white thing is not man, they say that in expounding one should not descend to this white thing or that one, but to something less common than white, such as to snow or swan; and then in the same proper figure, they say that one must syllogize in the second of the second, which is the same figure, though not the same mode, thus: necessarily every man is animal; necessarily no snow is animal; and so, since snow is some white thing, necessarily some white thing is not man. In the same way, as they say, exposition must be made in the fifth of the third figure; and a syllogism will be made in the second of the third figure thus: it is necessary that some snow is not animal; it is necessary that every snow is white; therefore it is necessary that some white thing is not animal. And many indeed have said this.

Yet it could be said that exposition is made through a singular demonstrated to sense, and singular propositions will be posited in the syllogism expounding, while universal and particular propositions are posited in syllogisms from

Notes

	This indicates how Baroco and Bocardo are reduced in diverse ways in those concerning inherence and concerning the necessary. (Hoc indicat quomodo baroco et bocardo diversimode reducuntur in illis de inesse et de necessario.) ↩
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posed1. But the consequence of the syllogism that expounds, which is in singular propositions, is not by the power of the propositions, but by the power of sense, whose consequence is known through itself. And each of these modes can be named, and each syllogism, the expounding one and the one expounded, is in the third figure, although not in the same mode. For as is established from what was had before, sometimes there is a figure where there is not a mode.

But concerning these things that have been said there is still another doubt: because if syllogisms about the necessary are perfected like those about inherence, but those which are about inherence in the fourth of the second figure and in the fifth of the third are perfected through impossibility, therefore those which are about the necessary in the fourth of the second and in the fifth of the third are also reduced through impossibility; and thus they are reduced like those about inherence, and there is no exception in these two modes, as it seems. To this it seems one must say that in truth it is not to be denied that the stated modes can be reduced through impossibility; but we say and intend this, that they cannot be reduced through conversion as other modes are, because in them there is no proposition that can be converted except the universal affirmative, which is converted into a particular; and so all would be made particular, from which nothing follows. And it is not denied that a showing can be made through reduction to impossibility; for in this way every syllogism and every argumentation, and also the first principles of the sciences, can be demonstrated2.

Notes

	Note well that above, in tractate I, chapter 2, he seems to deny that a singular proposition enters a syllogism absolutely. Resolve this through the things said here. P. J. (Bene nota quia supra, in tract. I, cap. 2, videtur negare propositionem singularem ingredi syllogismum absolute. Solve per dicta hic. P. J.) ↩

	And this is the reason why Baroco and Bocardo cannot be reduced through conversion. Note also that even the principles of the sciences can be demonstrated through impossibility, and he repeats this same thing in the following chapter. P. J. (Et haec est ratio quare baroco et bocardo non possunt reduci per conversionem. Nota etiam quod per impossibile possunt etiam demonstrari principia scientiarum, et hoc idem repetit in capit. sequenti. P. J.) ↩





Chapter II. On the question whether the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third can be perfected through impossibility.

CHAPTER II. On the question whether the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third can be perfected through impossibility.

Some, doubting about this, say that these syllogisms which have been mentioned, namely the fourth of the second figure and the fifth of the third, are reduced through impossibility; and others, contradicting them, say that this cannot be done. But those who say that this can be done try to prove it in this way. Let the fourth of the second be made thus: of necessity every B is A; of necessity some C is not A; therefore of necessity some C is not B. Either it follows, or it does not. If it does not follow, the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the other premise, namely, not of necessity some C is not B, which is equivalent to this, it is contingent that every C be B. Therefore let a syllogism be made from this and from the major of the prior syllogism in the first mode of the first figure thus: of necessity every B is A; it is contingent that every C be B; therefore it is contingent that every C be A, which does not stand with the minor of the preceding syllogism, which was this: of necessity some C is not A.

Similarly the fifth of the third also seems to be proved; and let it first be made thus: of necessity some B is not A; of necessity every B is C; therefore of necessity some C is not A. Or let the opposite be given, namely this: not of necessity some C is not A, which is equivalent to this, it is contingent that every C be A. And let a syllogism be made in the first of the first figure from this and from the minor of the prior syllogism thus: it is contingent that every C be A; it is necessary that every B be C; therefore it is contingent that every B be A, which cannot stand with the first premise, namely this, of necessity some B is not A.

Perhaps someone will say that these syllogisms do not proceed, because the mixing of the necessary and the contingent is not made well. Against this there seems to be what will be said below, where the mixing of the necessary and the contingent is taught: that if the major is of necessity and the minor of the contingent, or conversely, provided that the major is of the necessary and affirmative, a syllogism is made in the first of the first figure concluding about the contingent. But both of the stated syllogisms were such.

Again, an objection is made to the same point. For when it is said: of necessity every B is A; it is contingent that every C be B; therefore it is contingent that every C be A. Let the minor be posited as of inherence; for this can be done from the fact that it is contingent, and nothing impossible ought to follow from this. And let such a syllogism be made: of necessity every B is A; every C is B; therefore of necessity every C is A. For the conjugation of such a syllogism is useful in the mixing of the necessary and inherence, as will immediately be shown in the following chapter, namely that, when the major is of necessity and the minor of inherence, a conclusion of necessity follows. But if it is necessary that every C be A, it is also clear that it is contingent that every C be A, because contingent being follows upon necessary being. Therefore it is clear that the syllogism is good from the mixing of the necessary and the contingent. In the very same way it can be proved about the fifth of the third, if that which is of contingent inherence is posited as inhering, just as was done in the syllogism had before.

But those who say that these syllogisms cannot be reduced through impossibility say to these points that in what follows the mixing of the necessary and the contingent is indeed taught. But there the contingent is taken for the non-necessary, which can be and not be. Yet in the syllogisms that were brought forward, the contingent is taken for the possible that follows upon the necessary; and thus it is clear that it is not taken according to the doctrine of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent; and so such a form of arguing is not valid, as it seems.

Again, the proposition which is of the contingent and is converted with the negative of the necessary is of the contingent in the sense of the possible. But such a contingent abstracts both from terms that simply state inherence and from those that simply state non-inherence, because it can belong and not belong; and thus the contingent was taken in the stated syllogisms. Therefore if such a contingent is posited as inhering, it is not necessary that a syllogism of necessity be made, because it can be of inherence as now and not simply. But when the major is of necessity and the minor of inherence as now, a conclusion of necessity does not follow, as will be taught subsequently. Therefore it is clear that through such a mode of mixing the proposed point cannot be proved.

To these things, however, it can be said that Aristotle says1 that the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third are reduced through exposition; and this because such verification properly proves the particular, which is proved by one demonstrated singular to which a singular belongs or does not belong. And nevertheless it is not denied that it can also be shown through impossibility. For this proof which is through impossibility is very general, so that even principles are proved through it; nevertheless, because such a proof is made through the mixing of the necessary and the contingent, about which determination has not yet been made, for that reason it has no place here; but by expounding it is proved easily, and therefore such a proof is put here and suffices for the present.

Yet, so that we may also satisfy the question introduced, by which it is asked whether these two modes can be reduced through impossibility or not, it can be said that they can be reduced through impossibility through the mixing of the necessary and the contingent, as was shown a little before. But the minor, which is of the contingent in such a mixing, while the major is of necessity, can be of the contingent in three ways, according as the contingent is said in three ways, as was distinguished in what was had before: for either it will be of the contingent taken as the possible, which is the contingent according to genus, which has itself indifferently to each special contingent, namely to the necessary contingent and to the non-necessary contingent; or it will be of the non-necessary contingent, which can be and not be; or it will be of the necessary contingent.

But if it is of the non-necessary contingent, namely that which can be and not be, then in the reduction of the fourth mode of the second figure, with the major being of necessity and the minor of such a contingent, a conclusion of the contingent in the sense of the possible will follow, according as will be taught below in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary. But the fourth of the second figure cannot be proved through this, because that proposition of the contingent which is converted with the opposite of the conclusion is of the contingent taken as possible, which is as a genus; but the other is of the non-necessary contingent. And therefore such a proof is not valid, because the contingent must be taken in one acceptance both in the syllogism proving and in the syllogism proved.

But if it is of the common contingent, which has itself to each, namely the necessary and the non-necessary, there is this against it: because according to such a contingent the conjugation is useless when the major is of necessity and the minor of such a contingent, as will be clear below. It is useless because it cannot infer a conclusion of the non-necessary contingent, nor can it infer a conclusion of the contingent in the sense of the possible. For it is not necessary that what follows upon the consequent should follow upon the antecedent; for such a conclusion of such a contingent follows when the major is of necessity and the minor is of the contingent in the sense of the non-necessary, and upon such a contingent the common contingent follows. Nor again from such a mixing does a conclusion of necessity follow unless that proposition of the contingent were such that, once it was posited as inhering, it would be of inherence simply and not as now. But this is not the common contingent, because it is not necessary that, if the common contingent is posited as inhering, it be of inherence simply, but it can be of inherence as now.

But if in the aforesaid mixing the contingent in the minor proposition is taken for the necessary contingent, so that, when it is posited in being, it is of inherence simply, then a conclusion of the contingent in the sense of the possible follows; and also, when the minor is posited as being simply, a conclusion of necessity follows. And each conclusion, that is, both that which is of necessity and that which is of such a contingent, destroys the minor proposition of the fourth mode of the second figure. And by taking that proposition of the contingent in this way, the fourth mode of the second figure can be reduced through impossibility, and not otherwise. And since that proposition which is of the contingent, which is converted with the negative of the necessary, is taken of the contingent in the sense of the possible, such a proposition of the contingent is not verified unless it is posited in terms of inherence simply, in which the contingent is taken as necessary.

And from these things it can be clear how the fourth mode of the second is perfected through impossibility, and how it is not. And it is clear that that perfection is not very much to the proposed point, for it is made through the mixing of the necessary and of a certain contingent. But we are speaking here of syllogisms according as they are constituted uniformly through the mode of necessity.

Similarly one must speak about the perfection of the fifth of the third figure. For in that reduction there is also a mixing of the necessary and the contingent; but the major is of the contingent. And because that proposition of the contingent, taken as the major, is converted with the negative of the necessary, and thus is of the contingent in the sense of the possible, and is of the contingent in the sense of the possible in such a way that it, as a genus, descends into the necessary as into its species, so that if it is posited as inhering according as it is converted with the negative of the necessary, it will be of inherence simply. But from such a contingent in the major proposition and a minor of necessity there follows by necessity the contingent in the sense of the possible; and this conflicts with the major in the fifth mode of the third figure. And so the mode of the fifth of the third figure is perfected through the contingent mixed with the necessary and taken as has been said; and if that proposition of the contingent were posited as of inherence, a conclusion of necessity would follow, since the major is of inherence simply or at least of inherence.

But if the contingent is taken otherwise than has been said in the syllogism perfecting these two syllogisms, they cannot be perfected through impossibility. Nevertheless here, for the solution of the question introduced, because they are much better perfected through exposition than through impossibility, Aristotle for that reason also does not perfect them except through exposition, as was said before.

Notes

	The proper determination is in this, and it is the meaning of Avicenna here in chapter 14. (Determinatio propria in hoc, et est mens Avicennae hic in cap. 14.) ↩
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CHAPTER III. On the mixing of the necessary and inherence in universal syllogisms of the first figure.

Now let us consider the mixing of the necessary and inherence. But first this must be attended to, that in syllogisms mixing is called mixing metaphorically. Properly, however, mixing is spoken of in physics, because in physics mixing is called the union of alterable things capable of being mixed toward the act of some middle, which is generated out of all the mixed things altering one another from themselves. Because of this, the things mixed in that which is generated from mixing do not remain according to their simple acts except in potency1. But in syllogisms mixing is called metaphorically the ordering of diverse propositions, about inherence and about mode, for eliciting one thing which is neither of them, yet agrees with each: namely the conclusion, which agrees with the major in the predicate and in all dispositions of the predicate, such as being affirmative, negative, and the like; but in the subject and in the properties of the subject, which are universal, particular, and the like, it agrees with the minor. On account of this, in the mixing of syllogisms the mixed things remain standing under their own acts, not altered into something else, although one is in another in some way, as the middle is in the whole first term and the last is in the whole middle, as was determined in what was had before.

Therefore, speaking thus of mixing, we say that a conclusion of the necessary, which is with the mode of necessity, follows not only from both propositions taken uniformly as of necessity, but sometimes it happens, when one of the propositions is of necessity and the other of inherence, that a syllogism is made concluding a proposition with the mode of necessity. Yet this does not happen indifferently with whichever premise being of necessity, but when that which is toward the existing major, which is the major proposition, is of necessity, and the minor is of inherence simply and not of inherence as now, a conclusion of necessity follows. An example of this is: if A, which is the greater extreme, is taken or posited or conceded to belong of necessity to every B, the middle, thus, it is necessary that every B be A; or also if it is taken negatively, as in the second of the first figure thus, it is necessary that no B be A. But let B be taken to belong to C only, so that the minor proposition is of inherence simply and is not with the mode of necessity. For when the propositions are taken thus, there follows a conclusion with the mode of necessity, namely that the greater extreme, which is A, will belong of necessity to the lesser extreme, which is C, or will not belong. And thus two universal syllogisms of the first figure are formed: thus, of necessity every B is A; but every C is B; therefore of necessity every C is A, and this is the first of the first figure. Again thus: of necessity no B is A; every C is B; therefore of necessity no C is A, and this is the second of the first.

The stated syllogisms are proved through being-said-of-every-one and being-said-of-none. For when A belongs of necessity to every B, as in the first mode, or A does not belong of necessity to every B, as in the second mode, and when C is substantially under B and is something of those things which are B, then it is manifest that it follows that A also of necessity belongs or does not belong to C, because otherwise A would not necessarily belong to every B or to no B.

Therefore these in the first figure are the useful conjugations of universal syllogisms: namely, with the major affirmative or negative being of necessity and the minor affirmative, not negative, being of inherence simply and not only as now, an affirmative or negative conclusion of necessity follows, determined by this mode of necessity.

But if the major proposition, which is A B, is not necessary, that is, is not with the mode of necessity, but the minor proposition, which is A C, is with the mode of necessity, from such a mixing there does not follow a conclusion which is with the mode of necessity. And if sometimes it seems to follow, this will not be by syllogistic power, but will follow by favor of the matter and because of the relation of the terms taken according to determinate matter. Hence then a conclusion with the mode of necessity does not follow. I say, however, that the minor ought to be of inherence simply and not of inherence as now. And I call inherence simply the same as inhering substantially, which according to the thing is indeed necessary, although it is not determined by the mode of necessity. And then, with the major being of necessity and the minor of such inherence, a conclusion of necessity follows; but if it is of inherence as now, a conclusion of necessity does not follow, as is clear if it is posited in terms: every man is of necessity animal; every rational thing is man; therefore every rational thing is animal of necessity.

But if it is done conversely, namely that the major is not of necessity but of inherence, and the minor is of necessity, it will be a useless conjugation for inferring a conclusion of necessity. This is so when the A B proposition, which is the major, is not of necessity, but B C, the minor proposition, is of necessity; for then the conclusion of necessity will not be consequent, thus: every B is A; every C is B of necessity; it does not follow that every C is A of necessity. And this is proved in two ways, namely by reason and in terms. By reason thus: let it be granted that the conclusion is of necessity, and let such a syllogism be made: every B is A; every C is B of necessity; therefore every C is A of necessity. Then let that conclusion be taken, and from it with the minor let an argument be made in the first of the third figure thus: every C is A of necessity; every C is B of necessity; it follows that some B is A of necessity. Similarly one can argue in the third of the first if the converted minor is taken, thus: every C is A of necessity; some B is C of necessity; therefore some B is A of necessity. Therefore something follows from such a conclusion without which the major proposition, which is every B A, could have been true. For this can be true without it being necessary that every B be A. For sometimes there happens to be such a B to which it is possible that A belong to none, and thus it will not be true that B is A of necessity.

But this, that such a conclusion will not be necessary and therefore must not be determined by the mode of necessity, can be clear from terms in which there is an instance: as if we posit that A, the greater extreme, is motion according as motion is in that which is moved and is the act of the movable, but B, the middle, is animal; but that in which C, the lesser extreme, is, is man. For man is of necessity animal; but animal is not moved of necessity, nor is man moved necessarily. Therefore if such a syllogism is made: every animal is moved; man is of necessity animal; therefore man is moved of necessity; it is clear that it does not follow, and it is a useless conjugation. Similarly it is in the second mode of the first figure, in which the major proposition designated by A B is privative: for when that proposition is of necessity and the minor is of inherence not as now but of inherence simply, a conclusion of necessity follows, arguing thus: no B is A of necessity; every C is B; therefore no C is A of necessity. And if it is granted that some C contingently is A, it follows that some B contingently is A, which cannot stand with the major proposition.

But if the major is a negative of inherence, and the minor a universal affirmative of necessity, a conclusion of necessity does not follow; and there is an instance as before, thus: no man is moved, let this be posited; every rational thing is man of necessity; therefore no rational thing is moved of necessity; this does not follow, because a rational thing can be moved and not moved.

Therefore it is clear that the nature of this mixing in the first figure is such that, when the major is of necessity and the minor of inherence, a conclusion of necessity follows; and if it is done conversely, namely that the major is of inherence and the minor of necessity, it is a useless conjugation with respect to a conclusion of necessity. Thus, therefore, and so much has been said about the mixing of the necessary and inherence in the first figure with respect to universal syllogisms.

Notes

	And this is against Averroes and Avicenna. (Et hoc est contra Averroem et Avicennam.) ↩
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But in particular syllogisms the mixing is such that, if in the third mode of the first figure, which is formed from the first mode, the major proposition, which is universal affirmative, is of necessity, and the minor, which is particular affirmative, is of inherence simply and not as now, a conclusion of necessity follows. And if in the fourth mode of the first figure, which is formed from the second mode of the same figure, the major, which is universal negative, is of necessity, and the minor, which is particular affirmative, is of inherence, again a conclusion of necessity follows. But if it is done conversely, the conjugation will be useless with respect to a conclusion of necessity. It is done conversely when the major, which is universal affirmative or negative, is of inherence, and the minor, which is particular affirmative, is of necessity; and then a conclusion of necessity does not follow generally.

Let us posit, then, first that the universal affirmative is of necessity, so that A necessarily belongs to every B, but B belongs to some C only without the mode of necessity, and belongs simply and not only as now. It follows by the necessity of such a conjugation that A belongs to some C of necessity. The proof of this is that C, the lesser extreme, is under B, the middle, taken substantially; and therefore, since A belongs to every B of necessity, it must also belong of necessity either to every C or to some C, because when one thing is of another as of a subject, whatever is said of the predicate must all be said of the subject. And this is the third mode of the first figure.

Similarly in the fourth of the first, in which the major is universal privative and concludes a privative conclusion, and for this reason is called a privative syllogism. For when the universal negative major is of necessity and the minor is of inherence not as now but simply, a conclusion of necessity follows. For in such a conjugation nothing impossible happens or follows, just as neither does the impossible follow from such a conjugation in universal syllogisms of this same figure. And with respect to the conjugation it is altogether similar in privative syllogisms, namely the second and the fourth, as in affirmative syllogisms, namely the first and the third; for in all these it is necessary for the major to be of necessity and the minor of inherence, if a conclusion of necessity ought to follow.

But if the mixing is done conversely, it will be useless for generally inferring a conclusion of necessity; and there is an instance in the terms motion, animal, white, thus first in the third: every animal is moved, and let this be posited; some white thing is of necessity animal, as a swan; therefore some white thing is moved of necessity. It is clear that this does not follow. And thus in the fourth, which is the negative syllogism: no animal is moved, and let this be posited; some white thing is of necessity animal; therefore some white thing is not moved of necessity. It is clear that this does not follow, because it is contingently not moved.

But here it must be attended to that, since the minor in this mixing is of inherence, it must be of inherence simply and not only as now. For if it is posited as of inherence as now, although the major is of necessity, a conclusion of necessity does not follow, as is clear in terms, thus: every man is animal of necessity; every white thing is man, let it be so; therefore every white thing is animal of necessity. It is clear that this does not follow. The cause of this is that the lesser extreme must be taken essentially under the middle, just as the middle, in the major proposition which is of necessity, stands essentially under the greater extreme. And therefore if the lesser is taken under the middle either accidentally or as now, a conclusion of necessity does not follow. White or moved is taken accidentally under man; Socrates, or this demonstrated man, is taken as now; but some one is taken substantially because of identity and indifference with man. And therefore it does not follow: every man is animal of necessity; this white thing, or Socrates, or this man, is man; therefore this white thing, or Socrates, or this man, is animal of necessity. From this it is left that nothing said denominatively is taken essentially under the middle, unless it is either convertible with the middle, as risible with man, or has itself as superior to it, as when white is called colored.

But then from the things said before a question arises: since the conjugation in this mixing has been shown to be useless when the minor is of necessity and the major of inherence, an instance has been given about inherence as now, and not about inherence simply. Therefore it could seem to someone that, even in useful conjugations, it would suffice that the minor should be of inherence as now and not of inherence simply.

Again, if the minor is of inherence simply, then the minor according to the thing is necessary, although it is not determined by the mode of necessity; and then it seems that this whole treatise on mixing is superfluous, because it is sufficiently known through the uniform generation of syllogisms about the necessary had before.

Again, it was had before that, with both propositions being of necessity, a conclusion of necessity follows. But this has been said, that with the minor being of inherence and the major of necessity, a conclusion of necessity follows. Therefore since that proposition of necessity adds something over that which is of inherence, and a conclusion of necessity is sufficiently concluded when one proposition is of inherence, it seems that when both are of necessity there is something in one proposition which is a non-cause as a cause with respect to the conclusion.

To these and similar points one must say that in truth the minor in this mixing must be of inherence simply, as has been said, if a conclusion of necessity ought to follow. Hence it must well be conceded that both are of necessity according to the thing, although one is not determined by the mode of necessity. To that which is objected from the terms of instances above, one must say that it is otherwise in useful and useless conjugations. For in those that are useful, the major is of necessity and the minor of inherence. But in the first figure the major comprehends the whole middle and lesser extreme, and concludes them essentially within the scope of its commonness; and therefore it is necessary that the minor stand essentially under the middle when the major is of necessity, because otherwise the order of the terms in the figure would not be held. And from this it follows that the minor must be of inherence simply and not of inherence as now. But when it is conversely the case that the major is of inherence and the minor of necessity, then the minor is not contained within the major, nor is the major constrained by the minor, and therefore it can be of inherence as now, as is manifest in the terms that were assigned a little before concerning the useless conjugation.

To the point objected about the superfluity of the treatise, one must say that this treatise is not superfluous. For although there it has been sufficiently determined how a conclusion of necessity follows from a uniform conjugation of propositions of necessity, nevertheless, because in this science the syllogism is taught in general as applicable in some way to every matter, and because there is a special mode of syllogizing a conclusion of necessity through the mixing of the necessary and inherence, different from the stated mode which is from uniform propositions of necessity, it was necessary by the necessity of doctrine that this mode also be taught, because otherwise the science would be incomplete.

Through this the solution to the next point is also clear: because it is necessary that each proposition be of necessity in the uniform generation of a syllogism of necessity; and there nothing is a non-cause as a cause, but the whole is cause with respect to that mode of syllogizing a conclusion of necessity. But through this it is not concluded that there is not also another mode of syllogizing a conclusion of necessity, for which it is not required that each proposition be of necessity, but only the major.

But it must be attended to that when we say that a conclusion of necessity would follow, we do not deny that a conclusion of inherence also follows, because necessary being precedes inherence, and what is necessary to be is left to be. But the conclusion of necessary being follows first and principally when either both propositions or the major are of necessity; but the conclusion of inherence follows consequently. Similarly, if the minor is of necessity and the major of inherence, a conclusion of inherence follows well. And similarly, if both are of necessity or both of inherence, a conclusion of inherence follows. Therefore how a conclusion of inherence follows need not be studied by art, because it is easy; and in whatever way the propositions are varied, there is still a useful conjugation for concluding a proposition of inherence. But it is difficult how a conclusion of necessity is concluded; and study must be placed upon this, and the doctrine of the art must be handed down.

And from this the solution is clear to what some are accustomed to ask: namely why, when one proposition is of necessity, namely the major, and the other of inherence, namely the minor, a conclusion of necessity follows more than a conclusion of inherence. For both follow, but first that of necessity, and consequently that of inherence follows. For the conclusion principally follows the major proposition, which both contains the minor under itself and is the principle of the whole syllogistic course, because the predicate of the major is the predicate of the conclusion; and therefore in the dispositions of the predicate the conclusion follows the major proposition. But the dispositions and properties of the predicate are being affirmative, negative, being of inherence, and being of necessity, and the like; but in the subject the conclusion agrees with the minor proposition, and follows the minor in the properties of the subject, such as being universal, particular, and the like. This, however, was determined in what was had before1.

But if one asks about the multiplication of these useful and useless conjugations, it has already been said in what was had before how, from the diverse combination of universals and particulars and of affirmatives and negatives, sixteen conjugations result in every figure; and when these have been multiplied by being of inherence and being of necessity, they become thirty-two. And it is proved concerning them that only four are useful in this mixing, which is not difficult to show from the things that have been said. From these things, however, enough is clear about the nature of this mixing of the necessary and inherence in the first figure.

And because of the things that have been said, some say that this is not necessary: no white thing is black; and they also say that if the mode of necessity is added, that proposition is not true, thus: no white thing is necessarily black; for it is contingent that white be black, and it is contingent that white not be black. And their saying is not improbable.

Therefore concerning syllogisms from the mixing of the necessary and inherence in the first figure, let these things alone have been said. For if any other things can be said, they can easily be solved from the things that have been said.

Notes

	But on the contrary: whichever premise is negative or particular, the conclusion is always negative or particular; therefore the conclusion in those cases does not follow a determinate premise. It is answered that he is speaking only in the first figure as in the most principal of all; for in that figure alone can the major be negative and the minor particular. P. J. (Sed contra: Quaecumque praemissa fuerit negativa vel particularis, semper conclusio est negativa vel particularis: ergo conclusio in illis non sequitur determinatam praemissam. Respondetur, quod loquitur solum in prima figura tanquam in principalissima omnium; nam in illa solum major potest esse negativa et minor particularis. P. J.) ↩
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But in the second figure, in universal syllogisms, such is the rule of mixings: namely, if in the first two universal modes the universal privative is necessary, so that it is of the necessary, and the universal affirmative is of inherence not as now but simply, a conclusion of necessity follows. For just as we said that in the first figure the major appropriates the minor to itself, because it is necessary to take it under the middle, which middle stands under the greater extreme, and therefore, when the major is of necessity, the minor must be of inherence not as now but simply, so it is also in syllogisms of the second figure, that the negative appropriates the affirmative to itself, so that when the universal negative is of necessity, the affirmative must be of inherence, not as now, but simply. And this is so because the first two universal syllogisms of the second figure arise and are formed from the second of the first figure; and therefore, just as in the first figure the major, which is universal negative, appropriates to itself the minor, which is universal affirmative, so it happens in the second figure. And therefore, if the universal affirmative in the second figure is of inherence simply, there will be a conclusion of necessity; but if it is of inherence accidentally or of inherence as now, there cannot be a conclusion of necessity. Therefore the mixing must be made in this way, that the universal privative be of necessity and the universal affirmative of inherence simply. For if it is done conversely, so that the universal negative is of inherence and the universal affirmative of necessity, a conclusion of necessity does not follow, because the affirmative in this figure cannot appropriate the negative to itself so that it stands for inherence simply; rather it will indifferently be of inherence simply and of inherence as now.

For let the first mode of the second figure be taken, and let the universal privative major be of necessity, so that A belongs to no B by necessity. But in the minor proposition, which is universal affirmative, let A belong to every C simply; it follows that B will belong to no C by necessity. This is so because in such a syllogism C, the lesser extreme, is under A, standing substantially, and therefore the minor proposition is of inherence simply and not as now.

Similarly in the second mode of the second figure, if a privative proposition is placed at C, the lesser extreme, and an affirmative is placed at the greater, so that the major is universal affirmative of inherence, but the minor is universal negative of necessity, then again a conclusion of necessity follows. For if the negative minor is taken, then A will contingently belong to no C; and thus it is of necessity, because what contingently belongs to none necessarily belongs to none. But if it is so that A contingently belongs to no C, since the universal negative of necessity is converted simply, then it follows that conversely C also will be able to belong to no A, and thus it is necessary not to belong. And then through conversion of the minor and transposition of the propositions the first figure is constituted, because the first mode of the second is reduced to the second of the first by simple conversion of the minor proposition. But the second of the second is reduced into the second of the first through conversion of the minor and transposition of the propositions and conversion of the conclusion; and thus the syllogism is made: every B is A; no C is A of necessity; therefore of necessity no C is B. For the first figure is made through conversion of the minor and transposition of the propositions: no C is B; of necessity every A is C; therefore no A is B of necessity. But if no A is C, let the conclusion be converted, and it will be the first conclusion, which is no C is A of necessity; and thus the conjugation of the syllogism has been proved.

But if in universal syllogisms the universal privative is of inherence and the universal affirmative is of necessity, the conjugation will be useless with respect to a conclusion of necessity, and it will offend against the property of this figure, which is that the universal negative be of necessity and the universal affirmative be of inherence. For let A belong to every B of necessity, so that the major is affirmative of necessity, but let C belong to no A, so that the minor is universal negative of non-inherence only. Therefore, when the privative is converted, its reduction to the first figure is made in the second mode of the first figure. But it has already been shown in what was had before that when, in the second of the first, the universal negative which is toward the greater extreme is not necessary, a conclusion of necessity does not follow. And if this conjugation is useless in the first, it follows that it is also useless in the second, because the second figure is formed from the first and is reduced into it.

Furthermore, the uselessness of this conjugation is proved also in another way, namely because something follows the conclusion of necessity without which the premise that is of inherence can be true; and thus the premise can be true without the conclusion; therefore that conclusion does not follow from it. This is proved in this way: first let this conjugation be posited: of necessity every B is A; no C is A; according to this conjugation, if it is useful, it follows: therefore of necessity no C is B. Therefore let the converse of this conclusion be taken, and the converse of the major, which is affirmative of necessity, and let it be converted into a particular; and let an argument be made in the fourth of the first, thus: of necessity no B is C, which is the converse of the conclusion; A is B necessarily, which is the converse of the major; it follows in the fourth of the first that of necessity some A is not C. But the converse of the universal negative of inherence, which is this, no A is C, can be true without this particular, of necessity some A is not C; therefore this conclusion did not follow from it. For nothing in such a conjugation prohibits taking such an A to which C contingently belongs wholly, so that every A contingently is C. And if it is taken thus, then the premise will be true without such a conclusion of necessity.

Furthermore, this same point is proved third if someone is positing terms: for example, let A be said to be animal, B man, and C white, and let the propositions be taken similarly with respect to the conjugation. For then it is contingent that animal belong to no white thing; and then, with this position made, it follows that, while such a position exists, man also will belong to no white thing, because if no animal is white, it follows that no man is white. Nevertheless it does not follow that no man is white of necessity, because man is white contingently. Yet as long as that position remains, that no animal is white, it follows that no man is white of necessity; but this is necessity of the position, and not simply necessity according to the thing itself. And let the syllogism be formed in the terms of the instance thus: every man is animal of necessity; no white thing is animal, and let this be posited; therefore it follows of necessity that no white thing is man. This does not follow with every mode of necessity, as has been said. Therefore in such a conjugation a conclusion of inherence follows, but a conclusion of the necessity of inhering simply does not follow. Thus, therefore, the useful and useless conjugations of universal syllogisms in the second figure are proved.
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There are nevertheless some who try to prove that the useless conjugation stated above, taken beside the first mode of the second figure, can seem to be useful, by reducing to impossibility in this way: no B is A; of necessity every C is A; therefore of necessity no C is B. If it does not follow, let the opposite be given, namely this: not of necessity no C is B, which is equivalent to this, it is contingent that some C is B. Therefore let an argument be made from this and from the major thus: no B is A; it is contingent that some C is B; therefore it is contingent that some C is not A. For this follows through the mixing of the contingent and inherence, which will be taught below; but this cannot stand with the minor proposition of the preceding syllogism.

Again, let that proposition of the contingent which is opposed to the conclusion be posited as inhering, and let an argument be made from both as of inherence thus: no B is A; some C is B; therefore it follows that some C is not A, which cannot stand with the minor of the prior syllogism.

To these and similar things one must say, as can now in part be clear from the premises, that that conjugation is useless with respect to a conclusion of necessity. But to what they object concerning the mixing of the contingent and inherence, one must say that that mixing of the contingent and inherence is useless unless that which is of inherence is of inherence simply. This will be manifest in what follows. But in the example of the syllogism introduced nothing prevents that proposition of inherence from being of inherence as now and not simply, because, as we have said, in such a conjugation that which is affirmative of necessity cannot appropriate the negative to itself so that it stands for inherence as now. Therefore similarly it will be of inherence as now when it has already been accepted in a mixing with that which is of the contingent; and thus it is clear that both the objection and the mixing are null.

Again, it can be said that it is also true that in the mixing of the contingent and inherence that proposition of the contingent is taken according as the contingent can be and not be toward either alternative. But this contingent is equivalent to the negative of the necessary; here, however, in the syllogism which they introduce, it is taken for the common contingent which is converted with the possible. And thus it is clear that the proof which seems to prove this conjugation is not valid.

To the other point one must say that when it posits the opposite of the conclusion as inhering, it accepts more than the opposite of the conclusion. For the opposite was only about contingent being, and this can be and not be; and therefore when it posits such a proposition as of inherence, it takes more than is in the opposite of the conclusion. On account of this it does not prove that a conclusion of necessity follows, but that a conclusion of inherence follows, because it takes the opposite of that.
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Similarly, in particular syllogisms, the syllogism will have itself with respect to useful and useless conjugations of the second figure. In these syllogisms this is the rule of mixing: for when in particular syllogisms the proposition is privative and universal, then a conclusion of necessity can follow; but when it is otherwise, then a conclusion of necessity cannot follow. From this it follows that, beside the fourth mode of this second figure, there cannot be a useful conjugation for a conclusion of necessity, because when the universal predicative is of necessity and the particular privative is of inherence, a conclusion of necessity does not follow. This is clear in examples. For first let the privative or universal negative be of necessity, so that A, the middle, of necessity contingently or possibly belongs to no B, so that of necessity no B is A; but let C belong to some A simply, so that some C is A; it follows that some C is not B of necessity1.

This is proved in this way: because the universal privative is converted; and if no B is A of necessity, it follows that by necessity no A is B. Therefore let it be syllogized thus: of necessity no A is B; some C is A; therefore of necessity some C is not B. Therefore B as predicate will belong to some of those things which are C. For this is the fourth of the first figure.

But all other conjugations will be useless. For let the universal affirmative or predicative be of necessity, and let the predicative be placed at B, namely the greater extreme, so that the major is universal and affirmative, as it is in the fourth mode of the second figure. Therefore if in such a conjugation A belongs to every B of necessity, but A does not belong to some C only, so that the minor is particular negative of inherence only, then it is manifest that a conclusion of inherence only follows, namely that B will not belong to some C, that is, that some C is not B. But a conclusion of necessity does not follow, namely that of necessity some C is not B; and this is demonstrated through an instance in terms, and the same terms will be used that were posited in universal syllogisms.

Again, there is also no useful conjugation if the particular privative, which is placed at the lesser extreme, is of necessity; for then again a conclusion of necessity does not follow. And this is demonstrated through the same terms of the instance that have already been mentioned, as is clear to anyone through itself. But they must be ordered differently: for here man is the middle, white the major, and animal the lesser extreme, thus: every white thing is man; of necessity some animal is not man; therefore some animal is not white of necessity. It is clear that it does not follow.

Yet a doubt occurs concerning the fourth mode about which we have now spoken: for the conjugation seems to be useful when the major is universal affirmative of inherence and the minor particular negative of necessity. For it seems that a conclusion of necessity ought to follow thus: every B is A; of necessity some C is not A; therefore of necessity some C is not B. For if it does not follow, then the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the premises, namely, not of necessity some C is not B. Therefore let that be posited as inhering, because it is equivalent to this, it is contingent that every C be B; and if it is posited with the major proposition, the opposite of the minor is syllogized thus: of necessity every B is A; every C is B; therefore of necessity every C is A. This syllogism proceeds according to the mixing of the necessary and inherence in the first figure. To this one must say that when it takes the opposite of the conclusion and posits inherence, it takes more than the opposite of the conclusion; for it takes the opposite of that which is of inherence. And therefore it shows well that a conclusion of inherence follows, but not of necessity; and this is already clear through what was said before concerning the second mode of this second figure2.

Nevertheless, concerning the fourth mode of this figure it still seems possible to prove that, if the major is universal affirmative of inherence and the minor particular negative of necessity, a conclusion of necessity follows thus: every B is A; of necessity some C is not A; therefore of necessity some C is not B. For if it does not follow, then the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the premises. But the opposite of the conclusion is: not of necessity some C is not B, which is converted with this: it is contingent that every C be B; and from this and the major the opposite of the minor can be concluded through the mixing of the contingent and inherence, thus: every B is A; it is contingent that every C be B; therefore it is contingent that every C be A.

Again, the same thing can also be shown through exposition, as it seems. Let some particular C or singular be taken under the common C, from which A is universally removed, and let that be X; and let it be syllogized thus through exposition: every B is A; of necessity no X is A; therefore of necessity no X is B. Therefore, since X is some C, it is clear that of necessity some C is not

Notes

	From this it is clear how in Baroco there cannot be a useful conjugation from one proposition of inherence and another of necessity with respect to a conclusion of necessity. And the reason is that, whichever proposition will be of necessity in Baroco, no such proposition can be made the major in the first figure; wherefore, etc. P. J. (Hinc patet quomodo in baroco non potest esse conjugatio utilis ex una de inesse et altera de necessaria quoad conclusionem de necessario. Et ratio est, quia quaecumque erit de necessario in baroco, nulla talis potest effici major in prima figura, quare, etc. P. J.) ↩

	See a similar solution above at the end of the preceding chapter. (Vide similem solutionem supra in fine capituli praecedentis.) ↩
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is A. For thus it seems when the syllogism is made in the second mode of the second figure, with the universal negative existing as of necessity; and then that which is of inherence must be of inherence simply, as has already been said before. And if this is granted, then it must be that the introduced conjugation is useful, as it seems.

Again, the same thing can be shown through that proposition about the contingent which is converted with the opposite of the conclusion, when that proposition about the contingent is posited as inhering; for from it and the major there follows a conclusion of inherence repugnant to the minor, as can be clear to anyone through himself.

But to these things one must say that that conjugation is useless with respect to a conclusion of necessity1. To that, however, which is objected against this, one must say that that proposition which is of inherence in such a mixing and in such a conjugation can be of inherence as now and not simply: because in the second figure neither can the particular appropriate the universal to itself, nor can the affirmative appropriate the negative; and therefore, with the particular existing as of necessity, the universal can be of inherence as now. But in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, that proposition of inherence must be taken as of inherence simply and not as now; and therefore the proof is not valid. Again, in that mixing of the contingent and inherence, the contingent is taken according as it has itself toward being and not being; but it is not taken thus in that proposition which is converted with the opposite of the conclusion; and thus again the proof is not valid.

To the second one must say that although an expository syllogism is made in the second mode of the second figure, nevertheless nothing prevents that proposition of inherence from being taken as of inherence as now; because earlier, in the syllogism which is expounded, that proposition of inherence is the major. Hence, just as there the particular negative could not appropriate to itself the universal affirmative, so neither can the universal beside that particular appropriate it to itself; and therefore in both places it stands for inherence as now and not simply. This can be clear through an example in terms thus: every white thing is a man, let this be posited; of necessity some animal is not a man; therefore some white thing of necessity is not an animal. It is clear that this does not follow. Let an ass be taken under animal, from which man is removed universally and necessarily; and let an expository syllogism then be made in the second mode of the second figure. For then the major will remain of inherence as now, and therefore the conjugation is useless thus: every white thing is a man; of necessity no ass is a man; therefore of necessity no ass is white. It is clear that it does not follow from the premises.

To the other point, the solution is clear through the things said before.

But if one asks here about the number and multiplication of useful and useless conjugations, this is easily found through what has been said before. Let the proper principles of the second figure be taken, and let the principles proper to every figure be taken, namely that nothing follows from particulars, nor from both negatives, and that in the second figure the conclusion must be negative, and that the major must be universal. Let it also be supposed that in the mixing of the necessary and inherence in this figure the universal negative must be of necessity. And let combinations of propositions be made through universal and particular, and affirmative and negative, as has been said in what was had before, and sixteen combinations will be found. When these have been multiplied by inherence and by necessity, they will be thirty-two; of these only three will be useful. But each of the other twenty-nine conjugations will sin against some principle which is either common to every figure, or proper to the second figure, or proper to the mixing.

Nevertheless not all the useless conjugations have been enumerated here, because it was not necessary to enumerate except those which sin against the proper principles of this figure and of the mixing; for the others are easily evident to anyone considering the combinations of propositions.

Notes

	Note that the reason for this statement is that only that proposition appropriates another to itself which can be the major in the first figure. But a particular proposition of the second figure, or an affirmative proposition, cannot be made the major in the first figure, as is established; wherefore, etc. P. J. (Nota quod ratio hujus dicti est, quia solum illa propositio appropriat sibi aliam quae potest esse major in prima figura. Modo particularis secundae figurae aut affirmativae non possunt effici major in prima figura, ut constat: quare, etc. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER VIII. On the mixing of the necessary and inherence in the third figure in universal syllogisms.

But in the last figure it must be noted that the first mode, which is from both universal affirmatives, is formed from the third mode of the first figure, and does not descend from it and is reduced into it; and therefore whatever the universal affirmative does in the third mode of the first figure, when it is of necessity, in appropriating the minor to itself so that it stands for inherence simply and not as now, this the universal affirmative also does in this figure, so that it appropriates to itself that proposition of inherence in order that it be of inherence simply and not as now. And similarly the second mode of this figure descends from the fourth of the first; and therefore, just as the universal negative in the fourth of the first, when it is of necessity, appropriates to itself the minor which is of inherence, so that it be of inherence simply, so also it does in this figure. And therefore, whether that proposition of inherence or its converse states inherence as now and not simply, the conjugation of the mixing will not hold, as can be clear to anyone if he posits terms of inherence as now.

Hence it belongs to the property of this figure that in affirmative modes the universal affirmative should be of necessity, and the other proposition of inherence simply. But in negative modes the universal negative is made of necessity, and the other of inherence simply. And this is so because the universal affirmative either is the major or can be the major in the third of the first; and the universal negative either is the major or can be the major in the fourth of the first, to which the negative modes are reduced. And therefore they do this in this figure which they do in the same mixing of the necessary and inherence in the first figure1.

With these things thus set forth beforehand, we say that in the last figure, when the terms or extremes, namely the major and the minor, are universal with respect to the middle, which is subjected to each extreme and of which each extreme is predicated universally and affirmatively, as in the first mode of this third figure, if either proposition is necessary, that is, of necessity, and the other of inherence simply, a conclusion of necessity follows. This, therefore, is the rule of mixing in the first mode.

But in the second mode, in which the major is universal negative and the minor universal affirmative, the rule of the mixing is such that when the universal negative is of necessity, and the universal affirmative of inherence simply and not as now, a negative conclusion of necessity follows.

But when in the same second mode of the third figure the universal affirmative has been of necessity, since it cannot appropriate to itself the universal negative, because the affirmative cannot be the major in the fourth of the first, a conclusion of necessity does not follow2. For then that proposition of inherence can freely be of inherence as now or simply; and therefore then a conclusion of necessity does not follow. And let us posit an example of each. Therefore first let both premise propositions be predicative or affirmative, as they are in the first mode of the third figure, so that A the greater extreme and B the lesser extreme belong to every C, the middle; and let A C, the major proposition, be of necessity. Therefore, since in such a mode the minor is a universal affirmative of inherence simply, so that B the lesser extreme belongs to every C, and a universal affirmative is converted into a particular, if B belongs to every C, C must belong to some B. For this reason, if A belongs to every C of necessity in the major, and C belongs to some B in the converse of the minor, a conclusion of necessity follows in the third of the first, namely that of necessity A belongs to some B. And this follows for this reason, that B, the lesser extreme, is taken essentially under C the middle; and therefore it states inherence simply and not as now. Therefore in such a reduction the first figure is made, with the minor converted, which is of inherence, and the reduction is made into the third mode of the first figure.

Similarly it will be shown that a conclusion of necessity follows in the same first mode of the third figure if the minor proposition, which is B C, is of necessity and the major of inherence simply and not as now. For then the major proposition, which is A C, is converted into a particular, so that if A belongs to every C, C belongs to some A. Therefore let the propositions be transposed, and again the third mode of the first figure is made. For this reason, if it is granted that B belongs to every C of necessity in the minor proposition, a conclusion of necessity follows, namely that C will belong to some A of necessity, thus: every C is A of necessity; every C is B; therefore of necessity some B is A. For let the major be converted and let a transposition be made thus: of necessity every C is B; but some A is C; therefore of necessity some A is B, which is a syllogism in the third of the first. Thus, therefore, the mixing of the necessary and inherence is made in the first mode of the third figure.

Again, let A C, the major proposition, be privative, but let B C, the minor proposition, be affirmative, as in the second mode of the third figure; and if the universal privative, which is the major, is of necessity, a particular negative conclusion of necessity follows, and it is reduced into the fourth of the first through conversion of the minor proposition into a particular affirmative of inherence simply, thus: of necessity A belongs to no C, but C belongs to some B, for this is the converse of that which said every C is B; it follows in the fourth of the first that of necessity A will not belong to some B. And this is so because B, the lesser extreme, is essentially under C the middle; and therefore the minor must be of inherence simply and not as now.

But if in this second mode of the third figure the universal predicative is of necessity, and the universal negative of inherence, a conclusion of necessity does not follow; because, since the universal affirmative cannot be the major in the fourth of the first, into which this mode is reduced, it cannot appropriate the universal negative to itself so that it state inherence simply; but it can state inherence as now, and therefore a conclusion of necessity does not follow. For let the minor proposition, which is B C, be of necessity, and let A C, the major proposition, be of inherence, and negative, and not of necessity. Therefore because the universal affirmative of necessity is converted into a particular, from this, every B is C of necessity, there follows some C is B of necessity. For this reason, if this is granted, that A belongs to none of those which are C, that is, that no C is A, and C belongs to some of those which are B of necessity, that is, that necessarily some B is C, a conclusion of inherence indeed follows, namely that A does not belong to some B, but a conclusion of necessity does not follow, namely that of necessity A does not belong to some of those which are B. For already in the first figure, in the fourth mode of the first figure, it has been shown that when the universal privative is not of necessity, the conclusion will not be of necessity.

Moreover this same thing can be manifest through terms. Let A the greater extreme be good, but that in which B the lesser extreme is, let it be animal, and let C the middle be horse; and let the syllogism be formed thus: no horse is good; every horse of necessity is animal; therefore some animal of necessity is not good. It is clear that this does not follow. For in this conjugation it is contingent that good belong to no horse; but animal necessarily belongs to every horse; but it is not necessary that some animal not be good, for contingently every animal is good.

But if someone says that this is not true, because it is not possible that a horse or an animal not be good, since good, when it is said of a horse or animal, says the good of nature and not the good of morals, and it cannot be that an animal is not good with the goodness of nature, then let another term be posited in place of good, one which happens both to horse and to animal, such as to be awake or to sleep. For every animal is contingently receptive of these, namely wakefulness and sleep; and then in these terms it is clear that a conclusion of necessity does not follow. Thus, therefore, it has been said when there will be and when there will not be a conclusion of necessity, when both terms or extremes are universal with respect to the middle, that is, are universally predicated of the middle, as in the first and second mode of the third figure.

But if someone objects, wishing to show that the conjugation is useful when the minor is affirmative of necessity and the major universal negative of inherence, and takes the opposite of the conclusion and with the minor concludes that which is repugnant to the major, thus: no C is A; of necessity every C is B; therefore of necessity some B is not A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted: not of necessity some B is not A. But this is equivalent to this: every B is contingently A; and let this be posited as inhering, thus, every B is A. Therefore by conversion some A is B. And let a syllogism be made thus: of necessity every C is B; some A is B; therefore of necessity some C is A. This cannot stand with this, no C is A, which is made the major. To these and similar things one must say, as was determined above, that when he posits that proposition of the contingent as inhering, then he takes more than is in that proposition of the contingent; and therefore he does prove well that a conclusion of inherence follows, but he does not prove that a conclusion of necessity follows3. For in all such syllogisms the solution is the one that has often been stated in what was had before.

Notes

	And this is the general rule for knowing when a conclusion of necessity follows in the third figure in mixtures from inherence and the necessary. Apply this foundation also to the things said above in the second figure, as I myself noted in the preceding chapter. P. J. (Et haec est regula generalis ad cognoscendum quando sequitur conclusio de necessario in tertia figura in mixtis ex inesse et necessario. Hoc fundamentum applica etiam ad superius dicta in secunda figura, ut ipse notavi in capitulo praecedenti. P. J.) ↩

	Wherefore if the major in Felapton has been of necessity, and the other proposition of inherence, a conclusion of necessity does not follow. P. J. (Quare si major in felapton fuerit de necessario, et alia de inesse, non sequitur conclusio de necessario. P. J.) ↩

	It seems to me that the argument also sins in form, because it is from two affirmatives in the second figure. P. J. (Mihi videtur quod etiam argumentum peccet in forma, quia est ex duabus affirmativis in secunda figura. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER IX. On the mixing of the necessary and inherence in particular syllogisms of the third figure.

But in particular syllogisms of this third figure, when one term has itself universally with respect to the middle, but the other particularly, if then each of the terms is predicative, as it is in the third mode of the third figure, in which the major is particular affirmative and the minor universal affirmative, then the mixing is made by such a rule, so that the conclusion is of necessity, namely that the universal is of necessity. For although it is the minor in the mode of the third figure, nevertheless it has the power to become the major in the reduction; for this mode is reduced into the third of the first, in which the major is universal affirmative. Therefore, just as in the first figure, so also here it appropriates the particular to itself and makes it be of inherence simply and not as now; for this reason a conclusion of necessity follows. And that such a conjugation is useful, the demonstration is the same as was said earlier in the first mode of this third figure; for when the particular affirmative has been converted and the propositions transposed, it is reduced into the third of the first. For if it is necessary that B belong to every C, and A is taken essentially under C, it follows that it is necessary that B belong to some A. But if B belongs to some A, then by conversion A also belongs to some B of necessity; for a particular proposition is converted simply.

Similarly it is in the fourth of the third figure, which consists from a universal affirmative major and a particular affirmative minor; and if the major, which is universal affirmative, is of necessity, and the particular affirmative minor is of inherence, a conclusion of necessity follows, because of the same cause that has often been stated. For then A C, the universal proposition, is of necessity, and B C is the particular minor; and the conclusion of necessity follows for this reason, that B is under C, and therefore the proposition is of inherence simply.

But if in the third affirmative syllogism of this figure the universal is of inherence and the particular of necessity, a conclusion of necessity does not follow, because in the reduction the particular cannot be the major in the first figure, and therefore it cannot appropriate the universal to itself for inherence simply. For let B C, the minor proposition, be particular and necessary or of necessity, but let A belong to every C only, and let A C, which is the major, be a proposition of inherence. Therefore if the B C proposition is converted so that the first figure is made in the third of the first, then the universal proposition indeed is not of necessity, but the particular is of necessity. But when propositions had themselves thus in the first figure, there was not a conclusion of necessity, as was said in the third of the first. For this reason also in these syllogisms which are of the third figure such a conjugation will be useless, because this third of the second descends from the third of the first.

Moreover, this same thing is also manifest in terms, in which there is an instance against such a consequence. For let A, the major term, be wakefulness, and let B, the minor term, be biped; but let that in which C is posited as the middle be animal. Therefore, with such terms posited, B, which is biped, must belong to some C, that is, to animal; but A, which is wakefulness, contingently belongs to C, that is, to animal, and A, which is wakefulness, will not belong necessarily to B, that is, to biped. For it is not necessary that some biped either sleep or be awake. Similarly also through the same terms, if the major proposition A C is particular and of necessity, and the other is universal and of inherence, this is evidently a useless conjugation with respect to a conclusion of necessity.

But in negative particular syllogisms the useful conjugation is according to the sixth mode of the third figure, which has a universal negative major and a particular affirmative minor. Hence if one of the terms in particular syllogisms is predicative or affirmative, but the other privative or negative, then when the major term has been universal and privative and of necessity, a conclusion of necessity follows. Its formation and reason is this: because if A the greater extreme contingently belongs to no C, then of necessity no C is A; if then B the lesser extreme belongs to some C, then some C is B, and from these it follows in the sixth of the third that it is necessary that A not belong to some B, that is, that of necessity some B is not A.

But beside this useful conjugation there are three useless ones, of which two are according to the fifth of the third, which has a particular negative major and a universal affirmative minor. But the third is taken according to the sixth, about which it was said a little before. They are formed thus. For if one is affirmative and the other negative, and one universal and the other particular, if the affirmative is posited as of necessity, whether it is particular or universal; likewise if the particular privative is posited as of necessity, the conjugation will be useless, because a conclusion of necessity does not follow. And the useless demonstrations are the same as those which we also stated in the preceding useless conjugations. Nevertheless the uselessness of these conjugations is manifestly proved through terms of instances. And the terms in which there is an instance, when the universal affirmative is of necessity, are to be awake, animal, man, so that the middle is man. But when the particular predicative is of necessity and the other of inherence, the terms are wakefulness, animal, white, and white is the middle. For in such terms animal necessarily belongs to some white thing, so that of necessity some white thing is animal, as a swan; wakefulness contingently belongs to none, because it is contingent that no animal be awake; and again it is not necessary that wakefulness not belong to some animal, because it is contingent that some animal not be awake. But the terms when the particular privative is posited as of necessity and the other of inherence are biped, to be moved, animal; and the middle is animal.

But when we said in these terms that animal necessarily belongs to some white thing, we did not understand this of white according as it signifies the quality of whiteness in a subject, because in that way white contingently belongs to animal; but we understood it of some substance to which whiteness belongs necessarily, as a swan. Nevertheless it is true that this proposition, some white thing of necessity is animal, is true by necessity accidentally; and thus the terms introduced are good and declare the proposed point. Yet a better instance could be made through these terms: man, white, animal, thus: no animal is white, and let this be posited; of necessity some animal is man; and nevertheless it does not follow that of necessity some man is not white.

But it must be noted that according to the fifth mode of the third, no useful mixing has been posited for a conclusion of necessity; and if someone wishes to prove it through the opposite of the conclusion, which is of the contingent mixed with the necessary, altogether the same thing must be said that was said in the fourth of the second figure1. Moreover, if someone asks about the multiplication of these useful and useless conjugations, it is wholly similar to what it is both in the first and in the second figure in the mixing of the necessary and inherence.

From all these things which have been said it is manifest, indeed, that there is not a syllogism concluding a proposition of inherence if both premise propositions are not of inherence. For although we have said that from such propositions sometimes a conclusion of inherence is concluded when one proposition is of necessity, nevertheless it must be known that a proposition of inherence is not concluded at once and immediately through the mixing of the necessary and inherence; rather, it is concluded consequently, according as the proposition of inherence is left from the proposition of necessity immediately concluded. But a proposition of inherence is not immediately concluded. But a proposition of necessity is concluded both by those propositions which are only of necessity and by those which are mixed from necessity and inherence2.

But here it must be known that in both kinds of syllogisms, both affirmative and negative, it is necessary that at least one of the premise propositions be similar to the conclusion. I call it similar in this way, namely that if the conclusion is of inherence, the premise should be of inherence. But if the conclusion is of necessity, it is necessary that one of the premises or both be of necessity. From this it is further evident that there will not be a conclusion, whether of necessity or of inherence, unless at least one proposition is of necessity or of inherence.

Therefore enough has been said, with respect to the proposed intention, about the necessary, how it operates for making a syllogism, and what difference it has from a proposition of inherence in that which is particular; because still something will have to be said about it in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary in what follows. But with respect to the uniform generation of a syllogism of necessity, and with respect to the mixing of the necessary with those propositions which are of inherence through all the figures, enough has been sufficiently said; for if there are any other things, they are sufficiently understood through the things that have been said.

Notes

	See above in chapter 2 of this tractate. (Vide supra in capite 2 hujus tractatus.) ↩

	On the contrary: in useless conjugations a conclusion of inherence follows immediately, as is clear; therefore, etc. It is answered that it does not follow immediately as intended through itself from those premises, but as the defect of a conclusion of necessity, and as it falls short of the conclusion of necessity which is intended through itself. P. J. (Contra: in conjugationibus inutilibus sequitur conclusio de inesse immediate, ut patet, ergo, etc. Respondetur quod non sequitur immediate ut per se intenta ab illis praemissis, sed ut defectus conclusionis de necessario, et ut deficit a conclusione de necessario quae per se intenditur. P. J.) ↩
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TRACTATE IV. ON THE GENERATION OF SYLLOGISMS OF THE CONTINGENT, UNIFORM AND MIXED.

CHAPTER I. On the principles of the generation of syllogisms about the contingent.

But concerning the contingent and concerning the generation of syllogisms about the contingent, after those things which have been said about the necessary, one must speak according to the order of reason. For the necessary is prior to the contingent, because the necessary is a principle of the contingent, as was said in the Perihermenias. And again, the necessary does not vary inherence simply according to the thing, but only according to mode; but the contingent varies inherence according to the thing and according to mode. Therefore for these reasons the generation of syllogisms of necessity had to be posited before the generation of syllogisms about the contingent. Therefore first in this tractate we shall state the principles of this generation, and when these have been determined, we shall determine the useful and useless conjugations for a conclusion about the contingent. For we shall say when and how and through what there will be a syllogism about the contingent. I call it when with respect to figure, and how with respect to mode, and through what with respect to terms and propositions.

But in defining to-contingently-be and the contingent, we say that the contingent is that which, when it is not necessary, or better said, when it is non-necessary, if it is posited to be actually, nothing impossible will be or follow on account of this. Nevertheless the necessary also is said to be contingent, as was said in what was had before; but this is called contingent equivocally with respect to that contingent about which we are speaking in the generation of syllogisms about the contingent, by that mode of equivocation by which we call analogues equivocal.

But that it must be determined through the non-necessary is manifest in the orders of modals from opposite affirmations and negations. For in the third order there are these: it does not contingently be, it is impossible to be, and it is necessary not to be. And therefore either these propositions are the same in equipollence, or they follow one another as consequent follows antecedent. From this it follows that the affirmations opposite to these also, namely these which are in the first order, it contingently is, it is not impossible to be, it is not necessary not to be, will either be the same or will follow one another. For the first order is proved through the third, because no one ever doubted about the third and fourth order; and thus the third order, as known to all, is taken to prove the first, because some doubted about the first and second order, as was said in the second Perihermenias1. But that these are consequences is proved through this, that concerning everything that is, either an affirmation or a negation must be true. And therefore if negations follow one another, affirmations also must follow one another. Therefore according to this the contingent will be said in two ways, so that the contingent is necessary, and the contingent is non-necessary.

With these things seen, it must be known that all propositions which are according to the contingent which is non-necessary are converted into one another according to consequence according to the opposite qualities of affirmation and negation; and this is one of the principles by which imperfect syllogisms will be perfected. But I say that they are converted into one another according to opposite qualities, not that affirmatives are converted with negatives; because, as was said in the Perihermenias, modal propositions are called affirmative or negative because they are about a mode affirmed or denied. And such affirmatives are not converted with negatives, but rather whatever propositions have an affirmative figure in the mode, and differ in the dictum according to affirmation and negation. And in this way that proposition which is, it contingently is, is converted into that which is, it contingently is not; and that which is, it contingently belongs to every, is converted into that which is, it contingently belongs to none, so that a contrary is converted into a contrary, or is converted to a contradictory in the dictum, so that that which is, it contingently belongs to every, is converted into that which is, it contingently does not belong to every; or that which is, it contingently belongs to some, is converted into this which is, it contingently does not belong to some. The same mode, moreover, holds in all the others.

But the cause and reason of this is that the contingent about which we are speaking is the contingent of which the necessary is denied, and it is determined non-necessarily; and such a contingent is mixed with potency and states being in act. And it follows that what is non-necessary is possible not to be. Therefore it is manifest that what thus contingently is, also contingently is not. Hence if it is contingent that A belong to B, it is also contingent that A not belong to B; and if A contingently belongs to every B, A also contingently does not belong to every B. But it is similar in particular affirmations; for this is demonstrated in the same way as in universals, because through the fact that it is not necessary it follows that it is possible toward being and toward not being.

But propositions of this kind, whether they are about an affirmed dictum or about a denied dictum, are all predicative or affirmative, because the mode of contingency is affirmed in them and does not fall under negation. For to-contingently-be, which is the mode, is posited in modals according to the same likeness as being is posited in those propositions which are about inherence; and therefore, just as from being affirmed or denied a proposition of inherence is affirmative or negative, so a modal proposition which is about the contingent is affirmative or negative from the mode affirmed or denied, as was said before in the second book of the Perihermenias2.

But after these things that have been said have been determined, again, still before the generation of syllogisms about the contingent, we say, by distinguishing, that the contingent which is non-necessary is said in two ways. In one way it is called the natural contingent, which happens for the most part and as in most cases, yet falls short of what is necessary, through the fact that it does not have a standing and necessary cause, as for a man to become gray in old age, or to be increased in youth, or to be diminished when nutritive power fails, or, speaking altogether or universally, whatever is the natural contingent, because it has an innate cause in the subject. For whatever is such does not have a continuous necessity for being through a standing cause, because a man is not always actually existing. But when a man exists, becoming gray in old age belongs to him either from necessity or in most cases. From necessity, indeed, because in the account of man which is given through matter there is presupposed a cause of phlegm growing putrid in the head; from this there follows of necessity a motion of alteration toward grayness. But because the material cause is impedible because of the inequality of matter, so that sometimes it does not lead such a motion all the way to the term of perfect grayness, then it befits a man to become gray for the most part, that is, to be gray in old age, since it belongs of necessity to every existing man to be moved in old age toward grayness, because, with heat weakened and not terminating the much phlegmatic moisture that abounds in the head, it is necessary that phlegm be moved and altered toward putrefaction. And thus actual grayness exists in most cases according to the aptitude of nature, but the motion toward grayness is necessarily in all existing men; and thus from necessity and as in most cases it belongs to man to become gray in old age. And therefore it is the case that, when a man exists, becoming gray is either from necessity or in most cases. For becoming gray is not a predicate that belongs to man taken according to his account, whether man actually exists in nature or does not actually exist, but only his account exists in the soul3.

About these things it was said in the preceding matters on Universals, and it is not necessary to repeat them here, because this does not belong to the principal intention. Thus, therefore, in one way the contingent which is not determined necessarily is called the natural contingent. But in another way the indefinite non-necessary contingent is called the indefinite contingent, which does not have itself more toward being than toward not being. And therefore it is called the indefinite contingent, because it is possible to be thus and thus, as for an animal to walk, which is toward either alternative in effect, and, when an animal is walking, for an earthquake or lightning-flash to happen, which is toward either alternative in cause and does not have itself more toward being than toward not being. For such a contingent is no more naturally apt to happen in this way than, on the contrary, not to happen4.

Therefore it is clear from what has been said that contingent is said in three ways, namely as genus and as species: as genus, indeed, when it is the same as possible and non-necessary; but as species, as the non-necessary natural contingent, and as the non-necessary indefinite contingent. But from these must be taken the principles of perfecting imperfect syllogisms about the contingent, such as conversion and things of this kind. Therefore let us say that each special contingent is converted according to propositions opposite in quality, but not in the same way. But the natural contingent, which through the cause that is in it is naturally apt to be and is not naturally apt not to be, is converted to a negative which is not about the natural contingent, but is about the contingent in general, which is non-necessary and is converted with the possible; for according to such a contingent it will be contingent for a man not to become gray in old age. Because, since such a contingent has two things in itself, namely potency toward not-being because of the imperfection of the cause, and variability toward being because of the aptitude of the cause, from the cause it has that it is, and from potency that it is not; and therefore if it is contingent for a man to become gray, it is contingent for a man not to become gray, which is conversion to opposite qualities. But when it is said, it is contingent for a man not to become gray, this cannot be understood about the natural contingent, because the opposite of that which is not to become gray is innate to man to belong. Nor can it be understood about the indefinite contingent, which has itself equally toward being and not being, because not becoming gray has itself more toward not-being, and becoming gray has itself more toward being. Therefore, from the sufficiently enumerated parts, it is left that it be understood of the contingent taken for the possible, which is the non-necessary contingent and determined non-necessarily. Therefore when the natural contingent is converted to propositions opposite in quality, it is converted to the contingent that is not natural, but to the indefinite contingent taken for the possible.

Notes

	See in the second Perihermenias, tractate 2, chapters 3 and 4. (Vide in 2 Perihermenias, tract. 2, cap. 3 et 4.) ↩

	See in the second book, tractate 2, chapter 2. (Vide in secundo libro, tract. 2, cap. 2.) ↩

	Note, in confirmation of these things, that the cause of the defect of grayness in man is sometimes by reason of the subject and sometimes by reason of the predicate, as John the Grammarian says here. P. J. (Nota in horum confirmationem quod causa defectus canitiei in homine quandoque est merito subjecti, et quandoque merito praedicati, ut dicit Joannes Grammat. hic. P. J.) ↩

	But on the contrary: the rare contingent is also spoken of. It is answered that it is comprehended under the indefinite contingent, for it agrees with it because the cause of each is indeterminate with respect to being; and Aristotle looked more to this than to non-essence, as John the Grammarian says. P. J. (Sed contra: Dicitur etiam contingens rarum. Respondetur quod illud comprehenditur sub contingenti infinito, nam cum eo convenit propter causam utriusque esse indeterminatam; et plus respexit ad istam Aristoteles quam ad non essentiam, ut dicit Joannes Grammat. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On being said of every and being said of none in propositions about the contingent, and on universal syllogisms about the contingent according to useful conjugations.

The contingent, which is no more this way than in another way, or not this way, is converted in the same mode of the contingent according to propositions opposite in quality thus: if it is contingent for a man to walk, it is contingent for a man not to walk; and each is about the indefinite contingent.

But when these propositions must be ordered into a syllogism, a demonstrative syllogism and demonstrative discipline cannot be made from the indefinite contingent, because in such a contingent the middle is ordered in subjecting itself to one extreme and in subjecting the other to itself. But from those propositions which are about the natural contingent there is syllogism and demonstrative discipline. Discourses and considerations, for determining questions and problems, are almost all made about contingents which are spoken of according to the natural contingent. But I say almost, because in such things in which there is the natural contingent, insofar as they can be and not be, there is no demonstration, nor is there demonstrative discipline about them, but rather insofar as they stand under being and are referred to the cause innate to them. For considered thus, these contingencies agree with necessary things, although they fall short of them insofar as they do not have a standing cause; for to that extent they are of non-continuous necessity.

But from those propositions which are about the indefinite contingent, it is indeed possible for a formal syllogism to be made; yet here there is not usually a question about such a contingent, because a question is about something determinate, but that contingent is indeterminate and indefinite. And if inquiry is made about it, the question cannot be determined and bounded either to being or to not-being. But these things will be defined and determined more in what follows. Now, however, according to the proposed intention, we have nothing to say except when and how and what kind of syllogism there will be from contingents or from propositions which are about the contingent.

But for this predicate contingently to belong to this subject is said in two ways and is taken in two ways. For either that is said to be contingent which actually belongs to the subject, or this is said to be contingent to which the subject contingently belongs. For when we say that A is contingent to that of which A is the subject, it signifies one of these two senses. For it signifies that A as predicate contingently belongs to this subject, which is B, under one of the stated senses, namely either that A contingently belongs to that which is B and of which it is predicated according to actual inherence, or that A contingently belongs to that which contingently is B; for what contingently is B does not immediately follow to be B according to act. But it makes no difference according to the proposed intention whether it is said that A contingently belongs to that of which B is predicated, or can contingently be predicated, and if it is said that it is possible for A to be said of that which is B, or which can be B. For we have often said that the possible and the contingent are converted, and each is determined non-necessarily.

Therefore it is manifest from what has been said that A as predicate is said to be contingent to every B according to being said of every in two ways. For A is said of every B either according to inherence or according to contingent inherence. And because the dictum according to contingent being is a proposition taken in the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent, but that proposition which is contingency but inherence is taken in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, which is not from uniform propositions, one must first speak about uniform syllogisms, namely these: if of that of which C is contingently said, B is contingently said, and of that of which B is contingently said, A is contingently said, what and what sort of syllogism will there be? For in this way both propositions are taken according to contingency, and both the major and the minor are about the contingent. But when they are taken according to the other mode, namely that of which B is the predicate, that it contingently be A, then one of the propositions is of inherence and the other of the contingent, which makes the generation of syllogisms mixed. For this reason one must begin from those things which are of similar figure with respect to the mode of the proposition, just as also in the other matters which we have discussed; for we set the uniform generation about the necessary before the mixed generation about the necessary and inherence. For the similar is before the dissimilar, as the one is before the many. But through the fact that we have determined being said of every in contingents, being said of none is also sufficiently determined, because the one is converted to the other: and what contingently belongs to every, contingently belongs to none; and what contingently is, contingently is not.

Against this, however, some object, saying that being and not-being are opposites according to affirmation and negation, between which there is no middle, nor do they have anything common; and thus the mode does not fall upon both. But this is plain to solve, because although being and not-being are opposed as affirmation and negation, nevertheless contingent being and contingent not-being are not opposed as affirmation and negation, because each of them is affirmative; and therefore in a proposition about the contingent the mode is referred over the extremes of the composition and broadens for it the potency of being and the potency of not-being, which is not a middle between contradictories. For in contradictories negation leaves nothing and posits nothing; but in the negation upon which the contingent falls, when it is said, it is contingent not to be, potency toward being is left.

Therefore let us form first, in the first figure, uniform syllogisms about the contingent, first stating the useful conjugations for a conclusion about the contingent, so that when A, the greater extreme, contingently belongs to every B, the middle, so that the proposition is, every B contingently is A, and B, the middle, contingently belongs to every C, the lesser extreme, so that every C contingently is B, the syllogism about the contingent will be perfect, and a conclusion about the contingent follows, namely that A contingently belongs to every C, that is, that every C contingently is A; and it is a syllogism in the first mode of the first figure. And this is manifest through the definition of what it is to be said of every in contingents; for in this way we define being said of every in contingents, when the predicate contingently belongs to every one to which the middle or subject contingently belongs.

Similarly a useful conjugation is made for forming the second mode of the first figure according to a useful conjugation for concluding a conclusion about the contingent, when the major is universal negative and the minor universal affirmative, with respect to the dictum of which the mode is predicated, thus: that A is said to be contingent to no B, but B is contingent to every C. There follows a conclusion about the contingent, that A is contingent to no C, or that it is contingent that no C be A. And this is proved through being said of none in contingents; for when it is said that A is not contingent to that of which B is contingent, or that A is contingent to no B, this was, through the definition of what it is to be said of none, to leave out nothing of those to which B contingently belongs from which A's contingently belonging is not removed. And therefore it follows, since C is one of those to which B contingently belongs, that no C contingently is A. Therefore these are the two universal syllogisms of the first figure about the contingent.

But the useless and imperfect ones are formed thus. For when A contingently belongs to every B in the major proposition, so that every B contingently is A, but B contingently belongs to no C in the minor proposition, so that no C contingently is B, then from propositions taken in this way no syllogism is made; and in this mode the conjugation is useless. But when the negative minor B C has been converted according to the conversion of the contingent, which is in the same quantity to the opposite quality, the same syllogism is made in the way it was also made before in the first of the first; and thus there is a conjugation for an imperfect syllogism. But this conversion is such: because when B contingently belongs to no C, it follows through conversion to the opposite quality that B contingently belongs to every C. But this has been determined in the things said above. For this reason, from such a conversion it follows that B contingently belongs to every C, and A contingently belongs to every B. Let the propositions be transposed thus: every B contingently is A; every C contingently is B; therefore every C contingently is A, which is the first mode of the first figure.

Similarly the conjugation is useless and imperfect if the universal negation is posited at each extreme, so that both premises are about the contingent in universal negative propositions. But I say this by example, as if we say that A is contingent to no B, and B is contingent to no C. For in such a conjugation, from the propositions taken, indeed no syllogism is made; and thus the conjugation is useless, because nothing follows from both negatives in any figure. But when both propositions have been converted under the same quantity to opposite qualities, both premises will be about the contingent as universal affirmatives, and then the same syllogism is made which was stated in the first of the first figure, as is clear to anyone through himself.

Therefore it is manifest that, when negation is posited at the lesser extreme, so that the minor is negative, or when negation is posited at both propositions, so that both are negative, either there will not be a syllogism from propositions taken thus, or, if there is a syllogism, it will be imperfect; and it must be perfected through the conversion which is in the contingent to opposite qualities, if what follows by syllogistic consequence ought to be made necessary. Thus, therefore, it has been said about the generation of syllogisms from the uniform combination of propositions about the contingent according to this acceptation, that what contingently is B contingently is A. But the second acceptation, which is, every thing that is B contingently is A, will be mixed from inherence and the contingent in syllogisms.

And if someone asks why the third acceptation of the contingent is not determined here, namely that every thing which necessarily is B contingently is A, since that is taken in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary, one must say that it is sufficiently left from the other things determined in the mixing of inherence and the contingent. For that proposition which is of inherence in the mixing of the contingent and inherence must be of inherence simply and not as now; and this according to the thing does not differ from that which is of necessity, but only according to mode. And therefore with this, what is B contingently is A, it is sufficiently understood that what is B, or what necessarily is B, contingently is A.

It must be attended to that when that proposition about the natural contingent is converted to the opposite quality, it is immediately clear that the affirmative is converted to the negative; but it is not so evident that the negative concerning such a contingent is converted to the affirmative. For it does not follow: it is non-necessary to belong, therefore it contingently belongs. But when the mode of contingency is added, then it is clear that the negative is converted to the affirmative, thus: it is contingent for a man not to become gray; therefore it is not necessary for a man not to become gray; and if it is not necessary, the opposite can belong; and if the opposite can belong, that will be designated in a proposition of the opposite quality.

Here also it must be attended to that according to the matter, and not according to the form of arguing, the inferior is inferred from the superior; because when the natural contingent is converted to the contingent taken for the possible and non-necessary, and the natural contingent is inferred from that, then a process is made from genus to species affirming, which process is not valid according to the form of argument. Nevertheless in the matter which concerns the contingent it is valid by favor of the terms, because in those terms the contingent falling upon the predicate and the subject broadens the terms of the dictum, so that each includes in itself something of the opposite. Such, therefore, is the formation
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of universal syllogisms concerning the contingent; and by such principles they either are perfect or can be perfected when they are imperfect.
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But if, in this uniform generation of syllogisms concerning the contingent, one of the premise propositions is universal and the other is particular, and when the universal proposition, whether affirmative or negative, has been posited at the greater extreme, and a particular affirmative has been posited at the lesser, the syllogism will be perfect through being said of every and being said of none in contingents. For if A contingently belongs to every B, so that everything that contingently is B contingently is A, but B contingently belongs to some C, so that some C contingently is B, from that conjugation it follows that some C contingently is A, and it is a syllogism in the third of the first. And that this syllogism is perfect is manifest from the definition of what it is to be said of every in contingents.

Again, if a universal negative is posited at the greater extreme, and it is said that A is contingent to no B, so that no B contingently is A, and a particular affirmative is posited at the lesser, so that it is said that some C contingently is B, there follows the conclusion that by syllogistic necessity it follows necessarily that some C contingently is not A. But the demonstration that the syllogism is perfect is the same, because it is through being said of none in contingents.

But conjugations become useless and imperfect if a privative proposition about the contingent is taken as particular, and an affirmative proposition is posited as universal about the contingent, and the propositions have themselves similarly as before, as if we say that A indeed contingently belongs to every B, but B contingently does not belong to some C. Then, from the propositions taken, indeed, a manifest and perfect syllogism is not made, because the minor in the first figure cannot be negative. But when the particular has been converted to the opposite quality under the same quantity, so that it is posited particularly that B belongs to some C, that is, that some C is B, the conclusion will be the same as before in the third of the first, just as was said in the beginning concerning the useful conjugation of the third; and how it must be formed from the minor converted to the opposite quality is clear to each person through himself.

But if that proposition which is taken at the greater extreme is particular in the first figure, so that the major is particular, but that which is at the lesser is taken as universal, whether both propositions are posited as affirmative or both are taken as negative, or even whether they are not of a like figure or form or quality, but one is affirmative and the other negative, or even whether both are posited as indefinite or both particular, in no way will there be a syllogism to any conclusion. For all such conjugations have already been shown in the first figure to be simply useless. For in all such conjugations nothing prevents B, the middle, sometimes from transcending A, the greater extreme, so that the middle is not contained under the greater extreme, in such a way that the middle and the greater extreme are not predicated of equal or paired or the same things, as ought to happen in the first figure, in which whatever is predicated of the greater extreme is also predicated of the middle through that principle which is posited in the Predicaments: when one thing is said of another as of a subject, whatever things are said of the predicate are also said of the subject. And then, when the middle transcends the greater extreme, let there be taken under the middle, and let that be C, the lesser extreme. For of this the middle will be predicated, and the greater extreme will be denied. And then the greater extreme cannot be concluded of the lesser extreme, because A, the greater extreme, contingently belongs to this neither every, nor none, nor some, nor some not, or not some; and thus utterly no conclusion follows.

And the cause of this is that, as has been said, propositions which are according to contingency or concerning the mode of the contingent are converted according to opposite qualities. But in such conjugations B, the middle, can belong to more things than A, which is the greater extreme. This is clear in terms if some accidental term is taken as the middle, and two extremes disparate from each other are taken, yet contained accidentally under the middle, as animal, white, tunic.

Moreover, this is manifest in all the introduced conjugations not only from the reason introduced but also from terms. For when the propositions have themselves thus, as was said, it is contingent that the first belong to the last, or that the greater extreme belong to the lesser, both of necessity to every and of necessity to none. But the terms common to all the introduced conjugations in which belonging to every of necessity follows are animal, white, man; and the formation of the syllogism is clear to anyone through himself, thus: some white thing contingently is an animal; a certain man contingently is white; and yet from the terms it follows that every man must be an animal. But the common terms in which belonging to none of necessity follows are animal, white, garment; and the formation is clear: some white thing contingently is an animal; a certain garment contingently is white; it follows from the terms that of necessity no garment is an animal.

Thus, therefore, it is manifest that, when the terms have themselves in this way, no syllogism is made to any conclusion. For every syllogism is either of a conclusion of inherence, or of a conclusion of necessity, or of a conclusion of the contingent. But it is manifest that such a syllogism cannot be of a conclusion of inherence or of a conclusion of necessity, because if it is affirmative of inherence or of necessity, it is destroyed by the privative, that is, by the fact that the opposite negative conclusion stands with the premises; and a privative syllogism concluding a negative is destroyed and annulled by the affirmative, or by the fact that an affirmative of inherence or of necessity stands with the premises. And thus neither an affirmative nor a negative conclusion of inherence or of necessity follows. Therefore if some conclusion follows, it remains that a conclusion about the contingent follows. But this is impossible; for it has already been shown in terms that, with terms having themselves thus, the first must both belong of necessity to every last and belong of necessity to none. And from this it follows that there will not be a syllogism concluding a conclusion about the contingent. For such a contingent, about which we are speaking here, is the non-necessary contingent, which is opposed both to the necessary and to the impossible, just as from the beginning of this tractate the contingent has been defined. And because an affirmative of necessity stands with the premises, a negative about the contingent cannot follow; and because a negative of necessity stands with the same premises, an affirmative about the contingent cannot follow. And thus utterly no conclusion can follow when the terms have themselves in such a way.

Therefore, recapitulating, we say that now it is manifest that, when both terms are taken universally in propositions about the contingent, a syllogism is always made in the first figure, whether both are taken predicatively or privatively. But from both predicative propositions a perfect syllogism is made, while from both privative propositions an imperfect one is made. But in this generation of syllogisms one must take the contingent as non-necessary, but according to the definition stated at the beginning of this tractate, namely as that which is neither necessary nor impossible. And because it is often hidden in which acceptation the contingent is taken, this sometimes causes difficulty in the things that have been said.
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Now there is a doubt in this uniform generation of syllogisms concerning the contingent as here determined: how the terms must be taken in the major proposition, and how in the minor? And this is to ask for what B, which is the middle, supposits, and for what A, which is the greater extreme, supposits, and for what C, which is the lesser extreme, supposits. For every term is either substantial or accidental. But I call a substantial term one which signifies substance, and an accidental term one which signifies an accident concretively or denominatively. For since the major proposition consists of two terms, namely the subject, which is the middle, and the predicate, which is the greater extreme in the first figure, either the terms from which the major proposition consists are both substantial, or both accidental, or one is substantial and the other accidental. If both are substantial, this seems unable to be, because such a proposition is not about the contingent, but either about the necessary or about the impossible. It is about the necessary if the middle is taken under the major thus: every man contingently is an animal; for it is not contingent, but necessary, for a man to be an animal. It is about the impossible if disparate terms are taken, as: it is contingent for a man to be an ass; for this is about the impossible and not about the contingent. But if it ought to be taken in two accidentals, then it is taken thus: every grammatical thing contingently is white; and it seems to be false, because then one will syllogize thus: every grammatical thing contingently is white; but every black thing contingently is grammatical; therefore every black thing contingently is white, which seems to be false. But if it is from one substantial and the other accidental, then either the subject is substantial and the predicate accidental, or conversely the subject is accidental and the predicate substantial. If the subject must be substantial and the predicate accidental, then it will be such as this: every man contingently is white; and this does not seem right, because if it is assumed thus: every black thing contingently is a man, it follows that every black thing contingently is white, which seems to be false. But if the terms must be taken in the second way, then they will be taken thus: it is contingent that every white thing be an animal; and then let the minor be assumed thus: every man contingently is white; it follows that it is contingent that every man be an animal. Or thus: every white thing contingently is a man; every ass contingently is white; therefore every ass contingently is a man; which is false, since one of these propositions is of the necessary and the other of the impossible. But the contingent about which we speak here is that which is neither necessary nor impossible.

Therefore, for the solution of this question, it must generally be known that in the uniform generation of syllogisms concerning the contingent the subject must be taken not as what is, but as what is contingent, just as was also said in what was had before. When it is said, every B contingently is A, there must be taken not what is B, but what contingently is B contingently is A. From this it follows that whenever, in the uniform generation concerning the contingent, the subject of the major proposition is an accidental term and the predicate is a substantial term, then the proposition is false1. For then the sense is: everything that contingently is B contingently is A. For this is false if it is posited in terms thus: every white thing contingently is an animal, that is, everything that contingently is white contingently is an animal. For this is false, because even if it is posited that everything that is white is an animal, nevertheless many things can contingently be white, such as wood and stone and garment, none of which can contingently be an animal. Therefore in this generation the middle must not be an accidental term, when the greater extreme is a substantial term.

Therefore it must be known that the major proposition in this generation can be taken in two ways, namely either from each term accidental, or from a substantial subject and an accidental predicate2. But to that which is objected against this, when each is an accidental term, one must say that when he says, every grammatical thing contingently is white, this is true, because the sense is: everything that contingently is grammatical contingently is white. But when the minor is assumed saying, every black thing contingently is grammatical, this must be distinguished from the fact that this term, black, can stand first for the quality and secondly for the substance, or conversely. If it is taken in the first way, it is false. But if in the second way, then it is true. And in the same sense in which the minor is true, the conclusion also is true, namely this: every black thing contingently is white. And in the sense in which the minor is false, the conclusion also is false, because the conclusion must be distinguished just as the minor proposition. But to that which is objected against this, that the subject is a substantial term and the predicate an accidental term, the response is the same, because when it is said: it is contingent that every man be white, and it is contingent that every black thing be a man, therefore it is contingent that every black thing be white, the conclusion must be distinguished as before.

But it must still be determined whether the universal affirmative minor too must be taken under the same acceptation of the contingent, or not. For this seems so, because otherwise the contingent would be equivocated in the syllogism; and thus the argumentation would fail, so that the process would not be valid. But to this it must be said that the minor, because it does not contain another proposition under itself to be taken in the syllogism to which it is referred, as the major contains the minor under itself in the first figure, is taken indifferently in either acceptation, whether thus, everything that is C contingently is A, or what contingently is C contingently is A; and in whichever of these senses it is true, it will not be equivocated because of this, just as a term posited in a proposition is not equivocated when that proposition has two causes of truth. Thus, therefore, one must speak about the acceptation of the contingent in the uniform generation of syllogisms concerning the contingent.

It must also be known that, since contingent is said in three ways, namely the necessary, the non-necessary, and another contingent which is posited for the possible, enough has been determined concerning the contingent according to all those intentions. For the necessary contingent has been determined where the necessary has been determined; but the contingent which is posited for the non-necessary, according to the uniform generation of syllogisms and the mixed one through the three figures, is determined here in this tractate. But the contingent for the possible, as was said in what was had before, is a genus to both of those, and it exists only in its species; and therefore the generation of syllogisms from that contingent outside its species must not be determined either.

Moreover, here it must be noted, concerning that which we said, that certain modes in this syllogizing concerning the contingent are called imperfect although they are of the first figure, which is most perfect and cannot be perfected through another. For they are not imperfect with respect to the figure, but they are imperfect with respect to the mode of the first figure, because the minor is negative, which cannot be in the modes of the first figure; and therefore they need conversion into the opposite quality, so that they may have both the mode and the evidence of necessity.

Again, it must be known that in the terms of the instances which we introduced in the conjugations of particular syllogisms, we posited white for the middle, which is the subject of the major proposition; yet we said that an accidental term in the major proposition cannot be the subject, so that a substantial term is the predicate, unless the major proposition is false. For this is true in a universal affirmative proposition, and it is not true in a particular affirmative; and therefore in a particular an accidental term can be the subject3.

But if it is asked why the minor about the contingent in the first figure can be negative, although in those propositions which are of inherence or of necessity a negative cannot be in the first figure, to this it is easy to solve. For this is so because the affirmative is converted into the negative, and conversely, and each is in the other with respect to something of potency; and therefore through each one a syllogism can be made in this figure. But about the number and sufficiency of useful and useless conjugations enough has been said in a similar case in what was had before.

Notes

	This rule must be noted, which the Author limits at the end of this chapter to a universal proposition; for concerning a particular proposition the rule is not true. Jammy. (Notanda est haec regula quam limitat Auctor in fine hujus capituli ad propositionem universalem; nam de particulari non est vera regula. Jammy.) ↩

	On the contrary: this is false, it is contingent that every whiteness be a color, because of necessity whiteness is a color; and yet each is an accidental term. It is answered that the terms are not accidental, because by accidental terms we understand concrete terms, as the Author says at the beginning of the chapter. But on the contrary: this is not true, it is contingent that every white thing be colored, because rather it is necessary that every white thing be, etc. It is answered that, beyond the fact that they are concrete accidental terms, it is also required that there not be there an essential inherence of the predicate to the subject, in the way in which there is not in the case proposed. Jammy. (Contra: ista est falsa, contingit omnem albedinem esse colorem, quia de necessitate albedo est color: et tamen uterque est terminus accidentalis. Respondetur quod termini non sunt accidentales, quia per terminos accidentales intelligimus terminos concretos, ut dicit Auctor in principio capituli. Sed contra: ista non est vera, contingit omne album esse coloratum, quia imo est necesse esse omne album, etc. Respondetur, quod ultra hoc quod sint termini concreti accidentales, requiritur quod etiam ibi non sit essentialis inhaerentia praedicati ad subjectum qualiter non est in proposito. Jammy.) ↩

	This rule has a limitation when the subject is an accidental term and the predicate a substantial term; for then the proposition is false. (Limitationem habet haec regula quando subjectum est terminus accidentalis et praedicatum terminus substantialis, tunc enim propositio est falsa.) ↩
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But in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, first the rules must be posited according to which the mixing itself is made. Therefore let us say that if, according to the mixing of the contingent and inherence, one of the premises is taken as of inherence, but the other is taken according to contingency, that is, concerning the mode of the contingent, then in such a disposition of propositions, when that proposition which is at the greater extreme and is the major has signified through the mode of the contingent added, that is, has signified in the expression of the spoken word and of speech composition and inherence according to contingency, and that which is at the lesser extreme signifies inherence not as now but simply, all the syllogisms will be perfect through being said of every and being said of none, concluding from the propositions themselves taken a conclusion about the contingent, which is the indefinite contingent, according to the determination of the contingent stated in what was had before.

But when that proposition which is the minor, because it is at the lesser extreme, is about the contingent defined above, and the major is of inherence, there will indeed be syllogisms, but all will be imperfect, and they will be negative syllogisms concluding negative conclusions about the contingent. But this contingent will not be indefinite as before, and as the contingent has been determined in what was had before; rather this will be a contingent in the second order of modals, upon which the necessary falls. For it will be of a conclusion concluding that which is to belong to none or not to every from necessity. The proof of this is that if we have said that some predicate, as A, belongs to no or not every subject such as B, and this from necessity, so that we say: of necessity no or not every B is A, then, because the necessary is contingent, one must also concede that it is contingent that no or not every B be A, because such a contingent follows upon the necessary. But this contingent is the common contingent which is the contingent for the possible, and only upon not-being. Although, however, we have said that that contingent follows in negative modes, nevertheless it must be known that the same is true in affirmatives in which the minor is about the contingent. But this will be clear in what follows. Therefore these are the two rules by which the mixing of the contingent and inherence is made for inferring a conclusion about the contingent.

But there is a question concerning the rules introduced, because in the mixing of the necessary and inherence there was not a useful conjugation for inferring a conclusion of necessity unless the major was of necessity. Therefore it is asked why in this mixing a conjugation is useful for inferring a conclusion about the contingent both when the major is of the contingent and the minor of inherence, and conversely when the minor is of the contingent and the major of inherence. But this is so because the necessary is said in one way, and the contingent is said in many ways. And therefore, for a conclusion of necessity, which is always in one way, the conjugation is useful when the major is of necessity; and this cannot be inferred when the minor, which has less power in inferring, has been of necessity and the major of inherence. And it would be similar concerning the contingent if it were said in one way and were always in one way; for this reason, when the minor is of the contingent, some contingent is inferred, although it is not taken in one way in the conclusion and in the premise.

But then again it is asked why, when the major is of the contingent and the minor of inherence, a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative follows; but when the minor is of the contingent, a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative does not follow, but one concerning the contingent for the possible. And to this it must be said that when the major is of the contingent in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, then the major is of the contingent according to that acceptation of the contingent which was stated, namely: everything that is B contingently is A, and not of that one which is: everything that contingently is B contingently is A, as was said in what was had before. And therefore the major appropriates to itself the minor taken under it, and the whole power of inferring consists in the major proposition according to being said of every in contingents; for this reason the conclusion must be similar to the major in the acceptation of the contingent. But when the minor is of the contingent and the major of inherence, then the minor cannot appropriate the major to itself, because in this way the due disposition according to being said of every or being said of none is not made. For this reason a conclusion can be inferred neither according to the power of the major nor according to the power of the minor. For because it does not have order according to being said of every or of none, a conclusion of inherence cannot be inferred according to the likeness of the major; and because in the first figure the whole power of consequence belongs to the major, a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative cannot be made according to the likeness of the minor. Therefore, in such a disposition of terms, there follows a middle which is neither of inherence nor of the contingent toward either alternative; and this middle is the common contingent, which is the contingent posited for the possible.

But with the two rules of mixings thus set forth, let us posit the conjugations themselves of universal syllogisms, and first in perfect syllogisms. Therefore let us say that in such conjugations the first is according to the affirmative mode. The second is according to the negative mode, perfected through being said of none. For let us posit a conjugation according to the first mode of the first figure thus: that A contingently belongs to every B, so that every B contingently is A, but B in the minor proposition is posited to belong to C simply. It follows that every C contingently is A; and this is because, according to the property of the first figure, B is under A and C under B; and therefore what contingently belongs to every B, with none excepted, must contingently belong to every C, because C is taken under B. For this reason also the minor proposition will be of inherence simply, and not as now, and it is a perfect syllogism according to being said of every in contingents. Similarly it is in the second mode of the first figure when A B is privative, the major proposition, but B C the minor proposition is affirmative, and the major indeed is of the contingent while the minor is of inherence simply. For then the syllogism will be perfect through being said of none, concluding that A contingently belongs to no C, thus: no B contingently is A; every C is B; therefore no C contingently is A. Therefore it is manifest from what has been said that in universal syllogisms, when that which is of the contingent is posited at the major and that which is of inherence is posited at the minor, according to this mixing the syllogisms are perfect through being said of every or being said of none in contingents.

But if someone objects, saying that an instance seems to be found in terms against those conjugations, thus: it is contingent that every man be white; every black thing is a man; a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative does not follow. For it follows that it is contingent that every black thing be white, which is not contingent but impossible, as it seems.

Again an objection is pressed thus: it is contingent that every moving thing be an animal; every man is moving, and let this be posited; it does not follow: therefore it is contingent that every man be an animal, because this is necessary. Therefore it seems that it is not always true that, with the major being of the contingent toward either alternative and the minor of inherence, a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative follows.

But this can be solved in many ways. For it can be said that the minor must be of inherence simply and not of inherence as now, because the lesser extreme must be contained substantially under the middle. But in the stated instances the minor is of inherence as now. The minor can also be distinguished from this, that black can principally state a quality and secondarily a qualified substance, or conversely; or thus: everything that is black, or everything that contingently is black. And in the first way the minor can be true, namely for that which is black; but in the second way false. And thus the conclusion also is distinguished, and in the sense in which the minor is true, the conclusion too is true; and in the sense in which it is false, the conclusion also is false. But the first solution is better and more concordant with the sayings of Aristotle.

To the second instance one must say that the major and minor are incompossible, because if the minor is true, the major cannot be true. For this is the sense of the major: everything that is moving contingently is an animal; and this cannot be true together with what is said, every man is moving. And thus the conjugation fails because of the uselessness of the terms and the incompossibility of the propositions. Therefore it is clear that the stated instances do not impede the conjugation of perfect and universal syllogisms in this mixing, so that they are useful for inferring a conclusion about the contingent toward either alternative, if the major is of the contingent and the minor of inherence.
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But when the premise propositions have themselves in a contrary way, namely so that the major is of inherence and the minor of the contingent, then there will indeed be syllogisms; but it is not necessary to demonstrate the usefulness of such conjugations through being said of every or being said of none, but through the impossible. From this it is immediately manifest that such syllogisms are imperfect, because they cannot be demonstrated from those things which are in the propositions taken, but other things must be assumed for demonstrating, such as the opposite of the conclusion and things of this sort.

But in order that such conjugations can be demonstrated, we must set forth beforehand and show that if an antecedent to something is necessary, the consequent to that thing will be necessary; and when the antecedent is possible, the consequent to that thing will be possible. Thus if I say that A is the antecedent and B the consequent, then if it is necessary that A be, it will be necessary that B be; and when it is possible that A be, it will be possible that B be, through the necessity of the consequence. But this is proved through reduction to the impossible. For when the terms have themselves thus, namely so that antecedent and consequent are that in which A is a possible antecedent, I say therefore that B, the consequent, will be possible. Or let the opposite be granted, namely that B is not possible when A is possible. Therefore if B is not possible, it follows from the equipollent that B will be impossible, although it is consequent to A. But that which is possible is this: that when it is possible for it to come to be, at some time it will come to be. But the impossible, since it is impossible, will never come to be. It follows that, since A is possible and B impossible, A at some time is apart from B. For if it is contingent to come to be, then it is also contingent for A to be apart from B; for what comes to be, when it has now been made, then is in act. For here one must take the possible not only before act, according as we call possible that which can come to be, which possible is said in generation or in becoming. But one must also take it in act when it now is, and when it is now true that it is, and when it now has being in act, and in whatever other way the possible is said otherwise also in complexes, as in propositions. For in all things it will have itself similarly; and the impossible also is similarly both before becoming or generation and in act after it is in act. For in all cases what has been said follows. Or if the consequent will be impossible when the antecedent is possible, it follows that the antecedent is without the consequent; and since the antecedent is something of the consequent and under it, it follows that something will always be and not be, and the same thing will be possible and impossible, which cannot stand. Therefore what has been said will stand: that if the antecedent is possible, the consequent is possible.

Moreover, among those things which must be set forth before the mixing of imperfect syllogisms, the second is this: that when we say, when A the antecedent is, that it is before B the consequent, one ought not to think that there we say A as if it were one something from which B, the consequent, follows syllogistically. For nothing follows syllogistically from one single existing thing, but from at least two propositions and three terms. Hence A is posited not for one thing, but for two antecedent propositions, and B is posited for the conclusion; and then the antecedent is two propositions inferring the conclusion, when they have themselves in the mixing of the contingent and inherence as was said according to a syllogism concluding a contingent conclusion. For in such a consequence, if C as consequent is said of D as of antecedent, and D in the same way as consequent is said of E as antecedent, it follows by syllogistic necessity that C also is said of E in the conclusion through that which was said in the Predicaments: when one thing is said of another as of a subject, all things which are said of the predicate must be said of the subject. And if each of the premises in the antecedent is possible, the conclusion also will be possible. Just as happens in necessary things if someone posits the propositions to be A, and posits B to be the conclusion. For in such things it happens or follows, when A is necessary propositions, and B the conclusion, that the conclusion is necessary; so also it follows that the possible in the propositions follows as possible in the conclusion.

But from these things thus set forth beforehand, as a corollary there follows a third point, namely that this is manifest from them: that from a false and non-impossible thing posited in the premises, that too which happens or follows in the conclusion will be false and non-impossible, when it follows because of the positing of the premises, so that it follows from the premises. For example, if A as propositions is false and non-impossible, and when A is, B follows to be, it follows that B as conclusion will be false and non-impossible. For since it has already been shown that when A is, B is, and when A is possible B will be possible, and it has been posited that A is possible, it follows that B also will be possible. For if the opposite is granted, namely that B is impossible, when A has been posited to be possible, it follows that at the same time the same thing will be possible and the same impossible, which was disproved a little before.

But this is the opinion of Aristotle word for word, and nothing can be opposed to it, although some object concerning enthymemes and local habits and maxims, in which something seems to follow from one thing and not from two. But this is easily solved, so that it is said that from one thing according to the expression of speech a conclusion indeed follows well; but two propositions must be both in the mind of the one proposing and in the mind of the one receiving, of which one is suppressed in the enthymeme and in local arguments. For an extreme is not proved or received to be in an extreme except through a middle. But the middle, through the fact that it is referred to each extreme, makes two dimensions, as it were two intervals, which are two propositions; and thus the truth of what has been said is clear.
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But with these things set forth beforehand, as has been said, let us posit the imperfect conjugations of universal syllogisms, and let us show how they are useful and how they have to be perfected. But we call those imperfect in which the major is of inherence, affirmative or negative, and the minor is of the contingent. Therefore let us speak first where the major is affirmative of inherence and the minor affirmative of the contingent, because that is taken according to the first mode of the first figure. For let A, the greater extreme, belong to every B, the middle, and let B, the middle, contingently belong to every C, the lesser extreme; therefore A must contingently belong to every C in the conclusion, with the syllogism formed thus: every B is A; every C contingently is B; therefore every C contingently is A. Or let the opposite of the conclusion be granted thus: it is not contingent that every C be A. Therefore let that be taken with the minor which was of the contingent, but posited as inhering thus: it is not contingent that every C be A, that is, of necessity some C is not A. But through the minor posited as inhering it is said and posited that every C is B; this indeed is false, but is not impossible, because it was contingent, as was said in the first syllogism. But from these two things thus taken it follows that A does not contingently belong to every B, which cannot stand with the major in which it was said that A belongs to every B. For this syllogism of deduction, namely to the impossible, is made through the third figure; for it is the fifth of the third through the mixing of the necessary and inherence, having the major particular of necessity and the minor universal of inherence. Therefore it is clear that the conclusion of the first conjugation follows, namely that A contingently belongs to every C, because, when the opposite of the conclusion has been granted, the opposite of the given major will follow; this is false and impossible, since in the minor which was of the contingent nothing had been posited except what was false and possible, and from the possible the impossible ought not to follow, as was just now determined.

But this same thing can be shown through the first figure if the minor which is of the contingent is posited as of inherence, and one syllogizes through propositions of inherence thus: for let the minor be posited as of inherence, so that B belongs to C, thus, every C is B; therefore every C is A; and from these let a conclusion about the contingent be taken. For if every B is A, then A contingently belongs to every B, because if it were not contingent to belong, then it would follow that A did not belong to B itself. And then let such a syllogism be made: every B contingently is A; every C is B; therefore every C contingently is A. But in the opposite of the conclusion of the first syllogism it had been posited that A does not contingently belong to every C; therefore it is clear that such a conjugation is useful.

But in this mixing of the contingent and inherence one must know that inherence simply must be taken, which is not determined according to this time as now, or in this time; rather it should belong simply and always according to the coherence and relation of the terms. For through propositions of this kind, which are thus of inherence simply, we make syllogisms in this mixing, since if the major in this mixing is taken as of inherence as now, there will not be a syllogism, but it will fail because of the uselessness of the terms. But this is manifest in terms, which are man, moving, horse: for perhaps nothing prevents it from being posited thus that man belongs to every moving thing, as if it is posited that everything which is moved is a man and that nothing is moved except a man. But moving contingently belongs to every horse, so that every horse contingently is moved. And nevertheless it does not follow that every horse contingently is a man; indeed, of necessity no horse is a man.

Moreover, from the same disposition of propositions it follows that the conclusion is a universal affirmative of necessity if such terms are taken: animal, moving, man, so that the first is animal or the greater extreme; but the middle is moving; and the lesser extreme or last is man. For thus the propositions will have themselves similarly in mode and figure as before, and a conclusion of the contingent does not follow, but one of necessity, because of necessity a man is an animal, and not contingently. And the syllogism is formed thus: every moving thing is an animal; every man contingently is moving; therefore every man contingently is an animal. For thus the major is taken as of inherence as now and not simply. Therefore, because with the major thus taken as of inherence as now a universal negative of necessity follows, no affirmative conclusion about the contingent can follow; and because an affirmative of necessity follows, no negative about the contingent can follow.

Concerning these things that have been said, a doubt occurs about the imperfect conjugations: for all seem to be sophistical and consequently useless, because when the major proposition is of inherence simply, whether it is affirmative or negative, the predicate befits those things which actually stand under the subject which is the middle. But in the minor proposition that same middle is the predicate, and through the mode of the contingent it is broadened to stand for more things than it stood for in that proposition which was of inherence simply. Therefore the middle stands for more things in the minor than in the major. Therefore in all conjugations of this kind there occurs the fallacy of figure of speech or the fallacy of the consequent.

Moreover, from the premises it has been held that the conclusion ought to be assimilated to one of the premises. But here this is not so, because the minor is of the contingent toward either alternative, while the conclusion is of the contingent for the possible; and thus the conclusion is assimilated neither to the major nor to the minor. And thus it seems that the conjugation is useless.

But these things are not difficult to solve if the premises are recalled to memory. For when the major is of inherence simply, the middle which is the subject of the major stands for all things which are under it in act or by aptitude, and of all these the predicate is possibly predicated. For of all the things of which man is possibly predicated, of all those animal is possibly predicated, even if they do not actually stand under man, because the predication of the predicate concerning the subject is on account of the coherence of the terms; and the middle in the minor cannot be broadened through the mode of the contingent to wider things, because the supposition is equal in both. For this reason no fallacy occurs, neither according to figure of speech nor according to the consequent.

To the other point one must say that the conclusion is of the contingent like one of the premises, or it is of inherence like the remaining one; nor is it necessary, because of the conjugation, for the conclusion to be further assimilated to one of the premises. But how from such things a conclusion of inherence follows and the conclusion is assimilated to that which is of inherence will be clear below.

Moreover, doubt is raised about the perfection of imperfect syllogisms of this kind. For in what was had before the first mode of this mixing, which is from both affirmative propositions, is perfected by leading to the impossible around the fifth of the third, mixed from necessity and inherence. But in what was had before, where it was determined about the mixing of the necessary and inherence, no useful conjugation was found from that mixing around the fifth of the third. Therefore the deduction to the impossible was made through a useless conjugation; for no useful conjugation was posited in the mixing of the necessary and inherence around the fourth of the second, or around the fifth of the third. Therefore it seems that the proof is not valid. And similarly the uselessness of the negative conjugation was proved through deduction to the impossible, and a syllogism was made according to the third of the third, with the major being particular of necessity and the minor universal of inherence; this conjugation was regarded as useless in what was had before.

If perhaps someone says to these things that such conjugations were regarded as useless in what was had before because they are simply useless, for they are useless whenever that proposition of inherence is of inherence as now, but here they are regarded as useful because here that proposition of inherence is taken for inherence simply, and thus, with respect to this, they are regarded here as useful because of the choice of terms in this matter: against this it seems to be the case that in a syllogism mixed from necessity and inherence, the minor which is of inherence was taken from the minor of the first syllogism, which is of the contingent toward either alternative posited in being. But when such a contingent is posited to inhere, that proposition cannot be anything except of inherence as now; and therefore, although perhaps in the mixing determined above, when that proposition of inherence was of inherence simply, such a conjugation would be useful, nevertheless in the present case it is not valid, because here that proposition of inherence will be of inherence as now.

If perhaps someone says that the contingent toward either alternative is twofold, namely natural and indefinite, and says that in such conjugations in which the major is of inherence simply and the minor of the contingent, the minor is of the natural contingent, for this reason, that the major of inherence simply appropriates the minor to itself; and since the major is of inherence simply, the minor cannot be of the indefinite contingent; therefore it is left that it is of the natural contingent. But the natural contingent posited as inhering states inherence simply, through the fact that it has a cause in the subject; and thus still it will stand that in the syllogism to the impossible that which is of inherence states inherence simply and not as now. But again against this it seems that, according to the things that were said in the preceding matters, no proposition can appropriate another to itself except one which either is the major in a perfect syllogism of the first figure according to being said of every or being said of none, or can be the major in a perfect syllogism through reduction. But the major of inherence in these conjugations neither is the major in a perfect syllogism nor can become the major through reduction. Therefore it cannot appropriate to itself the minor of the contingent so that, according to its demand, it stands for the natural contingent. Therefore it will stand indifferently either for the natural contingent or for the indefinite, and thus the stated solution is nothing. Moreover, it is also manifest in terms that in such a conjugation sometimes a conclusion of the natural contingent and for the possible follows, and sometimes a conclusion of the indefinite contingent follows. For let the terms be posited: colored, white, man; and let the syllogism be formed thus: every white thing is colored; every man contingently is white; therefore every man contingently is colored, which is a non-necessary contingent and a natural contingent. But if the terms are posited thus: moved, walking, man; and let the syllogism be formed thus: every walking thing is moved; every man contingently walks; therefore every man contingently is moved. It is clear that the conclusion is of the indefinite contingent, and thus it is clear that the minor is not appropriated by the major so that it stands according to the demand of the major; and this seems that it must be conceded.

But in a syllogism leading to the impossible, from the opposite of the conclusion and the minor posited as inhering, a conclusion of inherence is concluded, which cannot stand with the major of the first syllogism. Therefore although such conjugations are useless for a conclusion of necessity, as was held before, nevertheless they are useful for a conclusion of inherence; and thus a conclusion of inherence is concluded which does not stand with the major proposition of inherence. And through this the solution to all the things that have been introduced is clear.

Moreover, it must be noted that in the second perfection of these conjugations, which is made through the first figure, as was said above, certain persons say that the major which is of inherence must be posited in the mode of the contingent, so that in this way from two affirmatives about the contingent there is the perfect mode of this mixing. And this cannot be true, because in the perfect mode of this mixing, when both premises are about the contingent, the major must be of the contingent toward either alternative; and that which is of inherence simply cannot be modified by the contingent toward either alternative. Therefore this conjugation cannot be perfected in this way as they say. Moreover, in the conjugation in which each proposition is about the contingent, the contingent toward either alternative is concluded, as was said in what was had before. But in the perfection of these imperfect modes one must conclude the contingent for the possible, as has already been said before. And therefore these modes cannot be perfected in that way, namely that the major which is of inherence should be modified through the mode of the contingent. But this seems to be true.

And therefore one must say that these modes are not said to be perfected except through the positing of the minor, which is of the contingent, as inhering, so that in this way from two propositions of inherence a conclusion of inherence follows, from which that proposition about the contingent must further be concluded, just as above these modes were perfected.
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There are still imperfect conjugations of universal and negative syllogisms. For let the major proposition be a universal negative of inherence A B, so that in the major A is taken to belong to no B. But let the minor be taken as a universal affirmative about the contingent, so that B contingently belongs to every C. Therefore with these terms and propositions disposed thus, it will follow by the necessity of syllogistic consequence that A contingently belongs to no C. For if it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, namely this: A does not contingently belong to no C. Then it is necessary that some A be C; and let the minor, which is of the contingent, be posited as inhering thus: every C is B; and let a syllogism be made in the third of the third, where the major is a particular affirmative of necessity and the minor a universal affirmative of inherence, thus: some C of necessity is A; every C is B; therefore some B of necessity is A, which does not stand with the major previously granted, which is: no B is A. Therefore, since this is impossible, because according to this contradictories would be true at the same time, it is clear that the prior conclusion follows, which is: no C contingently is A; because, when a false possible thing is posited, when the minor was posited as of inherence, something false and impossible follows, namely that contradictories are true. But this is not contingent, as was shown in what was had before, where it was proved that if the antecedent is possible, then the consequent is possible.

But this syllogism is not concluding a conclusion about the contingent according to the definition of the contingent stated above, but is about the contingent for the possible, to which only the impossible and not the necessary is opposed; and this common contingent is common to the necessary and the non-necessary. But this is proved thus: for the syllogism concludes that A contingently belongs to no C under this sense, that A belongs to no C from necessity. For under this sense the contradiction of the conclusion is taken, namely this: it is not contingent that no C be A, which is converted with this: it is necessary that some C be A. Therefore for the hypothesis or proposition given and conceded in the syllogism to the impossible, the contingent is taken not toward either alternative, but for the possible; therefore also in the prior conclusion whose opposite is taken, the contingent stands for the possible, because otherwise there would not be a contradiction; but the syllogism leading to the impossible
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is of the opposite contradiction, and from the opposite of the conclusion and the minor posited as inhering it syllogizes the opposite of the major in the third mode of the third figure, as was said.

Moreover, this same thing is proved if this conjugation is posited in diverse terms from which sometimes the necessary follows and sometimes the contingent toward either alternative. Let the terms be posited thus: A, the greater extreme, is raven; B, the middle, is intelligent; and C, the lesser extreme, is man. Therefore, with the terms thus posited, it is established that A belongs to no B, because no intelligent thing is a raven; but B contingently belongs to every C, because to every man there belongs understanding according to the act of the contingent. And it follows that A belongs to no C from necessity. Therefore the prior conclusion was not of the contingent toward either alternative, but of the contingent for the possible, to which the necessary is not opposed; rather the negative about the contingent posits the affirmative of necessity1.

Again, a conclusion of necessity does not always follow. For let the terms be posited thus: A, the greater extreme, is moving; B, the middle, is knowledge; but C, the lesser extreme, is man. Therefore, with the terms thus taken, A indeed will belong to no B, because no knowledge is moving; but B contingently belongs to every C, because every man can contingently be knowing. And there follows a conclusion not of necessity but of the contingent toward either alternative, namely this: that it is contingent that no man be moved. For for no man to be moved is not necessary.

Therefore it is manifest that this conclusion is not about that which is to belong to none from necessity, because it is not necessary that no man be moved. Therefore it is clear that sometimes a conclusion follows about the contingent for the necessary, but sometimes about the contingent for the non-necessary. But to these there is nothing common except the contingent for the possible; therefore a conclusion about the contingent for the possible always follows.

But if the last terms do not seem sufficiently suitable to someone, because the major ought not to be of inherence as now and the middle must be varied through concrete and abstract, let better terms be taken in which the major is of inherence simply and in which the middle need not be varied, thus: no sitting thing is walking; every man contingently sits; therefore it is contingent that no man be walking.

There are also conjugations of imperfect syllogisms in which the minor is negative, and there are two of them. The first is that a universal privative is posited at the lesser extreme and signifies the contingent, so that it is about the mode of the contingent, and the major is universal of inherence simply. Although in such a conjugation, from the propositions themselves taken thus, there will be no syllogism, because the minor in the first figure cannot be negative, nevertheless, when the minor which is about the contingent has been converted into the opposite quality, there will be a syllogism in the first of the first, just as also in the prior conjugations about which it has already been held. For let A belong to every B in the major proposition, but let B contingently belong to no C in the minor. Therefore, when the terms and propositions have themselves thus, nothing follows by syllogistic necessity. But if the minor, which is the proposition B C about the contingent, is converted to the opposite quality, namely so that B is taken to contingently belong to every C, a syllogism will be made in the first mode of the first figure, just as in the prior conjugation, yet in such a way that the terms have themselves similarly, namely that the major is affirmative of inherence and the minor affirmative of the contingent, and they are not transposed nor otherwise converted, but stand as before.

But the second conjugation is when both intervals or propositions are privative, as if A is said universally not to belong to B, but B is said universally contingently not to belong to C. For in this way, through those things which are taken in the terms and propositions, no syllogism is made in any way, because of the cause assigned above; but when the minor proposition, which is of the contingent, has been converted to the opposite quality, there will be a syllogism in the second mode of the first figure2. For if in the first proposition A is taken to belong to no B, and in the minor B is taken to contingently belong to no C, through these things thus taken nothing follows by syllogistic necessity. But if the minor is converted to the opposite quality, so that B is taken to contingently belong to every C, which indeed is true because in contingent terms the minor must be taken, and the major proposition which is A B has itself similarly in order and position as before, then as in the prior conjugation there will be a syllogism in the second mode of the first figure.

There are also useless conjugations beside the imperfect universal conjugations, and they are two. For if the minor proposition is of inherence and universal negative, so that B is said to belong to no C, and is not taken about the contingent, so that B is not said contingently to belong to no C, in no way is a syllogism made having syllogistic consequence and necessity, whether the major proposition which is A B is universal privative or universal affirmative. But the common terms for the instance, that a conclusion about the contingent is not always inferred whether the major is affirmative or negative, are common. For where a conclusion follows about necessary inherence, the terms are white, animal, snow, thus: every or no animal is white, and let this be posited; no snow is an animal; and yet every snow is white of necessity. But the terms for not contingently inhering or for not inhering from necessity are white, animal, pitch, thus: every or no animal is white; no pitch is an animal; therefore no pitch is white, which is necessary and not contingent.

Therefore it is manifest from these things that have been said that when both terms in the premises are universal, and one of the propositions is taken as of inherence and the other of the contingent, when indeed that proposition which is posited at the lesser extreme is taken as the minor and about the contingent, a syllogism is always made. But sometimes a syllogism is made from the propositions themselves as taken, and sometimes after the minor proposition has been converted, as was said, to the opposite quality.

Notes

	Note the mode of proving that a conclusion about the contingent for the possible follows when the major is of inherence and the minor of the contingent in the first figure. Jammy. (Nota modum probandi, quod sequitur conclusio de contingenti pro possibili quando major est de inesse et minor de contingenti in prima figura. Jammy.) ↩

	From this it is clear that from both negative premises a conclusion sometimes follows. J. (Ex quo patet quod ex ambabus praemissis negativis quandoque sequitur conclusio. J.) ↩
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But it must be asked whether a conclusion of inherence can follow from the conjugations of imperfect syllogisms. For this seems so through the same mode of proving that was stated, thus: every B is A; every C contingently is B; let it be concluded, therefore every C is A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, some C is not A, and let the minor be taken as posited in inherence thus: every C is B. From the opposite of the conclusion granted and the minor posited as inhering, there follows, in the fifth mode of the third figure, that some B is not A, which is the opposite of the major, namely of this: every B is A.

Similarly it seems to be so in the negative mode thus: no B is A; every C contingently is B; let it be concluded, therefore no C is A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, some C is A, and let the minor be posited as inhering thus: some C is A; every C is B; there follows in the third of the third that some B is A, and it had been granted that no B is A. And thus it seems that these conjugations can conclude in a conclusion of inherence1.

But if this is conceded, the contrary seems evident in terms. For let it be posited that no man is moved, and let a syllogism be made thus in the affirmative mode: every walking thing is moving; every man contingently walks; by a conclusion of inherence it follows, therefore every man is moved. It is clear that both premises are true and nevertheless the conclusion is false.

Similarly it is in the negative mode thus: no white thing is black; every man contingently is white; by a conclusion of inherence it follows that no man is black. But this is not true if it is posited that every man is black. And thus again the conclusion will be false, and both premises are true. Therefore it seems that from these conjugations a conclusion of inherence cannot follow, and this must be conceded.

But to the instances that are introduced one must say that, when the opposite of a conclusion which is of inherence is granted, the opposite of that conclusion will be of inherence, and that stands with each premise. For since B is under A, as the middle is under the greater extreme in the first figure, although every B is A, nevertheless it is possible that B the middle contingently belongs to every C, namely the lesser extreme; and thus this will be true: every C contingently is B. And thus the opposite of the conclusion is verified with that proposition of the contingent which is the minor; for it is possible that some C is not A, and nevertheless every C contingently is B. But it is not possible that the opposite of the conclusion be verified with the minor posited as inhering. For let the opposite of the conclusion be taken, which is: some C is not A, with the minor posited as inhering, namely: every C is B. Thus the opposite of the conclusion is not verified with it, because since every B is A and every C is B, it follows that every C is A, whose opposite is repugnant to the minor posited as inhering. For through the first proposition it is left, since C is under B, that some C is A, or that every C is A, with which the opposite of the conclusion cannot stand; and nevertheless it stands with the minor itself which is of the contingent. For these can be true at once: some C is not A, and every C contingently is B, although B is under A and C is under B. And therefore the minor must not be posited as inhering, because immediately when it is posited as inhering it will be incompossible with the opposite of the conclusion; and from this incompossibility the aforesaid inconvenience follows.

In the same way one must speak in the negative mode, because it must not be admitted that the minor of the contingent be posited as inhering, because the opposite of the conclusion is compossible with that proposition which is of the contingent, and is not compossible with that proposition which is of inherence, which is taken from that which is of the contingent. For from the major it is had that no C is A, because C is under B, and in the major it is posited that no B is A. But that some C is A does not stand with this, because those are contradictories. Nevertheless these can stand at once: some C is A, and every C contingently is B. And so, if the minor is posited as inhering, it will be incompossible with the opposite of the conclusion, and from that incompossibility the inconvenience that was introduced is caused.

If perhaps someone, objecting against this, says that when something false and not impossible is posited, what happens is false and not impossible; but when the minor which is of the contingent is posited as inhering, it will not be impossible, and therefore from it the impossible cannot follow, but the false follows; therefore it is clear that the introduced solution does not seem sufficient.

Moreover, if the introduced solution is sufficient, then it seems that the proof is not valid by which it is proved that in these modes the contingent for the possible follows. For the opposite of the conclusion is incompossible with the minor posited as inhering. For example, if in the affirmative mode every B is posited to be A, these two will be incompossible: some C of necessity is not A, and every C is B, because B is under A and C under B. The first of these is the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent, and the second is the minor posited as inhering.

Similarly it is also in the negative mode. For if no B is A is granted, as is said in the negative major, these two are incompossible: it is necessary that some C be A, and every C is B, because B is under A and C under B. But the first is the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent, and the second is the minor posited as inhering. Therefore, if the introduced solution is good, proofs of this kind do not seem to be valid, although they are the proofs of Aristotle in the book of the Prior Analytics in the place where he determines such conjugations.

But it seems that to these things one must say that the proof is good, because it is proved that in these modes the contingent for the possible follows in the conclusion. Therefore to that which is objected, that, when the false and non-impossible has been posited, what happens is false and non-impossible, one must say that if something absolutely possible is posited, from this nothing impossible follows. But there are many things which, taken absolutely, are possible, yet, when joined and compared with others, are incompossible, as it is possible for me to sit, and it is possible for me to stand; yet these, joined at the same time, are incompossible. And so it is in the case proposed, as has been shown.

To the second, however, one must say that it is one way concerning the opposite of a conclusion about the contingent, and another way concerning the opposite of a conclusion of inherence. For it has been shown that the opposite of a conclusion of inherence is indeed compossible with the minor which is of the contingent, but is incompossible with the minor posited as inhering. But the opposite of a conclusion about the contingent is incompossible with each, namely with the minor which is of the contingent and with the minor posited as inhering. For if every B is A, as is proposed in the major in the affirmative mode, thus B is taken under A and C under B; and therefore then these are impossible: of necessity some C is not A, and every C contingently is B, because if some C of necessity is not A, then it follows that there is some C which is impossible to be B, and thus it is not contingent that every C be B, and so C is not contingently B, if it is necessary that some C not be A.

Similarly it is in the negative mode, because if it is granted that no B is A, as was proposed in the second mode of the first figure, then these two are incompossible: of necessity some C is A, and every C contingently is B. For if it is necessary that some C be A, when it has been supposed that no B is A, there is some A which will not be able to be B; but this is clear from this, that the negative major is of inherence simply and not as now. And therefore these two are necessarily opposed to each other, and therefore they cannot stand at once, that every C contingently is B and that it is necessary that some C be A. For this reason it is manifest that the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent is incompossible with the minor.

And therefore, although the minor is posited as inhering and they are still incompossible, nevertheless that incompossibility is not caused by positing the minor as inhering. And therefore there can well be a proof for a conclusion about the contingent for the possible, when, after the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent has been accepted, the minor is posited as inhering, because from this no inconvenience is caused which did not exist before. But when the opposite of a conclusion of inherence has been accepted, the minor must not be posited as inhering, because through that positing an inconvenience is caused which was not there before. Nor nevertheless does the impossible follow from the minor posited as inhering simply and absolutely, but rather from its relation or its comparison to the opposite of the conclusion, which is incompossible with it. But from these things it is manifest that in the aforesaid conjugations a conclusion about the contingent follows according to the introduced proofs, and through the same proofs it cannot be had that a conclusion of inherence follows.

Notes

	Note that below, in chapter 15, in the first doubt, two arguments are touched upon which can be applied to prove that from a major of inherence and a minor of the contingent a conclusion of inherence follows, although there they are brought forward for another proposed point. J. (Nota quod infra, in cap. 15, in prima dubitatione, tanguntur duo argumenta quae possunt applicari ad probandum quod ex majori de inesse et minori de contingenti sequatur conclusio de inesse, licet ibi adducantur ad alium propositum. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER X. What inherence simply is.

It must still be determined what inherence simply is, because in the preceding mixings it was said that the major must be of inherence simply. For since some things belong through themselves and some accidentally, those things which belong accidentally seem to belong as now, but things inhering through themselves seem to belong simply. But if this is so, then either only those things are said to belong simply which belong according to the first mode of being said through itself, or those things which are called inhering in the second mode of being said through itself, or in both modes. If those things which are in the first mode of being said through itself are said to belong simply, then this is not of inherence simply: man is grammatical, because the predicate does not fall in the definition of the subject. Yet this is false, because this proposition is of inherence simply: man is grammatical. But if those things are said to belong simply which are inhering in the second mode of being said through itself, then this proposition is not of inherence simply: man is an animal, because the subject does not fall in the definition of the predicate. But this again is false. But if propositions of inherence simply are in both modes of being said through itself, then this will not be of inherence simply: the grammatical is animal, because neither does the predicate fall in the definition of the subject, nor conversely the subject in the definition of the predicate; and this again is false.

But to these and similar things one must say that those things belong simply which are in one of three modes, namely either in the first mode of being said through itself, or in the second, or as things proximately reduced to one of those modes, as is the natural contingent in which the predicate has a cause in the subject1. And therefore it is beside the second mode of being said through itself; and therefore when a proposition about the natural contingent is posited as inhering, it is itself of inherence simply and not as now. But to that which is objected about this, animal is grammatical, or the grammatical is animal, one must say that that proposition is of inherence simply, because although animal does not according to itself fall in the definition of grammatical, nevertheless it falls in its proximate inferior, in which it exists actually and intellectually, in the definition of grammatical, that is, in man in whom animal exists actually and intellectually2.

Nevertheless it must be known that that proposition of inherence simply must be taken in one way in the mixing of the necessary and inherence for a conclusion of necessity, and in another way it is taken in the mixing of the contingent and inherence with respect to a conclusion about the contingent. For in the mixing of the necessary and inherence, that proposition of inherence must be of necessity according to the thing, although it is of inherence because it is not modified; and therefore that proposition of inherence cannot be taken from that which is about the natural contingent, but must be taken from that which is of necessity, as in the example: every grammatical thing of necessity is knowing; every man is grammatical; therefore every man of necessity is knowing. It is clear that it is not valid, because that proposition of inherence is transferred from that which is about the natural contingent.

It must also be attended to that in these modes which belong to imperfect conjugations, both in the affirmative mode, which is taken according to the first mode of the first figure, and in the negative mode, which is taken according to the second mode of the first figure, the major must be of inherence simply and not as now. For this is established in the affirmative by the things that have been said; and by the same reason by which it is proved concerning the affirmative, it is manifest that it must similarly be so in the negative mode.

Notes

	The natural contingent is a predicate beside the second mode of being said through itself. (Contingens natum est praedicatum juxta secundum modum dicendi per se.) ↩

	Animal falls in the definition of grammatical through man, that is, because man falls in its definition, in which man animal is included actually and intellectually. (Animal cadit in diffinitione grammatici per hominem, id est, quia homo cadit in ejus diffinitione, in quo homine actu et intellectu includitur animal.) ↩
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CHAPTER XI. How these imperfect modes infer a conclusion about the contingent for the possible.

Moreover, for understanding the things that have been said before, one must know that in these conjugations of syllogisms, just as in the negative mode the conclusion is about the contingent for the possible, so through the same mode the conclusion which is about the contingent in the affirmative mode is about the contingent for the possible. And this is proved from the disposition of the terms as in the negative mode. For from one disposition of terms there follows a conclusion of necessity, and from another there follows a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative; and since nothing is common to those two, the contingent which always follows in such a mode must be the contingent for the possible, which alone is common to those two. For this is found in the affirmative mode as in the negative. For let terms be taken in which the last belongs of necessity to every middle, thus: every white thing is colored; every man contingently is white. It is clear that every man is colored of necessity; hence, if it is inferred, therefore every man contingently is colored, it will be a contingent for the necessary, and something that follows upon the necessary. But if terms are taken in which the first belongs of necessity to every middle, thus: every walking thing is moved; every man contingently walks; therefore every man contingently is moved. It is clear that the conclusion is toward either alternative, and this must be conceded.

Yet it must be known that this appears more in affirmative modes than in negative modes. For in affirmative modes the middle and the greater extreme have themselves to each other as inferior and superior. But it is clear through itself, because it is regularly true that an inferior and a superior can belong necessarily to one thing, and both contingently to another. For if white belongs, colored necessarily belongs; but sometimes both can belong contingently, as walking and moving belong to man. And thus it is clear through itself that in affirmative modes sometimes a necessary contingent follows and sometimes a non-necessary contingent; and thus the contingent for the possible always follows. But in negative modes the middle and the greater extreme have themselves to one another as opposites or disparates; and in these it is regularly true that, if one of the opposites contingently belongs, the other is contingently removed from the same thing. And therefore where the major is about such a contingent, it seems that a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative always follows. And because it is not as manifest that a conclusion of the contingent for the possible follows in negative modes as in affirmative modes, it was necessary to prove this concerning the negative mode, and in the affirmative mode to leave it without proof as manifest through itself. And therefore in the premises this was not proved concerning the affirmative mode.

Still there is a doubt about these modes of conjugations of imperfect syllogisms, because it seems that the conjugations are useless for inferring a conclusion about the contingent for the possible. For every conjugation is useless which concludes not from formal syllogistic disposition and from syllogistic consequence, but from the matter of such or such terms. Its proof is this: because the disposition of the terms in the figure and the mode in the combination of propositions have themselves in the same way when a conclusion of necessity follows, and when a conclusion of non-necessity follows, and when the contingent for the possible follows; and they are the same. And thus with respect to this the conclusion ought to be the same. Therefore when it is not the same, but sometimes in this way and sometimes otherwise, this is through the nature and material relation of the terms to one another; but such argumentation is not valid in form. Therefore it seems that such conjugations are useless.

Moreover, up to now a conjugation has been regarded as useless which has an instance in terms, because when a conclusion of necessity follows, no conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative can follow; and when a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative follows, none of necessity can follow; and thus none follows. But the terms for a conclusion of necessity, as we said, are colored, white, man. But the terms for a conclusion of the contingent toward either alternative are moving, walking, man; and the syllogisms are formed as they were formed above.

Again, nothing exists in a genus which is not in some one of the species; therefore there is no contingent common to the necessary and to the non-necessary unless it is either in the necessary contingent or in the non-necessary contingent. And thus there is no conclusion about the contingent for the possible in common to each of these which is distinct from the special conclusions, which are about the contingent for the necessary and about the contingent for the non-necessary.

But if this is conceded, there seems to be an objection to the contrary, because in all things and everywhere the genus is inferred from the species; but it is established from what was had before that in such conjugations there follows a conclusion about the contingent for the necessary, and that there follows a conclusion about the contingent for the non-necessary, which are species of the contingent for the possible. Therefore a conclusion about the contingent for the possible must follow.

Moreover, just as contingently inhering is common to necessarily inhering and to possibly inhering and not inhering, similarly inherence is common to inherence simply and to inherence as now. But when two propositions are taken thus, so that one is of inherence simply and the other of inherence as now, we call the conjugation useful for a conclusion of inherence taken in common, although in some terms a conclusion of inherence simply follows and in some a conclusion of inherence as now. Therefore similarly the conjugation will be useful for the contingent in common for the possible, although in some terms in the stated conjugations the contingent for the necessary follows and in some the contingent for the non-necessary.

And this seems to have to be conceded: for although the stated conjugations are useless for the contingent for the necessary only, and for the contingent for the non-necessary only, nevertheless they are useful for the contingent taken in common for the possible. This is as when two propositions are taken of inherence, one of which is of inherence simply and the other of inherence as now. Although such a conjugation is useless with respect to a conclusion of inherence simply, and similarly with respect to a conclusion of inherence as now, nevertheless it is useful for a conclusion of inherence taken in common.

But to the objections to the contrary one must say that in truth the contingent in common follows from the form of those conjugations. But the contingent for the necessary in particular and for the non-necessary in particular follows by reason of the terms taken under such a form; and thus the conjugation formally concludes the contingent for the possible. But by reason of the matter there follows the contingent in particular which is this or that.

And although it has been sufficiently proved that the stated conjugation is useless for concluding this or that in particular, nevertheless from this it does not follow that it is not useful for concluding the contingent in common, as was said in propositions taken of inherence.

And now the solution is clear to what is objected, that nothing exists in a genus which is not in some species, and to what can be objected, that from whatever all species of some genus are removed, from that the genus is removed. For this would be true if the species were removed from something wholly; but this is not done, because each of these follows separately by reason of the terms. But by reason of the form there is consequence to the conclusion of the contingent for the possible. With these things thus understood, enough has been sufficiently said about the imperfect conjugations of universal syllogisms of this mixing.
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CHAPTER XII. On the formation of particular syllogisms of perfect and imperfect useful and useless conjugations of the mixing of the contingent and inherence.

But in the particular modes, namely the third and the fourth, of which the third has a universal affirmative major and a particular affirmative minor, and the fourth has a universal negative major and a particular affirmative minor: in such particular syllogisms in this mixing, when one of the intervals is taken as universal and the other as particular, and when that which is at the greater extreme is posited as universal and of the contingent, whether it is affirmative as in the third or negative as in the fourth, and that which is at the lesser extreme is a particular affirmative of inherence simply, there will be a perfect syllogism through being said of every or being said of none, just as it is also perfect when both terms and both propositions are universal, as has already been said. But that such a syllogism concluding particularly is perfect is demonstrated in the same way through being said of every and being said of none in contingents, as was also demonstrated before in universal syllogisms.

But when the universal is at the greater extreme and is of inherence and not of the contingent, while the other of the intervals is particular, which is at the lesser extreme, and is of the contingent, whether both propositions are posited as affirmative or as negative, or whether one is posited affirmative and the other negative: in all such conjugations there will be an imperfect syllogism which needs the reduction by which it is perfected. Thus some are perfected through the impossible, some through conversion of the contingent according to opposite qualities, and some in both ways; and that is the better perfection, as was also done in the aforesaid universal syllogisms.

But in such cases there will be a syllogism through conversion when the universal, posited at the greater extreme, has signified inherence, as in the affirmative, or non-inherence, as in the negative. But when the particular is privative, it will take the contingent, that is, it becomes about the mode of the contingent. An example of this is that if A indeed belongs to every B as in the third, or does not belong as in the fourth of the first figure, but B contingently does not belong to some C, then when the minor proposition B C has been converted according to the conversion of that which is contingent to the opposite, namely quality, a syllogism is made either in the third of the first or in the fourth of the first.

But when that proposition which is posited particularly takes non-inherence, as a particular negative takes non-inherence when it is not about the contingent, then there will not be a syllogism for inferring a conclusion about the contingent. And this is proved through terms of instances: the terms for inherence are white, animal, snow; but for non-being the terms are white, animal, pitch, as is clear. For if one syllogizes thus: every animal contingently is white; no snow is an animal; a conclusion about the contingent does not follow, therefore every snow is contingently white. Similarly it is in the other terms: every animal contingently is white; no pitch is an animal; therefore it is contingent that no pitch be white. It does not follow, because of necessity no pitch is an animal. But in such cases, where the minor is negative of inherence, the demonstration must be taken through the indefinite, because such a proposition has two causes of its truth; and just as in the preceding matters we said that what does not follow to the antecedent does not follow to the consequent, so, since it does not follow with respect to the minor which is universal negative, it also does not follow to the particular negative which follows upon the universal in every way, as was said in what was had before about indefinite demonstration.

But if the universal or universal proposition is posited at the minor proposition, while the particular is posited at the major, so that the major is particular or particular, or the universal is privative or affirmative, whether of the contingent or of inherence, whatever someone wishes, there will in no way be a syllogism, because the conjugation will always be useless for inferring a conclusion about the contingent.

Similarly there will not be a syllogism when both premise propositions are particular or indefinite, because from particulars and indefinites nothing follows according to the whole disposition of syllogisms, whether they are taken according to contingency, or both are taken of inherence, or even alternately, so that one is particular and the other indefinite. For in no such way is a syllogism made; rather all such conjugations are useless. But this has the same demonstration through terms of instances as in the preceding cases. The common terms in all these conjugations for inherence of necessity are animal, white, man, because animal contingently belongs to the white, and white contingently belongs to man, and yet man is animal of necessity. But the terms for non-inherence are animal, white, tunic, because animal contingently belongs or does not belong to white, and white to tunic; and nevertheless animal of necessity does not belong to any tunic.

Therefore it is manifest from all the introduced points that, when the universal is posited at the greater extreme, so that the major is universal affirmative or negative, a syllogism is always made in this mixing concluding a conclusion about the contingent. But when the interval which is at the lesser extreme and particular is posited as of the contingent, a syllogism is never made, as is clear through the things said before.

But if one asks about the number of these conjugations, the response is sufficiently clear through the things said before in the others.

It is also manifest that syllogisms in this figure are perfect which are immediately proved through being said of every and being said of none, which are in the propositions themselves taken. But imperfect syllogisms are necessarily perfected either through deduction to the impossible, or through conversion according as the contingent is converted to the opposite quality, or through both of these. In particular syllogisms, when the minor has been affirmative and of the contingent, proof or perfection is made through deduction to the impossible; but in the same particular syllogisms, when the minor has been negative of the contingent, perfection is made both through conversion of the minor to the opposite quality and further through deduction to the impossible, as is established through those things which have been determined in what was had before.



Chapter XIII. On the rules of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the first figure, and on the useful and useless conjugations of universal syllogisms of this mixing.

CHAPTER XIII. On the rules of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the first figure, and on the useful and useless conjugations of universal syllogisms of this mixing.

After these things one must speak about the mixing of the necessary and the contingent. But let us first posit the rules according to which this mixing must be made; they are five in number, serving diverse matters which must be attended to in this mixing. Therefore the first rule, which is common, is this: that when one of the propositions has been of necessity, whether it is to belong from necessity, as in the affirmative, or is about that which is not to belong from necessity, as in the negative, and the other of the propositions has been about the contingent, there can be a syllogism, and a perfect one, when the terms have themselves in this way; and this is the first rule.

The second rule is that, when the minor is of necessity and the major of the contingent, the syllogism will be perfect; and this must be understood as meaning that the minor is affirmative and the major universal; and this rule serves the perfect modes.

The third rule is the one that serves affirmative modes, and it is this: that the conclusion will be about the contingent and not also about inherence, if both the terms and the propositions are predicative, whether both terms are posited universally or not universally1.

But the fourth serves negative modes, and it is this: that when one term has been affirmative and the other privative, provided that the affirmative has been of necessity, a conclusion about the contingent follows, and a conclusion of inherence does not follow. But when the privative has been of necessity, a conclusion about the contingent and about that which is not to inhere follows, whether the terms are universal or not universal.

But the fifth rule is that in all these conjugations of mixings, the contingency that follows in the conclusion must be taken in the same way as in the preceding mixing, namely so that in perfect modes the contingent follows according to the determination introduced above. But in imperfect modes the contingent for the possible follows. For imperfect negative modes do not conclude contingent not-being, which is the same as necessary not-being, but that which is the same as not necessarily being; and such is the same as the contingent for the possible. For there will not be a syllogism in imperfect modes of a conclusion of that which is not to belong from necessity. For it is one thing not to belong from necessity, and another not from necessity to belong, because in the one the mode is denied and the dictum is affirmed, but in the other the mode is affirmed and the dictum denied.

Therefore, since both terms are affirmative, so that each premise is affirmative, and the major is of necessity but the minor of the contingent, a conclusion of necessity does not follow. This is manifest from the things that will be said immediately. For let us first posit a conjugation from affirmatives of this mixing, so that the major is of necessity and the minor of the contingent, in such a way that A belongs of necessity to every B, but B contingently belongs to every C in the minor proposition. For in such a disposition of universal and affirmative terms there will be an imperfect syllogism concluding that A contingently belongs to every C; and a conclusion of necessity does not follow. But this syllogism is perfected through deduction to the impossible from the opposite of the conclusion and the minor posited as inhering; for it concludes something that can stand with the major. It can also be perfected by the sole positing of the minor as inhering, as was said in the preceding mixing in the imperfect modes.

Again, let us posit another conjugation from affirmative universals for a perfect syllogism; then again it will be clear that a conclusion of necessity is not concluded. For let the major be of the contingent and the minor of necessity, so that A contingently belongs to every B, but B belongs to every C from necessity. There will in any case be a syllogism concluding in the first of the first that A contingently belongs to every C. And this is a conclusion about the contingent and not about the necessary; nor does there follow a conclusion of inherence which concludes that A belongs to every C, but rather that it contingently belongs. For that proposition of the contingent is taken according to that acceptation of the contingent, that everything which is A contingently is B, and not according to that one, that everything which contingently is A contingently is B. But here the syllogism is perfect through being said of every in contingents.

Similarly useful conjugations are also made in universal negative syllogisms. If the premise propositions are not of a similar form or figure in quality, but one affirmative and the other negative, since from both negatives nothing follows, let us first posit the major to be of necessity and negative, and the minor affirmative and universal of the contingent, so that in the major A from necessity contingently belongs to no B, but B contingently belongs to every C. Therefore there follows a conclusion of inherence, namely this: that from the necessity of syllogistic consequence A belongs to no C. But it is an imperfect syllogism and is perfected through deduction to the impossible. For let the syllogism be formed thus: of necessity no B is A; every C contingently is B; therefore no C is A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, whether contradictory or contrary. And if the contradictory is granted, then from that and the converse of the major the opposite of the minor is concluded thus: of necessity no A is B; some C is A; therefore of necessity some C is not B, which is the opposite of the minor through a syllogism mixed from necessity and inherence in the fourth of the first. But if the contrary of the conclusion is granted, the minor will be destroyed through a syllogism made in the second of the second figure, as can be clear to anyone through himself. For when it is concluded that it is necessary for A to belong to no C, by taking the opposite contradictorily or contrariwise, it is taken that A belongs either to every C or to some C; but in the major proposition it had been posited that A contingently belongs to no B. Therefore, because the negative major is converted in the terms, if A contingently belongs to no B, it follows that B also contingently belongs to no A. But it was posited in the opposite of the conclusion that A belongs either to every C or to some C; therefore it follows that B contingently belongs either to no C or not to every C, which destroys the minor in which it had been posited that every C is B, when the minor of the contingent had been posited as inhering.

Therefore it is manifest that in such a conjugation a conclusion of inherence follows. And from this it is further manifest that a conclusion of the contingent also follows, because the contingent follows affirmatively and negatively upon inherence. For if C is A, it follows that C contingently is A; and if it is not A, it follows that C contingently is not A. And thus it is clear that each conclusion follows, both concerning non-inherence and concerning contingently not inhering; but concerning non-inherence it follows immediately, while concerning contingently not inhering it follows mediately.

But in this mixing there are still useful and useless conjugations concerning syllogisms concluding universally, having the major negative of the contingent and the minor affirmative of necessity. For again let there be such a disposition of terms, that the affirmative minor is of necessity, but the major negative is of the contingent, so that A indeed contingently belongs to no C in the major, but B belongs to every C from necessity in the minor. From such a conjugation the syllogism will be perfect through being said of none in contingents; but that syllogism will not be for concluding a conclusion of inherence, but will be perfect for a conclusion of the contingent, that is, of that which is contingently not to inhere. For the major proposition, which is at the greater extreme, is taken in this way, to which the conclusion is especially assimilated in composition and in things pertaining to composition. And this syllogism cannot be led to the impossible if a conclusion of inherence is taken. For that conclusion is this: no C is A; but its opposite is this: some C is A, for in it A is posited to belong to not no C. But in the major proposition it was posited that A contingently belongs to no B. From these two joined together nothing impossible follows that would destroy the minor; and thus it is not to be led to the impossible. Yet about this more will have to be said in what follows2.

But there is still another conjugation useful for an imperfect syllogism, when the privative is the one posited at the lesser extreme, and when the minor proposition has signified contingency through the mode of the contingent. For such a syllogism is perfected through conversion of the minor to the opposite quality, just as it was said in the preceding matters that the contingent has to be converted.

But when the minor has indeed been negative and is not of the contingent, the conjugation will not be useful for a syllogism, because then the minor will be truly negative, which cannot be in the first figure. But I call it truly negative because that proposition which is of the contingent is not truly negative, since it has the opposite quality in itself potentially. Similarly the conjugation is useless for a syllogism when both the major and the minor are negative and the minor has not been of the contingent, because if it is of the contingent, then it is converted to the opposite quality, and then there will be a syllogism in the second of the first figure. But the uselessness of these conjugations is shown through an instance of terms; and let the terms concluding necessary inherence be white, animal, snow. For although white contingently belongs to every animal, but animal of necessity belongs to no snow, nevertheless every snow is white of necessity. But let the terms for belonging of necessity to none be white, animal, pitch; for of necessity no pitch is white. These, therefore, are the universal syllogisms of this mixing according to the opinion of Aristotle in the Prior Analytics, and there are some doubts in them.

Notes

	Whether universally, namely with respect to both premises, or not universally, namely with respect to the minor. (Sive universaliter, scilicet quantum ad ambas praemissas, sive non universaliter, scilicet ad minorem.) ↩

	See below, chapter 16. (Vive infra caput 16.) ↩
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But the first doubt is that, since the contingent has only two acceptations, as was said in what was had before, namely everything that contingently is A contingently is B, and everything that is A contingently is B, and according to the first acceptation it serves the uniform generation of syllogisms concerning the contingent, and according to the second it serves the mixing of the contingent and inherence, and there is no third acceptation of the contingent, it will seem that there is no acceptation in which it can be taken in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary. And thus it seems that every conjugation where the major is of the contingent and the minor of necessity is useless for generating a syllogism of this mixing, because such a mixing seems unable to be ruled through being said of every in contingents.

The same thing seems so through this, that in the first figure, since the middle by position is the middle in affirmative syllogisms, it is necessary to take the middle under the major and the lesser under the middle. But the necessary and the contingent, according to the acceptation determined above, are opposed and mutually destroy one another. Therefore one cannot be taken under the other; it follows that in such a mixing there cannot be an affirmative and universal syllogism, as it seems.

But these things are not difficult to solve if the things that have been held are recalled to memory. For if in this mixing the major is of the contingent and the minor of necessity, the syllogism will be ruled through being said of every in contingents, according to that acceptation of the contingent which says: everything that is B contingently is A, just as also the mixing of the contingent and inherence. For through the fact that it is said, everything that is B, the minor proposition is signified as accepted according to the actual inherence of the predicate with the subject. But under such actual inherence both that proposition which is of inherence and that which is of necessity are taken; and thus in one and the same way they can be ruled through being said of every.

Thus also, when considering the contingent, one must say that the contingent and the necessary, taken in the same terms, are opposed and mutually expel one another, because if it is necessary for a man to be an animal, then it is not contingent for a man to be an animal; and if it is contingent for a man to be white, then it is not necessary for a man to be white. And thus one cannot be taken under the other because of the opposition that they have. But if the contingent and the necessary are considered simply according to themselves, they can still be considered in two ways: for either they are considered according to the mode of enunciating about composition and of modifying composition, and thus again they are distinguished and separated from one another; or they are taken according to the diverse terms in which they are, and thus nothing prevents the necessary from being taken under the contingent, because it often happens in this way, that the terms in which the contingent is and the terms in which the necessary is have themselves to one another as whole and part. An example of this is: it is contingent that every man be white; but every man of necessity is an animal; and in this way a perfect conjugation is made from the taking of the necessary under the contingent.
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But there is still a doubt. For since in this mixing the necessary and the contingent have themselves equally for the generation of this syllogism, it seems that the conjugations ought to have themselves equally for the generation of a perfect syllogism, namely both the one which has the major about the contingent and the minor about the necessary, and the one which conversely has the major about the necessary and the minor about the contingent. And this is not true, because the first is for a perfect syllogism, but the second for an imperfect syllogism. But the reason for this is not difficult to assign. For being said of every, in necessary things and in those of inherence, requires the minor in the first figure always to be affirmative and according to an actual inherence of the predicate with the subject. Therefore, when the major is about the contingent, which is according to actual inherence, as we said in the acceptance of the contingent, thus, everything which is B contingently is A, and the minor is accepted about the necessary or about inherence according to actual inherence, a perfect syllogistic descent is made through being said of every, from the first through the middle all the way to the extreme. And therefore such a conjugation is for a perfect syllogism. But when the major is about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, through the contingent inherence is broadened to potential inherence; and then there cannot be a perfect descent through being said of every. And therefore the conjugation in which the major is about the necessary and the minor about the contingent is for an imperfect syllogism.

But if someone asks why in the perfect modes of this mixing the contingent toward either alternative is concluded, which is the contingent according to the determination of the contingent given above, whereas the imperfect modes can conclude only the contingent for the possible, for it seems that both perfect and imperfect modes ought to conclude the contingent so called according to one and the same mode, the cause of this is that in a perfect mode, on account of being said of every, the minor proposition is as it were a natural disposition of the major proposition. For the minor contracts the major according to the rule which has been given about being said of every; and therefore through the minor a contraction of the major is made to that which is a true part of it. And therefore, since the major is about the contingent according to the aforesaid determination of the contingent, and the minor is a true part of it, the conclusion must be similar to the major, so that it is about such a thing as the major is about. But this is the contingent toward either alternative.

But when it is conversely the case that the major is about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, no disposition of the terms is made according to being said of every; and therefore the major cannot make a conclusion similar to itself. The minor proposition also does not principally have the power of inference in a syllogism, and therefore neither will it be able to make a conclusion similar to itself. And therefore something middle must follow between the necessary and the contingent toward either alternative; and this is nothing except the contingent for the possible, which in some terms is about the necessary, but in others about the non-necessary.

But if someone asks why the perfect syllogisms of this mixing cannot conclude a conclusion of inherence or of necessity, as they conclude a conclusion about the contingent, one must say that the cause of this is that, when the major is about the contingent, from the very mode of contingency it is signified that the predicate is referred to the subject according to potential inherence, and the greater extreme does not have actual predication of all the things which are contained under the middle, which is the subject of the major proposition. But a conclusion of inherence and of necessity marks actual inherence of the predicate concerning all things which are contained under the subject; and therefore in such a conjugation neither can a conclusion of inherence follow, nor a conclusion of necessity.

But just as it has been said about the nature of the perfect modes of this mixing, which are perfected through being said of every, in the same way one must speak about the perfect modes of universal negative syllogisms which are perfected through being said of none. And thus through these things which have been said, the nature of the perfect universal syllogisms of this mixing, both affirmative and negative, can be known.
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Concerning the imperfect conjugations also of the universal syllogisms of this mixing, many have doubted. For concerning these it has been said that those which have the major negative about the necessary and the minor affirmative about the contingent can conclude a conclusion of inherence. But against this some object: in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, when the major is negative of inherence and the minor about the contingent, as it seems, a conclusion of inherence cannot follow. For this seems so by this reason, since there is a greater agreement of that which is of inherence with that which is of inherence than of that which is of necessity with that which is of inherence. Therefore if that which is of necessity can proceed into a conclusion of inherence when it is joined with that which is of the contingent, much more can that which is of inherence, together with another proposition of the contingent, proceed into such a conclusion as is of inherence.

Again, in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, when the major is of inherence, that major itself is of inherence simply. On account of this, according to the thing it has the power of a proposition of necessity. On account of this, it seems that if a negative proposition of necessity can proceed into a conclusion of inherence, then also a negative proposition of inherence in the mixing of the contingent and inherence can proceed into a conclusion of inherence.

Again, let the syllogism be formed thus: no B is A; every C contingently is B; therefore no C is A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be given, namely this: some C is A. Let this be accepted with the minor posited as inhering. The opposite of the major follows thus: some C is A; every C is B; therefore some B is A, by the third mode of the third figure. But no B being A and some B being A are contradictorily opposed1.

Further, it seems that, when the major is negative about the necessary, a conclusion of inherence does not follow. This is clear in terms thus: of necessity no white thing is black; every man contingently is white; nevertheless it does not follow that no man is black, unless this is posited to be so. But it is clear that the premises are true and the conclusion is false. Similarly it is so here: of necessity no stone is a man; every moved thing contingently is a stone; nevertheless it does not follow that no moved thing is a man, the things having themselves as now, in such a way that by the positing it is not accepted that no moving thing is a man.

Again, still further it is objected: because if from such a conjugation a conclusion of inherence follows, then either only a conclusion of inherence simply follows, or only one of inherence as now, because inherence cannot be varied in more modes. If a conclusion of inherence simply follows, it is clear that this is not true, because in the terms recently introduced the conclusion is of inherence as now; and likewise this is found in many other terms. But if a conclusion of inherence as now follows, it again seems false in these terms: of necessity no white thing is an intelligence; every man contingently is white; therefore no man is an intelligence. For this conclusion is of inherence simply. Therefore, since neither a conclusion of inherence simply nor one of inherence as now follows generally, it does not seem that any conclusion of inherence follows.

Again, it has already often been held in the preceding matters that one of the premises must be similar to the conclusion. But when one premise is about the necessary and the other about the contingent, neither premise is similar to a conclusion of inherence. Therefore from such a conjugation a conclusion of inherence does not follow.

But to these things one must say that, when the major is negative of inherence and the minor affirmative of the contingent, a conclusion of inherence does not follow by the power of the premises. Nevertheless, when the major is negative about the necessary, a conclusion of inherence follows. And the cause of this is this: because in a negative proposition of inherence the predicate is actually removed from all those things which are actually under the subject or under the middle which is the subject of the first proposition. But it is not removed from those things which contingently are under the subject, as when I say, no white thing is black, the sense is this: nothing which is white is black; and not this: nothing which contingently is white is black. And on account of this, when a negative of inherence is the major and the minor is affirmative of the contingent, an actual removal of the greater extreme from those things which are contingently taken under the middle through the minor proposition does not follow; rather, the potential removal of one thing from another follows. And therefore a conclusion of inherence does not follow, which actually removes the greater extreme from the minor, but a conclusion about the contingent follows. But I say that a conclusion of inherence does not follow by the power of the premises.

It is otherwise in a negative proposition of necessity. For on account of the necessary removal of the predicate from the subject, and under the mode of necessity, in that proposition the predicate is removed from the subject, and from all things contained under the subject, and from those things which contingently are under the subject. And therefore, when such a proposition has been posited for the major and the minor has been accepted about the contingent, there follows the actual removal of the greater extreme from the minor, from those things which are contingently taken under the middle through the minor proposition; and therefore a negative conclusion of inherence follows. Therefore the reason is clear why, when the major is negative of inherence, a conclusion of inherence does not follow, and on account of what it follows that a conclusion of inherence follows when the major is negative about the necessary.

To those things which are brought forward against these points, one must say to the first that, although a proposition of inherence is more similar to a conclusion of inherence than a proposition of necessity is, nevertheless it does not follow that it is of greater power for inferring a conclusion of inherence than a proposition of necessity is, because a proposition of inherence does not express as much power of inherence as a proposition of necessity expresses. And this especially does not follow in imperfect conjugations, in which the major is of inherence or of necessity; and if this ever has place, it will be in perfect conjugations in which the major is the cause of the consequence of the whole2.

But to that which is introduced second, one must say that a proposition of inherence simply, as such, is not necessary and does not have the power of a necessary proposition. For a proposition of inherence simply requires no more than that the accounts of the terms cohere in some way, either according to a mode of being said through itself, or according to some mode reducible to a mode of being said through itself, or that in this way they do not cohere in a negative proposition. But a proposition of necessity both requires this and adds that the terms of the propositions have causal coherence or lack of coherence with one another. But this is clear from this: when the natural contingent is posited as inhering, there is a proposition of inherence through itself; nevertheless it is not necessary, nor can it be modified by the mode of necessity. And therefore it does not follow that, if a proposition of necessity can proceed into a conclusion of inherence simply, a proposition of inherence simply can also proceed into a conclusion of inherence, because a proposition of inherence simply does not have the whole power of that which is of necessity.

To those things which are introduced toward the second part of this question, one must say to the first that this proposition is false: of necessity no white thing is black. For in order that it be true, the predicate would have to be removed from all those things which are white both actually and potentially, or under the subject under this sense: nothing which can be white is, of necessity, black, or can be black. But this is false. Likewise it is so concerning this: no white thing is black; for although this is true simply, nevertheless it is not necessary.

To the other instance which is introduced, one must distinguish. For when it is said, every moving thing contingently is a stone, either it is said that everything which contingently is moving contingently is a stone, and thus it is false, and the conclusion which follows is false; or it is accepted under this sense: everything which is moving contingently is a stone, and thus it is true, if it is posited that nothing is moved except a stone. And in this way, when it is true, it is necessary that the conclusion be true, namely that no moving thing is a man; and thus, insofar as the minor proposition is true, the conclusion itself is true. Yet perhaps it could be said better that both instances are sophistical, because in each the minor proposition is accepted about the infinite contingent, when it ought to be about the natural contingent through the existence of the major which is about the necessary.

To the other point one must say that the conclusion which follows is of inherence simply; and the instance which is brought forward is sophistical, because the minor is about the infinite contingent, when it ought to be about the natural contingent.

But to that which is objected about the likeness of the conclusion to the premises, one must say that a proposition of inherence simply and a proposition of necessity are similar in this, that each is about inherence according to the actual coherence of the terms of the proposition, that is, of the predicate with the subject.

But if someone asks, saying that since from these conjugations a twofold conclusion follows, namely of inherence and about the contingent, which of them follows principally and first, one must say that first and principally a conclusion of non-inherence follows. And for this there is a twofold reason. One, indeed the principal one, is that since the major is about necessary non-inherence, in it the predicate is removed from all things which are or can be under the middle; and thus by reason of the major, from which comes the power of the consequence, a conclusion of inherence follows. The other reason is that, according to the natural order of propositions of inherence and of the contingent, a proposition of inherence precedes a proposition of the contingent. Therefore in the preceding matters it was proved that a conclusion about the contingent follows through this, that a conclusion of inherence followed, from which that proposition about the contingent is further concluded3.

Again, if someone asks, saying that since these conjugations can proceed into a conclusion of inherence and into a conclusion about the contingent, whether they can also proceed into a conclusion of necessity, for it seems that it can be proved that they can: because when the major is about the necessary, in which is the power of the consequence, and the power of the necessary toward the necessary is greater than that of the necessary toward inherence, it seems more able to proceed into a conclusion of necessity than into a conclusion of inherence; and it can proceed into that of inherence; therefore much more can it proceed into that of necessity.

Again this conclusion, no C is A, either is true under this sense, that no C must be A, or under this sense, that some C contingently is A. If in the first way, the proposed point is had. If in the second way, then from the conclusion and the minor joined together the major is destroyed in the third figure by syllogizing through the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent, thus: some C contingently is A; every C contingently is B; therefore some B contingently is A, which is the opposite of the major.

But to these and similar things one must say that a conclusion of necessity does not follow from such a conjugation in such a way that the usefulness of the conjugation is ordered to inferring that conclusion. Nevertheless, in some terms, from the relation of the terms, there will be able to be a necessary conclusion. And the reason for this is that the major removes the predicate from all those things which are or can be under the middle; and therefore, because the actual removal of the greater extreme from the things contained under the middle follows, a conclusion of inherence follows first and principally, which conclusion of inherence in some terms is true simply and necessary, and in some true simply and not necessary. And through this the solution to the first is clear.

But to that which is further asked, whether this proposition, no C is A, is true because it is necessary that no C be A, or because some C contingently is A, one must say that sometimes it is true because no C must be A, and sometimes because some C contingently is A. For in certain terms one follows, and in others the other. And therefore neither of these follows first; but what is common to both follows simply from such a conjugation. But the common element is nothing except a conclusion of inherence which is true simply; and therefore that alone follows by the power of the conjugation.

Notes

	The Author does not solve this argument, because above in chapter 9 of this treatise he satisfied it fully; therefore return to the things said there. (Hoc argumentum non solvit Auctor, quia supra in cap. 9 hujus tract. ad plenum satisfecit: ideo recurre ad dicta ibi.) ↩

	To the arguments touched on in the first middle, he means to say that this consequence is not valid in imperfect modes: the major is of inherence or of necessity; therefore the conclusion will be of inherence or of necessity. Instances are clear in the mixings about which the argument is concerned, in one of which a conclusion about the contingent follows, but in the other a conclusion of inherence and about the contingent follows. But if this consequence is ever valid, it will be in perfect conjugations, in which the major is the cause of the consequence of the whole, as is clear when the major is about the necessary and the minor about inherence; for then a conclusion of necessity follows. P. J. (Ad argumenta tacta in primo medio vult dicere quod non valet ista consequentia in modis imperfectis: major est de inesse vel de necessario: ergo conclusio erit de inesse vel de necessario. Instantiae patent in mixtionibus de quibus in argumento, in quarum una sequitur conclusio de contingenti, in altera vero sequitur conclusio de inesse et contingenti. Sed si aliquando valet ista consequentia, hoc erit in conjugationibus perfectis, in quibus major est causa consequentiae totius, ut patet quando major est de necessario et minor de inesse: tunc enim sequitur conclusio de necessario. P. J.) ↩

	See above in chapter 13. (Vide supra in cap. 13.) ↩
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Concerning the imperfect conjugations in which the major is affirmative about the necessary, certain doubtful points still remain. For from these things it has been said that only a conclusion about the contingent follows, although it seems possible to prove that a conclusion of necessity also follows, and also a conclusion of inherence. For that a conclusion of necessity follows seems to be proved thus. When the major is affirmative about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, let the minor which is about the contingent be posited as inhering. And then it is clear through what has been said before concerning the mixing of the necessary and inherence that a conclusion of necessity follows; because, when the major is about the necessary and the minor about inherence, a conclusion of necessity follows. And by the same reason it can also be shown that in perfect modes a conclusion of inherence follows, if the major in such modes, which is about the contingent, is posited as inhering.

And without doubt this seems to be true, if it is conceded that the minor which is about the contingent is posited as inhering; for then certainly a conclusion of necessity follows, and also one of inherence, similar to the major proposition. But a conclusion of necessity or of inherence does not follow so long as the minor remains about the contingent. Hence through the positing of the minor as inhering another conjugation is generated, from which there follows a conclusion which did not follow so long as it remained about the contingent. But the cause on account of which a conclusion of necessity or of inherence does not follow so long as the minor remains about the contingent is this: because a universal affirmative of necessity affirms the predicate, which is the greater extreme, only of those things which actually are under the middle, which is the subject of the major proposition, and not of those things which contingently are under the subject. For this proposition, every man of necessity is an animal, does not say that whatever can be a man is an animal, but says that whatever is a man is an animal. And therefore, when such a proposition has been posited as the major and the minor is about the contingent, an actual affirmative concerning those things which are contingently under the middle does not follow; and therefore neither an affirmative conclusion of necessity nor one of inherence follows, unless that proposition about the contingent is taken in the sense of composition, because in each the predicate is actually affirmed of the subject. But I mean taken under the sense of composition, in which the mode is referred to the whole, as when I say, every man contingently is an animal, that is, every man being an animal is contingent; for thus in each, that is, both in the proposition which is of necessity and in that which is of the contingent, the predicate is actually affirmed of the subject.

Nevertheless it must be noted that an affirmative proposition of necessity taken according to the sense of composition has itself otherwise than in syllogisms, because, taken in the sense of composition, the terms taken in it suppose simply; but propositions of necessity are not taken according to this sense when a syllogism is made from them. And from these things it can be manifest why, when the major is affirmative of necessity, a conclusion of inherence does not follow, as a conclusion of inherence follows when the major is negative of necessity. For in the negative of necessity the predicate is actually removed from those things which are actually and potentially under the subject. But in the affirmative it is only actually affirmed of those things which actually are under the subject. And the negation effects this, which takes away more than the affirmation posits1.

But there can still be a doubt whether from such a conjugation a conclusion of inherence follows. It seems that it does, because as the negative of inherence is related to the negative of necessity, so the affirmative of inherence is related to the affirmative of necessity. For this reason, since the negative of necessity can proceed into the negative of inherence, it seems that the affirmative of necessity can proceed into the affirmative of inherence.

Again, let a syllogism be made in this way: of necessity every B is A; every C contingently is B; therefore every C is A. Either it follows or it does not. If it follows, the proposed point is had. If it does not, let the opposite be given; but the opposite is: some C is not A. From this and the minor posited as inhering the major is destroyed through the fifth mode of the third figure. Thus also an instance can be given in known terms: of necessity every grammatical thing is knowing; every man contingently is grammatical; nevertheless it does not follow that every man is knowing, for we can posit that every man is ignorant.

To the first of these one must say that the power of a negative proposition of necessity and of an affirmative proposition of necessity is diverse; and therefore that proposition of inherence can follow from the negative, although it does not follow from the affirmative. But this is clear from the things said before.

To the other point one must say that the opposite of the conclusion must be given; but the minor which is about the contingent must not be posited as inhering, because the opposite of the conclusion of inherence is compossible with the minor about the contingent, but is incompossible with the same minor when it has been posited as inhering. And therefore, if the minor is posited as inhering, a new repugnance is now made which was not there before; and therefore the impossible follows.

But if it is objected that, according to this, Aristotle proves badly in the Prior Analytics, where he proves the conclusion about the contingent from this conjugation when he posits that proposition about the contingent as inhering, one must say that the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent for the possible is not only incompossible with the minor posited as inhering, but also with the minor itself while it is about the contingent. For since every C is A of necessity, these two are incompossible: some C of necessity is not A, and every C contingently is B, as is clear from what was said immediately in the preceding mixing of the contingent and inherence. Therefore Aristotle, in proving the consequence of the conclusion about the contingent, was able well to posit the minor as inhering; for there is the same incompossibility of the opposite of the conclusion and of the minor before its positing as inhering and after it has been posited as inhering, and no new incompossibility is made.

But if someone objects that when a possible thing has been posited, the impossible does not happen, one must say that this is true absolutely, as was also said in the preceding matters. For if the possible is considered absolutely insofar as it is such, nothing impossible follows from it; but from the positing of a possible thing, with comparison to something for which this is impossible, an impossible thing can happen.

Again, in this conjugation there seems to be a doubt about the proof which was made according to the opinion of Aristotle by which it is proved that a conclusion of inherence follows. For this proof seems to be no proof, since in that proof a mixing of the necessary and inherence is made, although that proposition of inherence can be of inherence as now. The proof of this is that, if the major is negative of necessity and the minor is affirmative or negative of the contingent, a twofold conclusion follows, one of inherence and the other of the contingent for the possible. But if the conclusion about the contingent for the possible is posited as inhering, sometimes it will be of inherence as now, and sometimes of inherence simply. Therefore, when the opposite of such a conclusion is accepted with the converted major, it accepts a proposition which can be of inherence as now; and in this way a syllogism mixed from necessity and inherence as now, as it seems, is worth nothing and proves nothing. But to this one must say that the proof is good, and the mixing of necessity and inherence is not of inherence as now. For just as inherence contains under itself inherence simply and inherence as now, so the contingent determined in the preceding matters through the non-necessary contains under itself both the natural contingent and the infinite contingent. Hence, just as in the mixing of the necessary and inherence the major which is about the necessary appropriates to itself the minor to stand for inherence simply, so in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent the major which is about the necessary appropriates to itself the minor which is about the contingent to stand for the natural contingent. But when the minor is thus about the natural contingent, the conclusion must be concluded of inherence simply in the negative mode; and therefore the opposite of such a conclusion is assimilated to the converted major, and then the mixing of necessity and inherence simply is good according to this mode. But this is proved by an example in this way: of necessity no musical thing is wood; every man contingently is musical; therefore no man is wood.

Therefore from the things said it is clear that in the modes of this mixing of the necessary and the contingent, the minor ought to be accepted about the natural contingent.

But according to the things which have been said a question arises, because since the major of inherence in the mixing of the contingent and inherence is of inherence simply, it seems that a major of inherence simply requires the minor to be about the natural contingent, since the major of necessity in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary thus requires the minor to be about the natural contingent. To this one must say that this is not necessary; for a major of inherence does not appropriate any minor to itself except for taking under itself, but not for taking in this or that way. But a major of necessity appropriates the minor to itself for this, that it be of inherence simply; and therefore that proposition of necessity appropriates to itself a minor about the contingent, so that it is about the natural contingent, because when that proposition is posited as inhering it will be of inherence simply. But the major which is only of inherence cannot make this appropriation.

But if someone objecting says that, both in affirmative modes and in negative modes, that proposition which is of inherence is taken as of inherence simply, therefore it seems that in both modes there ought to follow a conclusion which is of inherence simply, or at least a conclusion of inherence, one must say to this that the argument is not valid, because the acceptance of the minor about the natural contingent is not the cause why a conclusion of inherence follows, but rather the power of the negative proposition is, as was said a little before. But that the minor in such syllogisms becomes of inherence simply, this is effected by the minor which is about the natural contingent. Therefore the cause on account of which a conclusion of inherence follows is lacking in affirmative modes, and therefore the argument introduced is not valid. But the cause of this in negative modes can be clear in this way. For if it is impossible that some A be A, when B belongs to C according to the cause innate to it, the minor must be about the natural contingent. It is clear that C will not be able to be A in the conclusion, and therefore there will be a negative conclusion of inherence simply, as is clear in the terms posited above: wood, musical, man. For in these the greater extreme has itself impossibly toward the middle, but the middle toward the minor according to the natural contingent. But if in an affirmative syllogism every B is A of necessity, although B contingently belongs to every C according to an innate cause and is about the natural contingent, it is not necessary that A, which in the first figure is above B, belong actually to C, as can be clear in these terms: knowing, musical, man, in which the greater term is related to the middle by necessity, but the middle to the minor according to the natural contingent. Yet all these things are more fully clear through the power of the negative, diverse from the affirmative, when each has been of necessity.

But from these things which have been said a doubt arises. For previously it was said that in this mixing of the contingent and inherence the major proposition of inherence, whether affirmatively or negatively, is predicated only of those things which actually are under the subject; nevertheless it has been said that the subject of the major, which exists for proving the conclusion, stands in the major, in which it is the subject of a proposition of inherence simply, just as in the minor, in which it is the predicate of contingently inhering; otherwise there seemed to be a fallacy of figure of speech.

But to this one must say that the terms of a proposition of inherence simply can be considered according to their natural relation to one another, with actual being set aside; and thus in them there is broadening. For whatever can be under one of them can be the remaining term, or be removed from the remaining term. But it has been said that the subject is broadened according to its own nature in the major of inherence to the relation compared with the predicate according to its nature, with actual and accidental being set aside. Or the terms of inherence simply can have themselves in such a way as under actual being, so that they are composed and divided through actual being; and under that consideration broadening does not fall upon them. And thus it has been said here that the predicate is actually affirmed or denied only of those things which are actually contained under the subject.

Again there is a doubt about what has been said, namely that the affirmative minor about the contingent is not followed by a conclusion of inherence; and if someone says that it follows, it is not possible to lead him to an impossible conclusion, although he says something false. But to this one must say that the false thing which has been said can indeed be disproved from things conceded; nevertheless there is no leading it to the impossible. For if the conclusion of inherence which he says follows is accepted and is combined with the major proposition in order to destroy the minor, thus, it contingently belongs to no B to be A; no C is B, a useless conjugation is made in the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the second mode of the first figure. For in that mode there is no syllogism unless the universal affirmative is of inherence simply; but this is not the case here, as is clear, because since the contingent which follows in the perfect mode of this mixing is the contingent first determined in this treatise, namely the infinite contingent, which sometimes or equally will be able to be, it is clear that such a conclusion posited as inhering can be of inherence as now, and need not be of inherence simply. And therefore a useless conjugation is made from its acceptance and combination with that proposition of the contingent. But if the opposite of the conclusion which is of inherence is accepted with the minor in order to destroy the major, thus, no C is A; necessarily every C is B, a useless conjugation will be made in the mixing of necessity and inherence in the second of the third figure; for there a syllogism is not made unless the universal negative is about the necessary. And thus it is clear that, although a conclusion of inherence is said to follow in the aforesaid conjugation, nevertheless one saying this will not be led to the impossible.

But if the sufficiency of the modes of this mixing is asked about, one must say that they are multiplied here as in others. But for discerning the useful from the useless, the proper principles of this mixing must be supposed, and they are two, namely that the major be universal and that the minor not be negative about the necessary. For then it will be clear here that there are twelve useful conjugations and thirty-two useless ones, as in the preceding mixing and in the others. But the reason why that must be supposed, and the reason for the sufficiency of the conjugations and of the useless ones, are clear from the things predetermined in the other mixings.

Notes

	Note, therefore, why, when the major is affirmative about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, a conclusion of inherence does not follow, but it does follow when the major is negative about the necessary. For negation extends itself even to non-beings; the sign of this is that it is commonly said that an infinite name is said indifferently of being and non-being, as is clear in book I of On Interpretation, but affirmation does not extend itself to those things. P. J. (Nota ergo quare majori existente affirmativa de necessario et minori de contingenti non sequitur conclusio de inesse, sed bene quando major est negativa de necessario. Negatio enim se extendit etiam ad non entia: cujus signum, quia communiter dicitur quod nomen infinitum dicitur de ente et non ente indifferenter, ut patet I Periherm., non autem affirmatio se extendit ad illa. P. J.) ↩
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But in the same way as it has been said about the universal syllogisms of this mixing, so also it will have itself in the perfection and imperfection of the conjugations, and in the usefulness and uselessness of conjugations ordered to particular syllogisms. Among the particular syllogisms let us first speak about those conjugations which have a negative proposition about the necessary. For these are four: either the particular minor is about the necessary, or the major is universal. If indeed the particular minor is about the necessary, in this way two conjugations are made, for the major about the contingent can be affirmative or negative; but because both of these conjugations are useless, let us omit them. But if the major is about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, in this way again two conjugations are made, because the minor will be either affirmative about the contingent or negative about the contingent, and both are useful and can proceed into a twofold conclusion, as will be clear. Therefore let us first posit the one which has the universal major about the necessary and the particular minor about the contingent, which is the fourth mode of the first figure, and let us show that it concludes a conclusion of inherence, thus: if we say that A contingently belongs to no B, in such a way that of necessity no B is A, but B contingently belongs to some C, in such a way that some C contingently is B, it follows by syllogistic necessity that some C is not A. But this is proved by leading to the impossible from the opposite of the conclusion and the converted major of necessity thus: let the opposite of the conclusion of inherence be taken, which is, every C is A, and let the converted major be taken, which is this, no A of necessity is B; thus, no A of necessity is B, every C A, it follows that no C of necessity is B, which is the opposite of the minor through a syllogism of the mixing of necessity and inherence in the second mode of the first figure. Similarly, if A inheres in every C, and A contingently belongs to no B, it follows that B contingently belongs to no C, which is the opposite of the minor, because in the minor it was posited that B contingently belongs to some C. But the other conjugation, which has the minor negative about the contingent, can be understood through this one, because it has a power similar to this one and is perfected similarly, except only in this, that the minor must be converted to the opposite quality; for then there is a syllogism in the fourth mode of the first figure, just as there is the one about which it has been spoken.

Similarly, those which have an affirmative proposition about the necessary are also four. For if the particular minor is about the necessary, two conjugations are made; but if the major, and that universal, is about the necessary, two others are made. For they are varied through affirmative and negative, and all these conjugations are useless with respect to a conclusion of inherence. And two of those conjugations are perfect, namely those which have the major about the contingent, affirmative or negative, and they conclude the contingent according to the determination said above, which is the contingent toward either alternative. But the other two are imperfect, namely where the minor is about the contingent, affirmative or negative, and they conclude the contingent for the possible. That all these conjugations are useless for a conclusion of inherence is shown similarly as it was shown in universal syllogisms. From this it is clear that when a particular affirmative of necessity is in a privative syllogism, as is the fourth of the first figure, in which the minor is the particular affirmative, which is the B C proposition, or when the universal affirmative major is in an affirmative syllogism, as is the third of the first figure, in which the A B proposition, the major, is affirmative, there is no syllogism concluding a conclusion of inherence; and this is demonstrated in the same way as it was demonstrated in universal syllogisms in similar conjugations.

But particular conjugations having the minor universal are similarly varied into eight conjugations, of which four have the minor negative about the necessary. These are both useless, as can be shown through an instance of terms. For if the universal, whether affirmative or negative, is posited at the lesser extreme and is about the contingent, but the particular at the greater and is about the necessary, there will not be a conjugation of this mixing. But the terms from which it follows that there is necessary inherence to every case are animal, white, man; and if perhaps those terms do not suffice for all the aforesaid conjugations for inhering of necessity, let sensible be posited in place of that which is man, insofar as it is converted with animal, and then they suffice. And the formation of the syllogisms is easy for anyone. For animal, the greater extreme, has itself contingently toward the middle, which is white; but it has itself of necessity toward the lesser extreme, which is man or sensible. But the terms for not contingently inhering or not inhering of necessity are animal, white, tunic; in these the greater extreme has itself toward the middle as before, but toward the lesser it has itself through the impossible and through belonging to none of necessity.

But when the universal proposition is about the necessary, and the particular is contingent, and the universal is privative, the conjugation is useless; and it is proved through an instance of terms. And the terms indeed for inhering in every case from necessity are animal, white, raven, as is clear to anyone from the preceding things. But for belonging to none from necessity, the terms are animal, white, pitch.

But if the universal affirmative is about the necessary and the particular about the contingent, the conjugation is again useless; and this is proved through an instance of terms, and the terms for inhering in every case of necessity are animal, white, swan, as is clear of itself. But the terms for contingently inhering or for belonging to none of necessity are animal, white, pitch.

Again, there will be no useful conjugation of this mixing when both propositions are indefinite or particular. But the common terms bearing an instance against these conjugations for inhering in every case from necessity are animal, white, man. But for belonging to none from necessity the terms are animal, white, inanimate. In such cases animal belongs to some white thing, such as a swan, and white necessarily belongs to something inanimate, as to snow, and to some inanimate thing it does not contingently belong. And in the contingent it is similar, because it contingently belongs to some thing and not to some other. On account of this, for showing all such conjugations to be useless, the aforesaid terms are useful.

But if the mixing now determined is compared with the preceding mixing, which was the mixing of the contingent and inherence, it will be found that the agreement of this mixing and that one is in this, that there are as many and similar useful and useless conjugations in this and in that. But the difference between them is that, when the major is negative of inherence, only a conclusion about the contingent followed; but when the major is negative about the necessary, a twofold conclusion follows, namely one negative of inherence, and another negative about the contingent. And all those conjugations are imperfect in which the major is about the necessary or about inherence, and they are perfected through the figures which have been mentioned, in such a way that among those having the minor affirmative about the contingent, some are perfected through the first figure, some through the second, and some through the third, as is clear through the things said before. But those having the minor negative about the contingent are perfected through its conversion to the opposite quality and a further reduction to the impossible.

Therefore it is manifest from these things which have been said that, when the terms, namely the major and the minor, have themselves similarly in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent and in the mixing of the contingent and inherence according to useful and imperfect conjugations, a syllogism is made according to useful conjugations and is not made according to useless conjugations. But in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent, when the privative proposition is about the necessary, a conclusion is made both according to contingently not inhering and according to not inhering; this is not made when that proposition of inherence is negative; and in this they differ.

But further it is clear from the things said that all such syllogisms are imperfect, and that they are perfected through the aforesaid figures, as before they were perfected through the things aforesaid by us.
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But since we are about to deal with the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent in the second figure, of useless and useful conjugations, first the rules must be posited by which syllogisms of this kind are regulated, if they can be made in the second figure. But the first rule is that in the second or middle figure, when both premise propositions are contingent or about the contingent toward either alternative, however they are combined to constitute some mode, no syllogism is made in the second figure.

But the second rule by which syllogisms of the contingent and inherence, or in the mixing of the contingent and inherence, have to be regulated in the second figure is this: that in the second figure a mixing of the contingent and inherence is made if one of the propositions is affirmative and the other negative; and if that proposition which is of inherence is a universal affirmative, there will not be a syllogism in the second figure. But if that proposition of inherence is a universal negative, there will be a syllogism in the second figure from the mixing of the contingent and inherence.

The third rule, according to which the mixing of the contingent and the necessary is regulated in the second figure, is this: that it is in the same way in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the second figure as it is in the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the second figure, namely that, when the universal negative is about the necessary, a syllogism is made; but a syllogism is not made when the universal affirmative is about the necessary.

But with these things thus posited, it must still be added that the contingent which is concluded in the conclusions of syllogisms of the second figure must be accepted in the same way as it was accepted also in the prior matters, that is, that in this whole generation of syllogisms about the contingent according to the mixings of the contingent and inherence and of the necessary and the contingent, nothing is concluded except the contingent for the possible. For if a syllogism of this or that mixing is reduced to the first figure, in the first figure the major will be universal negative, either of inherence or of necessity. For this reason, just as such a conjugation in the first figure concludes only the contingent for the possible, so also in the second figure the universal syllogisms about which we are speaking here cannot conclude except the contingent for the possible.

But we shall verify these rules in this way; when they have been verified, the generation of uniform and mixed syllogisms in the second figure is sufficiently clear. Therefore for the verification of the first rule we set before it this reasoning: because if a syllogism of the second figure ought to be perfected, it must be perfected either through the conversion of the proposition about the contingent or through a deduction to the impossible. But a syllogism of the second figure which is from each proposition about the contingent cannot be perfected by either of those modes. Therefore, when both propositions are about the contingent, there will not be a syllogism in the second figure.

But first let us show that it cannot be perfected through conversion, namely in such a way that a universal negative is converted in terms according to the same genus of contingent; but it is indeed converted in terms into the common contingent, which is the contingent for the possible, as was determined from the beginning of this book. Nevertheless that negative about the contingent toward either alternative is in no way converted according to the same genus of contingent. But that a universal negative is not converted about the contingent toward either alternative, let us suppose from the things previously held, because that proposition about such a contingent is converted into the opposite quality. Therefore, with this supposed, let us say that in the case of contingently inhering the universal privative is not converted, so that if we say that A contingently belongs to no B, then that no B contingently is A does not make it necessary through the consequence of conversion that, conversely, B contingently belongs to no A, that is, that no A contingently is C. But this is shown by leading to the impossible. Therefore let us make this consequence of conversion thus: no B contingently is A; therefore no A contingently is B. For if this follows, let this be given: no B contingently is A. Therefore, since it has already been shown that in the contingent affirmations are converted with negations, so that contraries are converted into contraries, and those opposed to each other by contradiction into their own opposed propositions, in such a way that the modes are affirmed, and the opposition is contrarily or contradictorily in the dictum or proposition which is modified, then from this it follows, if no A contingently is B, that every A contingently is B. But this is false. For it does not follow, if some predicate contingently belongs to every subject or universally, that conversely that subject also contingently belongs to every predicate through conversion. Therefore, if no A contingently is B, it does not follow that no B contingently is A; for if this is granted, it follows that every A contingently is B, which is false, because a universal affirmative is not converted simply in terms. But this follows from the fact that a universal negative is posited to be converted in terms in the contingent. Therefore such a hypothesis is impossible.

But this same thing is shown through an instance in terms thus: because nothing prevents, in certain terms, A as predicate from contingently belonging to no B, and yet B as subject from not belonging of necessity to something which is under A as predicate. For let B be man, and A white. For white contingently does not belong to every man, or belongs to no man, because it is contingent that no man be white; this is proved through this, that every man contingently is white on account of conversion into the opposite quality. Nevertheless it is not contingent that no white thing be a man, because certain white things must not be man, such as a swan, snow, pearl, and things of this kind. But that which is necessary is
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not to be, cannot be contingently to be or not to be, because the necessary and such a contingent are opposed.

But this same thing can also be shown by a sign: because if a universal negative is converted in terms when it is about the contingent, the sign would be that such a conversion could be shown through a deduction to the impossible, as other conversions are shown. But if this could be shown through the impossible, it would have to be shown thus: it contingently belongs to no B to be A; therefore it contingently belongs to no A to be B. If it does not follow, then the opposite will stand with the premise. But the opposite is: it is not contingent that no A be B. But this is converted with this: it is necessary that some A be B. But if it is necessary that some A be B, it is necessary that some B be A, and this cannot stand with the first, namely with this: it is contingent that no B be A. Thus therefore, if it is converted, it ought to be shown through the impossible. But it is clear that one converting a universal negative proposition about the contingent will not show that conversion through the impossible in such a way that in showing it he assumes what is the opposite of what is to be converted, namely that he says it is false that B contingently belongs to no A, and true that the opposite of this is the case, namely that B does not contingently belong to no A, because those two are an affirmation and an opposed negation. But if this is granted, that B does not contingently belong to no A, then it will be true that by necessity B must belong to some A, because these two are equipollent, and one is converted with the other. And if it is granted that some A is B of necessity, then through the conversion of the particular it follows that also some B must be A. But this is impossible, because it does not stand with the first, which says that no B contingently is A. This, therefore, is impossible. Hence, if that conversion is shown through the impossible, as was said, it must be shown; and the impossible does not follow, because it does not follow that if A does not contingently belong to no B, so that it is not contingent that no A be A, for this reason A must belong to some B.

But the cause of this is that, when it is said, no B contingently is A, this negative proposition about the contingent has two causes of truth. For not to be contingent to none is said in two ways. In one sense this is true if it belongs to some by necessity, and this sense is from the opposition of the contingent and the necessary. But in another sense it is said not to be contingent to something if by necessity it does not belong to something, so that it is impossible for it to belong. Therefore it is clear that one leading in this way to the impossible proceeds from a proposition which has two causes of truth to one of those causes, and thus errs according to the fallacy of the consequent. But this is explained thus: because it is manifest that this proposition, it is not contingent that no A be B, which is the opposite of what is to be converted, is verified for this sense, it is necessary that some A be B, therefore let that sense be supposed; and let us show that it still has another sense of its truth, namely that it is necessary that some A not be B. But this is shown by a like case in the negation of a universal affirmative about the contingent: this too does not follow, that if B does not belong of necessity to some of those things which are A, for this reason B contingently belongs to every A, just as it does not follow that because something belongs of necessity to some member, for this reason it contingently belongs to every such member. Therefore just as this negative, it is not contingent that every A be B, is verified for this proposition, it is necessary that some A be B, for it follows, if it is necessary that some A be B, that it is not contingent that every A be B; so also this negative, it is not contingent that no A be B, is verified for this proposition, it is necessary that some A not be B. And thus it follows, if it is necessary that some A not be B, that it is not contingent that no A not be B. Therefore it is clear that the proposition introduced has two causes of its truth.

Again, so that this may be declared better, let us show that the negation of the universal affirmative about the contingent follows upon the particular affirmative of necessity, thus: it is not contingent to belong to every one follows upon it being necessary to belong to some one, and it is verified for that negative proposition about the contingent, and is not converted. Therefore if one argues thus, it is not contingent that every D be C; therefore it is necessary that some D not be C, that does not follow, because it will be able to be true if it is necessary that some D be C. Therefore, since that negative about the contingent, it is not contingent that every D be C, has two causes of truth, namely either because it is necessary that some D be C or because it is necessary that some D not be C, and since each of the aforesaid propositions is opposed to this affirmative, every D contingently is C, namely both that one, it is necessary that some D be C, and that one, it is necessary that some D not be C, this is clear of itself. And if this affirmative has those two opposites to itself, its negation, namely this, it is not contingent that no D be C, can be verified according to each of them; and this is the solution of the argument.

Therefore if someone thinks that C does not contingently belong to every B, and from this takes that C of necessity does not belong to B, he takes something false, because B belongs to every C. But because it does not belong to certain things of necessity, therefore we say and concede that it is not contingent for B to belong to every C. And from this it is concluded that to that proposition which is contingently to belong to every one, both that which is of necessity to belong to some one and that which is of necessity not to belong to some one are opposed; and the same two are opposed to that which says that no C contingently is B.

Therefore it is clear from these things which have been said that, to the contingent in this way, or to the non-contingent, according as it was defined from the beginning of this treatise, which is the contingent toward either alternative, there are two opposites for which it can be verified, namely to belong to some one from necessity and not to belong to some one from necessity. For this proposition, it is not contingent that no A be B, can be verified for this sense, that it is necessary that some A be B, or for this, that it is necessary that some A not be B; and then it must not be granted that it is verified for the first, but for the second. And if this is taken, nothing impossible follows or happens. Therefore it follows that no syllogism is made from propositions about contingently belonging; and it is clear that it cannot be shown through conversion, because a privative proposition about the contingent is not converted. Therefore it is clear that such a syllogism is not perfected through conversion.

But with this shown, it is also proved that it is not perfected through deduction to the impossible. For let the propositions be arranged in the first mode of the second figure thus: let A be posited to contingently belong to no B, thus, no B contingently is A, and let this be the major; and let A be posited to contingently belong to every C thus, every C contingently is A, and let this be the minor. But in such a disposition there will not be a syllogism which is perfected through conversion, because it has already been said that a negative proposition in the same genus of contingent is not converted. Nor can it be proved or perfected through the impossible, because if the opposite of the conclusion is accepted as a contrariety, which is, every C contingently is B, nothing false happens; because when the contrary of the conclusion is accepted with the major, it will be syllogized through the first figure from uniform propositions about the contingent that it contingently belongs to no C to be A, which is not repugnant to the minor, because A contingently belongs both to every C and to no C; and if it contingently belongs to every one, it contingently belongs to none, and conversely. Likewise, if the contradictory of the conclusion is accepted with the minor, the major will not be destroyed, for the same reason. Thus therefore what we said is clear: that it can be demonstrated neither through conversion nor through the impossible.

But this is further proved by another reason. For altogether or universally speaking, if there will be a universal syllogism in the second figure from uniform propositions about the contingent, it is clear that that syllogism belongs to a contingent conclusion, because both premise propositions are about the contingent and neither is taken as of inherence. But the conclusion must be similar to the premises in some respect, as has often been said. But this syllogism about the contingent is either affirmative, so that it has an affirmative conclusion, or negative, so that it has a negative conclusion. But it can conclude neither of these, as is clear through the instance made in terms. For if it is posited that it concludes a universal affirmative about the contingent, it will be shown through terms that the conclusion need not be about the contingent, and that what is concluded does not contingently belong, but necessarily belongs to every case. Likewise, if it is said or posited that it is privative, concluding a universal negative about the contingent, it will be shown through terms that that conclusion is not always about the contingent, but about belonging to none from necessity.

For let A be white, B man, and let that in which C is be horse. It is clear from the relation of the terms that A, which is white and is the middle, contingently belongs to all of this greater extreme. But the same white contingently belongs to none of that lesser extreme, thus: every man contingently is white; no horse contingently is white. And it does not follow: therefore every man contingently is a horse, or no man contingently is a horse. For the greater extreme neither contingently belongs to the minor nor contingently does not belong, because it is necessary that it not belong; but such a contingent as we are speaking of is opposed to the necessary. For that it is not possible to belong affirmatively is manifest from this, that of necessity no horse is a man. Again it is manifest that it is not possible for the greater to contingently not belong to the minor from this, that it is necessary that no horse be a man. But it has been said that the necessary is not the contingent, but is opposed to it. Therefore it is clear that no syllogism is made from uniformly contingent propositions in the second figure, because since a universal affirmative of necessity follows, no negative proposition about the contingent can follow; and because a universal negative of necessity follows, no affirmative proposition about the contingent, universal or particular, can follow.

Likewise it will be shown in the second mode of the second figure if the universal privative is posited conversely, so that it is the minor in the syllogism and the major is the universal affirmative; and if both propositions are posited affirmative or negative about the contingent, that no syllogism is made, and by the same terms there will be demonstration through instance.

Again, it will be shown similarly in particular syllogisms, when one proposition is universal and the other particular, and each is about the contingent; and when both premises are taken as particular, or indefinite, or in any other way, the propositions can be interchanged for constituting the modes of the second figure. For always and in every case, by the same terms of instances there will be a demonstration that no syllogism is made from uniformly contingent premises. Therefore it is manifest generally that, when both premise propositions are taken about the contingent, no syllogism is made in the second figure, neither universal nor particular.
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But perhaps someone will ask why a syllogism cannot be made from both propositions about the contingent in the second figure, although the second figure descends from the first; and we now know through the things said before that in the first figure a syllogism is made from both propositions about the contingent. But the cause of this is sufficiently clear. For since in those propositions which are about the contingent toward either alternative negatives are converted with affirmatives, and from affirmatives one cannot syllogize in the second figure, it is clear that one cannot syllogize from contingent propositions. And if the second figure descends from the first, this happens through the conversion of the negative proposition; but it has now been proved that the negative about the contingent cannot be converted, and therefore, with respect to a syllogism about the contingent, the second figure does not descend from the first.

But it must be attended that in contingent propositions negatives are converted with affirmatives, and conversely; and therefore in contingent propositions nothing is simply negative, because there always remains in it a potency toward the affirmative. But in the second figure one proposition must be simply negative in order that a syllogism be made; and therefore, because the negative is converted to the affirmative, a syllogism from contingent propositions cannot be made in the second figure.

But if someone objecting against this says that, according to this, in the second figure no syllogism could be made from a negative of necessity and from a negative of the contingent for the possible, because those are not truly negative, which nevertheless is false, for from such propositions a syllogism is made in the second figure: to this it can be said that a negative of necessity and a negative of the contingent for the possible are negatives of a certain composition, and with respect to that they are simply negative, although they do not negate the principal composition of the modified proposition; and thus in a certain way they are truly negative. But in potency and power they are not truly negative, which is clear through this: because a negative of necessity is converted with a negative of the contingent, as, if it is necessary not to be, it is not contingent to be. Yet in this way they are not negative in the same mode, because one is a negative of the dictum, and the other is a negative of the mode, as, if it contingently is not, it is not necessary to be, and it is the contingent for the possible. But it is not so in the contingent toward either alternative, whose negative is always affirmative in power; and therefore from those propositions one can syllogize in the second figure, but from these which are about the contingent toward either alternative a syllogism cannot be made in the second figure.

But it must be noted here that, although a universal negative and a universal affirmative in the contingent are converted to one another, nevertheless the universal negative is not converted into the affirmative in the same way as conversely the affirmative is converted to the negative. For the universal negative is converted in terms, and in this way the universal affirmative to which the negative is converted is not converted; but conversely, when the affirmative which is converted particularly is converted to the negative, there is no difficulty if that also is converted particularly in terms. For if no man is white, some white thing is not a man; and therefore, although the negative is converted to the affirmative, nevertheless it is not converted to it in terms. But conversely, when the affirmative is converted to the negative, there is no difficulty if it is also converted in terms to it, in the way in which the universal affirmative is converted particularly, as has been said.

It must also be noted that when such a consequence is made, it is necessary that some A be B; therefore it is not contingent that every A be B. Likewise: it is necessary that some A not be B; therefore it is not contingent that no A be B. These consequences are immediate, because since the contingent toward either alternative and the necessary are opposed, it follows immediately: if it is necessary that some A be B, it is not contingent that some A be B; and if it is not contingent that some A be B, it is not contingent that every A be B. Therefore from first to last, if it is necessary that some A be B, it is not contingent that every A be B. It is similar on the side of the universal negative, because if it is necessary that some A not be B, it is not contingent that some A not be B; and if it is not contingent that some A not be B, it is not contingent that no A be B, by destruction of the consequent. Therefore from first to last, if it is necessary that some A be B, it is not contingent that no A be B, on account of the opposition of the necessary and the contingent.

It must also be noted here that in the preceding matters it was said that a uniform syllogism from the contingent in the second figure cannot be proved by deduction to the impossible. For in leading to the impossible, the contrary of this conclusion, no C contingently is B, was taken, namely this, every C contingently is B. But this does not seem to be opposed, since these two propositions, no C contingently is B and every C contingently is B, are converted to each other in contingent propositions. Again, in the deduction to the impossible the contrary was taken, although the contradictory rather seems to have to be taken. But to this one must say that in taking the contrary of the conclusion it ought to be supposed that the conclusion is about the contingent for the possible, because no other contingent is concluded in the second figure; and in this way these propositions are not converted to one another: no C contingently is B, and every C contingently is B. But the reason the contrary was taken and not the contradictory is that, even if the contradictory is taken, namely this, some C contingently is B, no inconvenience against the remaining premise is syllogized with the other premise, whether major or minor. And therefore the contradictory need not be taken, because it is understood through the contrary as a consequent in an antecedent; and what does not follow from the contrary does not follow from the contradictory, because what does not follow from the universal does not follow from the particular.

Nevertheless it must be noted that, although according to the property of the second figure there can be no conclusion except about the contingent for the possible, nevertheless if the power of the premises is considered, since both are about the contingent toward either alternative, no conclusion can follow except about the contingent toward either alternative. And therefore Aristotle says that, if any conclusion followed from such a conjugation, it would be about the contingent toward either alternative, although none follows, as has been said. But this is clear from this: because even if a conclusion about the contingent toward either alternative is accepted, for this reason it is not possible to lead to an inconvenience. For this negative, it is not contingent that no C be B, has a twofold cause of truth, namely either because it is necessary that some C be B, or because it is necessary that some C not be B. And if one of those is accepted with the major, there will be a mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the first figure, which mixing does not destroy the minor of the preceding syllogism. But if the other of the aforesaid propositions is accepted with the minor, there will be a mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the third figure, which does not destroy the major. Again, although perhaps from one of those and one of the premises the opposite of the other premise could be concluded, nevertheless from this it would not be shown that the conjugation is useful, for the opposite of the conclusion follows upon each of the aforesaid propositions, and not conversely; and it is not true that, if something follows upon the antecedent, that same thing also follows upon the consequent. And therefore it is clear that from two propositions about the contingent there is always a useless conjugation in this second figure.
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In the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the second figure, first such a rule must be supposed: that if one of the premise propositions is of inherence simply and the other about the contingent, if the affirmative is indeed of inherence and the privative is about the contingent, a syllogism of this mixing is never made in the second figure, whether the terms or propositions are taken universally or particularly. But this is demonstrated through the same terms which were adduced in the preceding matters, namely white, man, horse.

But when the affirmative signifies contingently belonging and is about the contingent, and the negative is of inherence simply, there will always be a syllogism. But the reason and cause of this is that, although syllogisms of the second figure descend from the first through the conversion of a proposition, and although such a mixing, which is from an affirmative of inherence posited and a negative of the contingent accepted, is useful in the first figure, nevertheless because these syllogisms of this mixing do not descend from perfect conjugations of the first figure, but from a certain imperfect conjugation which was posited in the first figure in this mixing, which has the major negative of inherence and the minor affirmative of the contingent, therefore all these useful conjugations must have the major negative of inherence and the minor affirmative of the contingent, because otherwise they would not have a proposition which can be the major in the first figure of the aforesaid imperfect conjugation, to which they have to be reduced immediately. This, therefore, is the cause why the major must be negative of inherence.

But if someone asks why some syllogism of this mixing in the second figure does not descend from the imperfect mode which has the affirmative of inherence, such a mode has already been posited above in the first figure, just as also the one which has the major negative of inherence. But this is easily solved: for this second figure has only negative syllogisms; the imperfect mode of the first figure which has that proposition which is affirmative of inherence is an affirmative mode; and therefore syllogisms of this second figure cannot descend from that mode.

But if it is asked why these syllogisms do not descend from perfect conjugations, one must say that the perfect mode in the first figure in this mixing of the contingent and inherence has the major about the contingent; but syllogisms of the second figure descend from syllogisms of the first figure through conversion of the major. Therefore, since the universal negative which is the major is about the contingent in perfect modes, and a universal negative about the contingent cannot be converted, some syllogism of this figure in this mixing cannot descend from that mode. Therefore it is clear from the things said that all syllogisms of this second figure of this mixing descend from a syllogism of the first figure which is of a universal negative in the second mode of the first figure of the same mixing; for that one has a major negative of inherence.

With these things thus determined, let us posit the useful and universal conjugations through this mixing. And first let us posit the mixing according to the first mode, having a universal negative major of inherence and a universal affirmative minor of the contingent, thus: let A, which is the middle, be taken as inhering simply in no B, which is the greater extreme, so that this is true, no B is A; and let it be taken affirmatively in the minor that A contingently belongs to every C, so that this is true, every C contingently is A. But this syllogism is perfected, concluding that no C contingently is B, through conversion of the major proposition, so that it is converted into this: no A is B; every C contingently is A; therefore no C contingently is B, which is the second mode of the first figure.

Likewise it is so in the formation of the second, when namely the universal privative is posited at C, the lesser extreme, thus: every B contingently is A; no C is A; therefore no C contingently is B. But this syllogism is perfected through conversion of the minor, and through transposition of the propositions, and through conversion of the conclusion in terms1. For this conclusion will be able to be converted in terms, because it is about the contingent for the possible, as has often been said; and in these two modes useful conjugations are made, concluding from the propositions themselves as taken.

But those having both premises negative are useful, although not from the propositions as taken. For if both premises are negative, and one of inherence and the other about the contingent, then a syllogism cannot be made through the things which are taken, because a syllogism is not made from both negative propositions; but when that proposition which is about contingently belonging, whether major or minor, is converted according to the conversion of that which is contingently belonging, that is, into the opposite quality, and through the conversion in terms of that proposition of inherence, a syllogism is made as before; and here two universal modes are made as before, as can be clear to anyone by itself.

But there is a doubt about these useful conjugations, for they seem to have an instance in terms against the conclusion about the contingent, thus: no animal is white, and let this be posited; every horse contingently is white; and it is clear that it does not follow, it is contingent that no horse be an animal. To these and similar things one must say that all the instances are sophistical in which the proposition of inherence is accepted as of inherence as now; for the negative must always be of inherence simply.

But if the reason for this is still sought, one must say that those syllogisms descend from an imperfect conjugation which has the major negative of inherence; and therefore in this also there must be that negative of inherence, which either is the major or can be the major in a syllogism of the first figure, to which the universal syllogisms of the first figure are reduced. And just as there the proposition of inherence is of inherence simply, so it must be of inherence simply here also.

Again, if someone here objects, as in the preceding matters, that a conclusion of inherence follows by positing the minor as inhering together with the opposite of the conclusion, one must say, as in the preceding matters, that the minor cannot be posited as inhering, because through positing its inherence an incompossibility is made, since the major is of inherence simply; for the opposite of the conclusion is made incompossible with the minor through the positing of its inherence.

But the useless conjugations in this mixing in this second figure are these. First, if both premises are posited as predicative, and one about the contingent and the other of inherence, whether the major is of inherence and the minor of the contingent, or conversely; for then there will be no syllogism, and it is proved through an instance of terms against the conclusion about the contingent. And the terms for inherence from necessity are health, animal, man, thus: every animal contingently is healthy; every man is healthy; let it be so; nevertheless it does not follow, every man contingently is an animal. It is the same if the minor is about the contingent. But the terms for not inhering from necessity are health, horse, man, thus: every horse contingently is healthy; every man is healthy, and let this be posited; nevertheless it does not follow that every horse contingently is a man, because a horse of necessity is not a man.

Nevertheless there is a doubt about useless conjugations of this kind. For it seems that the conjugation in which the minor is universal and affirmative of inherence is useful. For such a conjugation seems to be useful: no B contingently is A; every C is A; therefore no C contingently is B, and in the conclusion let the contingent for the possible be accepted. For let the opposite of the conclusion be accepted with the major posited as inhering, and the opposite of the minor follows, thus: no B is A; some C of necessity is B; therefore some C is not A; for at least a conclusion of inherence follows. But this conclusion is contradictory to the minor. Likewise such a conjugation seems to be shown useful with respect to a conclusion of inherence thus: no B contingently is A; every C is A; therefore no C is B. If it is said that it does not follow, let the opposite be given and let the major be posited as inhering thus: no B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is not A, which is contradictory to the minor. And it is altogether similar concerning all the useless conjugations, both universal and particular, and conclusions having a universal negative about the contingent and that affirmative of inherence.

But to these things one must say that those conjugations are useless with respect to each conclusion; and when the opposite of each conclusion is sought, it must be given, because it will stand with the premises. But the positing of the major as inhering must not be admitted; and the reason for this is this: since the minor is true of inherence, and it is not possible for it to become the major in the first figure, by reduction it can be of inherence as now. When this is so, the opposite of each conclusion is compossible with the major before its positing as of inherence, but after the positing of its same inherence it is not compossible; and therefore with the opposite of the conclusion the positing of the major as inhering must not be admitted. An example of this is that no man contingently is white; every animal is white, and let this be posited; nevertheless neither a conclusion of inherence nor a conclusion about the contingent follows. For when the minor is true, both the opposite of the conclusion of inherence, namely some animal is a man, and this proposition, no man contingently is white, are compossible. Likewise the major and the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent are compossible, namely some animal of necessity is a man, and no man contingently is white. But when the minor is true, the opposite of the conclusion cannot stand with the major posited as inhering; and therefore the major cannot be posited as inhering. But all these things can be sufficiently clear through what has been said to anyone considering these matters, because this is not difficult.

Notes

	See above in chapter 18. (Vide supra in cap. 18.) ↩
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But in the same way as has been said in the universal syllogisms of this mixing in the second figure, so also it is in the particular syllogisms of the same mixing. For when in the third or fourth mode the affirmative proposition will be of inherence, whether it is universal or particular, there will be no syllogism for a conclusion about the contingent or about inherence. But this is demonstrated through the same terms of instances by which it was also previously demonstrated in universal syllogisms; for inhering in every case they are health, animal, man, but for contingently not inhering they are health, horse, man, and it is easy to form the syllogisms.

But when that proposition of inherence is negative, then there can be a syllogism through a conversion made in terms of that proposition of inherence which in the third mode is the major and universal, while the minor is particular affirmative about the contingent, as is known through the orders of the modes in the figures.

Again, if both intervals or propositions are negative, so that the major is universal negative of inherence, but the minor is particular about the contingent and negative, then indeed no syllogism is made from the propositions themselves as taken; but when the proposition which is about the contingent has been converted to the opposite quality, there will be a syllogism, once the conversion of that proposition of inherence has also been made in terms.

But if the particular negative is of inherence, in whatever way the remaining proposition has itself, in no way will there be a syllogism, whether the other proposition is a universal affirmative or a universal negative. Again there will not be a syllogism then either, when both premises are posited as indefinite, or both are taken as particular. And in all these conjugations the uselessness is demonstrated through the same terms which were introduced before.

Yet here there seems to be a doubt about the fourth mode of this second figure, which is from a universal affirmative major and a particular negative minor, in which, according to the things said, there cannot be a useful conjugation in this mixing. For it seems that, with the major being universal affirmative about the contingent and the minor particular negative of inherence, a useful conjugation is made in this way: every B contingently is A; some C is not A; therefore some C contingently is not B. And let it be shown through exposition: for if some C is not A, as the minor proposition says, let that thing be accepted, and let it be such that A is universally removed from it, and let the syllogism be made thus: every B contingently is A; no C is A; therefore no C contingently is B. This syllogism is useful, as it seems, and it is in the second mode of this figure according to the mixing of the contingent and inherence, for this syllogism is made according to the principles given above for this mixing.

To this one must say that in this mixing that proposition of inherence must be of inherence simply, and not only as now. But in an expository syllogism that proposition of inherence can be of inherence as now, and therefore the proof is not valid. That in the expository syllogism that proposition of inherence need not be of inherence simply is shown from this, that it is accepted under the particular negative posited in the prior syllogism, which could be of inherence as now and could not be appropriated by the joined proposition so that it would stand for inherence simply.

But for the sufficiency of these conjugations one must know that in this mixing, as in others, there are of necessity thirty-two conjugations. But in this figure generally, in all syllogisms, the major must be universal; the cause of this has been shown in the preceding matters. It is also specially necessary that in this mixing that proposition of inherence be universal negative, as was said before.

From these things it is easily manifest that there are eight conjugations which have both propositions particular; and likewise eight which have the major particular and the minor universal. But of those eight which have both propositions universal, four are useful, about which it has been held, and four are useless. But of those which have the major universal and the minor particular, which are also eight, two are useful, about which it has been said, and six are useless. And thus it is clear that there are only six useful conjugations here, namely four universal and two particular; and this is enough concerning the mixing of inherence and the contingent in this second figure. Therefore we must speak about the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the second figure.



Chapter XXII. On the principle by which the mixing of the contingent and the necessary is regulated in the second figure, and on the formation of useful conjugations for universal syllogisms of this mixing.

CHAPTER XXII. On the principle by which the mixing of the contingent and the necessary is regulated in the second figure, and on the formation of useful conjugations for universal syllogisms of this mixing.

But in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the second figure this must be observed: that if one of the premise propositions signifies from necessity, so that it is modified by the mode of necessity, while the other signifies contingently belonging, so that it is about the mode of the contingent, when indeed in universal syllogisms, namely the first and the second, the universal negative is about the necessary, there will be a syllogism of a twofold conclusion. For not only does a negative conclusion about the contingent follow, namely because it contingently does not belong, but a negative conclusion of inherence also follows, namely because the greater extreme does not belong to the minor.

But if the affirmative is about the necessary and the negative about the contingent, there will not be a syllogism of a useful conjugation for a conclusion about the contingent or of inherence. Therefore the major, or that proposition which can become the major in reduction, must be negative and about the necessary1. But the cause of this is the same as it was in the immediately preceding mixing, namely of this kind: that all the modes of this mixing originate from that imperfect mode of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the first figure, which has the universal negative major about the necessary; and because they arise from that, here also either the major or that which can be the major must be universal negative about the necessary2.

But if it is asked why they do not descend from the perfect modes of the same mixing in the first figure, one must say that all syllogisms of this figure descend from the modes of the first figure, and especially from the second of the first, through conversion of the major simply. But in the perfect modes of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the first figure, the major is not convertible, since it is about the contingent; and therefore the modes of this figure cannot descend from the perfect modes of the first figure.

But if it is asked why they do not descend from the imperfect modes of the first figure of this mixing which have the major affirmative about the necessary, one must say that all syllogisms of the second figure are negative. Again, the universal affirmative major about the necessary cannot be converted simply. And therefore, since the modes of this mixing in the second figure descend from modes of the same mixing in the first figure, and a universal affirmative cannot be converted simply, nor conclude negatively, therefore the modes of this second figure of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent cannot descend from those imperfect modes which have the major affirmative about the necessary. This, therefore, is the cause why in the second figure of the mixing of the necessary and the contingent it is necessary to have a universal negative major about the necessary.

According to the things which have been said, however, let the first syllogism of this mixing in the second figure be formed in such a way that A, the middle, is posited as belonging to no B from necessity; and let the proposition be taken thus, of necessity no B is A, and let A be posited to contingently belong to every C, so that this is the minor, every C contingently is A; the conclusion about the contingent follows, that no C contingently is B. And the usefulness of the conjugation for the conclusion about the contingent is proved through conversion of the major simply and in terms: for then that proposition which says, of necessity no B is A, is converted into this, of necessity no A is B, and the minor is taken, every C contingently is A, and it is syllogized in the second mode of the first figure of the same mixing that no C contingently is B.

From this same thing it is proved that a conclusion of non-inherence follows. For let the syllogism be resumed thus: of necessity no B is A; every C contingently is A; and let it be concluded: therefore no C is B. If it does not follow, then the opposite of the conclusion will stand with the premises. But this is opposed to it, namely some C is B, and let it be accepted with the major thus: of necessity no B is A; some C is B; through the mixing of the necessary and inherence it follows that some C of necessity is not A. But this cannot stand with the minor which says, every C contingently is A. For B contingently does not belong to some A, and it is necessary that every C not be A, are equipollent.

But concerning this consequence some have doubted. For a conclusion of inherence is proved to follow through the mixing of the necessary and inherence, although that proposition which is of inherence and opposite to the conclusion can be of inherence as now. For a proposition of inherence in the modes of this mixing follows the contingent for the possible, which, when posited as inhering, sometimes signifies inherence as now and sometimes inherence simply. Therefore in the proving syllogism it accepts that which can be of inherence as now; and thus the consequence seems not to be valid. To this one must say through the things said before that, just as in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the first figure, when the major is about the necessary and the minor about the contingent, the major appropriates the minor to itself so that it is about the natural contingent, so it does here, because this mixing descends from that one. And just as there the conclusion must be of inherence simply, so also here. Hence the universal negative of necessity, which is in potency to become the major in the first figure in the reduction of the syllogism, has the power of appropriating to itself the minor about the contingent so that it stands for the natural contingent. And therefore the conclusion of inherence must be of inherence simply, just as in the first figure. And therefore, when the opposite of the conclusion has been accepted with the major about the necessary, a good mixing of the necessary and inherence is made. And an example of this is in terms thus: of necessity no wood is musical; every man contingently is musical; therefore no man is wood.

Yet it must be noted here that when there is a universal affirmative about the necessary, it cannot appropriate to itself a minor about the contingent so that it signifies the natural contingent. And this is because it neither is the major nor can be the major in reduction to the first figure; and therefore, since that conclusion of inherence does not follow, neither can it be shown through the introduced mixing of the necessary and inherence, because in such a conjugation both the conclusion itself and its opposite can be of inherence as now. Thus therefore it has been proved that in the first mode of the second figure, in which the universal negative is about the necessary and the major and minor are universal affirmative about the contingent, a twofold conclusion follows.

But in the second mode of this second figure of this mixing, there is also a useful conjugation for a twofold conclusion, when namely the universal privative proposition is posited at C, that is, the lesser extreme. But this is perfected through this, that the minor is converted and the propositions are transposed; and therefore the conclusion must also be converted. For this can be done since it is about the contingent for the possible.

But there are some who try to bring an instance against this second and useful conjugation, and also against the first, thus: every animal contingently rests; of necessity no waking thing rests; nevertheless it does not follow that no waking thing contingently is an animal, because every waking thing of necessity is an animal. And to this one must say that the minor is false, because a universal negative of necessity removes the predicate both from those things which are and from those which can be under the subject, as was determined in the preceding matters. Hence the sense of the minor is: of necessity nothing which is or can be waking rests, and it is clear that this is false. Therefore it is clear that those two conjugations are useful for concluding two conclusions.

Notes

	The reason for this rule is that a negative about the contingent includes an affirmative, and thus those premises would be of the same quality, etc. (Ratio hujus regulae est, quia negativa de contingenti includit affirmativam: et sic illae praemissae essent ejusdem qualitatis, etc.) ↩

	Compare John the Grammarian. (Cf. Joannem Grammat.) ↩
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Again, concerning the useless conjugations of this mixing in the universal modes of the second figure, it must be known that if the universal predicative or affirmative proposition in the first or second mode of this mixing is about the necessary, while the other proposition, which is universal negative, is about the contingent, namely so that A contingently belongs to no B and A belongs to every C from necessity, with the terms having themselves in this way there will be absolutely no syllogism of any conclusion. For the conclusion that follows is not about the contingent or about inherence, but rather that B, the greater extreme, of necessity does not belong to C, the lesser extreme. And this is clear in terms: let A, the middle, be white; but let that in which B, the greater extreme, is posited be man; and let that in which C is be swan. Then it is clear that white, which is the middle, belongs of necessity to the swan, which is the lesser extreme, but white contingently belongs to no man, and man belongs to no swan from necessity. From this it is clear that such a conjugation is useless for a conclusion about the contingent. For it has been said in the preceding matters that the contingent is not the necessary, but rather is determined by the non-necessary.

Nor does a conclusion of necessity follow, because a conclusion of necessity follows only either when both premises are about the necessary, or when the universal negative is about the necessary and the other is of inherence simply. And therefore, although the universal negative of necessity can stand, nevertheless it does not follow from the premises. It is also clear, since the necessary is repugnant to the contingent toward either alternative, that when a conclusion of necessary non-inherence follows, as when it is said, no swan is a man, neither an affirmative nor a negative about the contingent follows, since the necessary and the contingent are opposed. But I mean the contingent toward either alternative. And from the same thing it is clear that neither an affirmative of inherence, nor an affirmative of necessity, nor an affirmative of the possible follows; and thus no affirmative follows.

Moreover this same thing is shown through this, that when such propositions are posited in such a way that the universal affirmative is about the necessary and the universal negative about the contingent, it is possible to find terms in which it is possible for B to belong to C, that is, for the greater extreme to belong to the lesser extreme; for in such terms an affirmative conclusion of inherence will stand. For in such a disposition nothing prevents C from being under B, or the lesser extreme from being taken under the greater extreme, and nevertheless A, which is the middle, from contingently belonging to every B, and the same A, the middle, from belonging of necessity to C, the greater extreme, as is clear in these terms: if C, the lesser extreme, is posited as waking, but B, the greater extreme, is posited as animal, and that in which A, which is the middle, is posited, is motion or moved. For it is clear that motion belongs to the waking thing of necessity, because waking in act is nothing other than a motion of heat and of the senses outward from the interior; but motion contingently belongs to every animal. And nevertheless it follows that every waking thing of necessity is an animal, thus: it is contingent that no animal be moved; every waking thing of necessity is moved; therefore every waking thing of necessity is an animal. For that it is contingent that no animal be moved is clear from this, that every animal contingently is moved, and the contingent is converted into the opposite quality; therefore if it is contingent that every one is, it is also contingent that none is. But from the fact that a conclusion of necessity follows, it is manifest that a negative conclusion of non-inherence does not follow, because with the terms having themselves thus a conclusion of necessary inherence follows, and upon necessary inherence inherence follows; and thus a conclusion of non-inherence cannot stand. Nor also does there follow a conclusion of sayings or affirmations opposed to these negations, which are contingently to belong or to belong simply, that is, without a mode, as was said a little before; and thus no conclusion follows, neither negative nor affirmative.

But this which has been said here, that when the minor is under the greater extreme the middle can contingently belong to the major and of necessity to the minor, has an objection according to some, because if the middle has itself contingently toward the greater extreme and is predicated universally of it, thus, every B contingently is A, A will have itself contingently to every B; but C is one of those things which are B; therefore it will also have itself contingently toward C. And to this one must say that this would follow if C were contained under B essentially; but now it is contained under it accidentally and is an accidental part of it. And this is clear in the terms themselves: for waking is under animal as an accidental part and not as an essential part. And therefore nothing prevents motion from contingently belonging to every animal and to none, and nevertheless from belonging of necessity to every waking thing.

But just as we have shown that the conjugation taken according to the first mode of the second figure is useless, similarly it will be shown that the conjugation taken according to the second mode of the same figure is useless, when conversely to the first mode the universal affirmative of necessity is posited, namely that the major is universal affirmative about the necessary and the minor universal negative about the contingent. If the propositions are similar in quality of figure or form, there will still be useless and useful conjugations taken according to each mode, namely the first and the second. But let us first accept a useful one according to the first mode: for first let both premises be privative or negative. For from them a syllogism is made when the minor which is about the contingent is converted according to contingently belonging into the opposite quality, and a syllogism is made in every way as has been said in the Prior Analytics. And in the same way it is perfected and reduced, and it concludes two conclusions, namely of not inhering and of not contingently inhering. For let A B be taken according to the first mode as not inhering from necessity, thus: of necessity no B is A; and let it be taken in the minor that A contingently belongs to no C, that is, contingently does not belong, thus: it is contingent that no C be A. It follows that no C contingently is B. Its proof is that, once the propositions have been converted, the major simply in terms and the minor to the opposite quality, then in the converted first proposition B belongs to no A from necessity, thus: of necessity no A is B, and when the minor has been converted to the opposite quality
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thus: every C contingently is A; it follows in the second mode of the first figure that no C contingently is B, and altogether the syllogism of this mixing is perfected as before.

But another useful conjugation is taken according to the second mode, when namely the privative proposition of necessity is placed at C, the lesser extreme, thus: no B contingently is A; of necessity no C is A; therefore no C contingently is B. For let the major be converted into the opposite quality, and let the minor be converted simply in terms, and let the conclusion, which is about the contingent for the possible, be converted, and let the propositions be transposed: there will again be the first figure in the second mode of the first; therefore it is perfected as the second mode of this mixing, concerning which it was said in the preceding chapter.

But the useless conjugations are those made from propositions alike in quality. The first indeed is if both premises are posited as predicative or affirmative; for then there will not be, from this mixing, a syllogism to any conclusion. For it is manifest that, when both propositions are affirmative, there will not be a syllogism of that conclusion which is about not-inhering, nor also of that conclusion which is about necessarily not-inhering, because such conclusions do not follow from both affirmative premises. Hence it is manifest that there will not be such a conclusion, because in such a conjugation no privative proposition has been taken, neither have privatives been taken in what is inherence, nor have any privatives been taken in what is inherence from necessity. Further, neither does there follow a conclusion of that which is contingently not to inhere; for, with the terms having themselves thus, it is clear that B, the greater extreme, will of necessity not inhere in C, the lesser extreme. For let A, the middle, be white; but let that in which B, the greater extreme, is said to be, be swan; and let that in which C, the lesser extreme, is posited, be man, thus: every swan of necessity is white; every man contingently is white, because also none contingently is; and it is clear that a conclusion follows about necessarily not inhering, namely that no swan is a man. But since that universal negative conclusion of necessity stands, which is repugnant both to the affirmative and to the negative about the contingent, it is also repugnant to the affirmative of inherence and to the affirmative of necessity. Therefore it is clear that no affirmative follows that is repugnant to the said negative of necessity, and thus no affirmative follows which is opposite to it. But all the conclusions introduced before are conclusions of affirmations opposite to the negative of necessity which has been introduced. For in that negative it was shown that B, the greater extreme, of necessity does not inhere in C, the lesser extreme.

But here one must attend that when terms are posited for an instance against a syllogistic consequence, animal, waking, motion, the conclusion which stands, of necessity, ought to be understood as being of inherence; and let the example be posited so that it is said that, with these premises, no animal contingently is moved, every waking thing of necessity is moved, this proposition of inherence stands: every waking thing is an animal, and not that proposition of necessity, every waking thing of necessity is an animal, because that proposition of necessity cannot be accepted as true, since its converse is false, namely this, some animal of necessity is awake. Therefore this, every waking thing is an animal, must not be accepted as of necessity, but as of inherence; for in this way it can be accepted as true, and not otherwise, as it seems. Again, if every waking thing of necessity is moved, and every waking thing of necessity is an animal, therefore some animal of necessity is moved, through the first mode of the third figure; but this cannot stand with the major, namely this, every animal contingently is moved. Therefore, if a conclusion of necessity cannot stand, that conclusion of inherence will stand.

Again it is proved that from such a conjugation a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible follows thus: if no B contingently is A, and every C of necessity is A, it follows that every C contingently is not B. For if it is said that it does not follow, then let the opposite be granted, namely this: not every C contingently is not B. But this is equipollent to that which is, it is necessary that some C be B. From this and the minor the opposite of the major follows, thus: of necessity every C is A; of necessity some C is B; therefore of necessity some B is A. And thus it is clear that a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible follows. Therefore the terms introduced should not conclude such a negative, and thus it is necessary that the conclusion of inherence be intended; because, if in the aforesaid terms a conclusion about necessarily not inhering were intended, the following of a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible would be excluded. Therefore in the terms introduced it is necessary that the conclusion of inherence be intended and not one of necessity.

But if this is conceded, there seems to be on the contrary, as is clear from the said terms, that there is not altogether a syllogism of any affirmative conclusion. Therefore such a conclusion ought to follow from the said terms as would exclude the consequence of any conclusion; therefore it is necessary that the consequence of the negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible also be excluded. But that negative about the contingent for the possible is not excluded unless the said conclusion is affirmative of necessity; for a negative about the contingent for the possible is repugnant neither to the negative of necessity nor to the affirmative of inherence, but only to the affirmative of necessity. And thus it seems that the said conclusion ought to be affirmative of necessity and universal. But to this it seems one must say, as was said, that the said conclusion ought to be of inherence and not of necessity, because otherwise it would be concluded that a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible follows, as has now been proved a little before.

But then it can be doubted whether, with such premises, an affirmative conclusion of inherence can stand. For it seems not, because from that conclusion and the minor proposition the opposite of the major follows, thus: of necessity every C is A; every C is B; therefore of necessity some B is A. This seems to follow through the mixing of necessity and inherence in the first mode of the third figure. But to this one must say that the proposition of inherence which is assumed will be able to be of inherence as now; and this cannot be taken in the said mixing if it ought to conclude a conclusion of necessity, as is sufficiently clear from the things that have been said in the preceding matters.

Yet there still remains a doubt about the terms introduced, because this conclusion, every waking thing is an animal, is of inherence simply. For this reason, if it is accepted with the minor, the opposite of the major will follow thus: of necessity every waking thing is moved; every waking thing is an animal; therefore of necessity some animal is moved. Therefore the terms seem to have been badly posited, because the conclusion of inherence can be one of inherence simply in those terms, and not only of inherence as now. But to this certain people have said that there is no force in the terms posited, because through the terms posited nothing is intended except that some conclusion of inherence can stand with the premises. Yet, as it seems, it could be better said that in the mixing of necessity and inherence in the third figure, that proposition which is about the necessary appropriates to itself the converse of that proposition of inherence, if the predicate is accepted essentially under the subject, as will be clear below, where that mixing will be treated. Therefore it is necessary that, in such a mixing, the proposition of inherence be accepted so that it is of inherence simply, and not so that the terms have themselves to one another in just any way, but so that they have themselves essentially to one another and one is essentially under the other. But this proposition, every waking thing is an animal, does not have itself in this way; and therefore neither is its converse useful for such a mixing. And thus it is clear that the mixed syllogism which it brings forward for destroying the major fails on the part of that proposition of inherence, which, if it is converted, will not in the first figure be a greater extreme essentially under the middle; for animal is not essentially under the middle, nor conversely either, especially if waking is taken according to act.

Nevertheless, in another way there is still a doubt about these useless conjugations. For it seems that, when the major is affirmative of necessity, the conjugation is useful for a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible, and for a negative conclusion of necessity. For to the conclusion about the contingent let the syllogism be formed thus: of necessity every B is A; no C contingently is A; therefore no C contingently is B. Its contradictory is equipollent to this, it is necessary that some C be B, since it is about the contingent for the possible. But from this and the major the opposite of the minor follows from both propositions of necessity in the first figure, thus: of necessity every B is A; it is necessary that some C be B; therefore it is necessary that some C be A, which cannot stand with the minor. Again, it also seems that a negative of inherence follows thus: no C is B. For if this does not follow from the aforesaid conjugation, let the opposite be granted, from which and the major the opposite of the minor follows through the mixing of necessity and inherence in the first figure, thus: of necessity every B is A; some C is B; therefore of necessity some C is A. And there is a similar objection about all those which have the major affirmative of necessity. Again, objection is also made about those which have the minor affirmative of necessity, thus: no B contingently is A; it is necessary that every C be A; therefore no C contingently is B, and the contingent for the possible is in the conclusion. For from the opposite of the conclusion and the minor the opposite of the major follows through both propositions of necessity in the third figure, thus: of necessity every C is A; of necessity some C is B; therefore of necessity some B is A. Likewise it can also be shown that a negative of inherence follows through the mixing of necessity and inherence in the third figure, thus: of necessity every C is A; some C is B, which is opposite to the conclusion of inherence; therefore of necessity some B is A, which is opposite to the major. And there is a similar opposition about all conjugations which have the minor affirmative of necessity.

But to all things of this sort it can be said that the negative about the contingent for the possible follows the relation of things, as was shown before in the preceding matters. And so, when it is said that in contingent matters a universal conclusion follows in the third figure and an affirmative in the second, this is only by reason of the terms and not by reason of the syllogistic form, because such a conclusion does not follow by the power of the premises disposed in this way in the said conjugations and under such a figure, since each premise is affirmative, which is repugnant to the property of the second figure. Hence, considering such conjugations from the property of the figure, without doubt they ought to be judged useless. For never by reason of syllogistic form does a negative immediately follow from two affirmatives. And therefore by such terms posited for an instance it is not excluded that a conclusion about the contingent for the possible does not follow; rather, considering the consequence of the things, such a conclusion follows. Nevertheless such conjugations are posited as useless, because from the form of syllogizing and the property of the figure they cannot reach such a conclusion, and in this way it is concluded everywhere in these mixings.

But as to what seems to be proved, that a conclusion of inherence follows, one must say that this is not true, and one must say that the mixed syllogism leading to the impossible is not valid, because that proposition of inherence which it assumes will be able to be of inherence as now. For a conclusion about the contingent for the possible follows, which, when posited as inherence, will sometimes be of inherence as now and sometimes of inherence simply; and thus the opposite of that which is assumed in the mixed syllogism will be able to be of inherence as now. But the contingent which follows in the conclusion in the modes having a universal negative of necessity, if it is posited as inherence, always requires that the conclusion be of inherence simply; and the cause of this has been assigned in the preceding matters.
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But after these things have been had, the useful and useless conjugations of this mixing in the particular syllogisms of the second figure must be posited. Therefore let us say first that in particular syllogisms it has itself similarly as in universal ones. For when, in a particular syllogism, the privative premise is both universal and of necessity, and the particular premise about the contingent is affirmative, there will always be a syllogism, as in the third mode of the second figure; and a double conclusion will follow, namely both of that which is contingently not to inhere and of that which is not to inhere. For in those conjugations the demonstration is the same as before, namely through the conversion of the major simply.

But when the universal affirmative is of necessity, as in the fourth mode of the second figure, there will never be a useful conjugation of this mixing for a syllogism that concludes either about the contingent or about inherence. But the uselessness of this conjugation will be shown by the same mode of proof, and through the same terms of instances, by which the uselessness of the same conjugation was shown in universal syllogisms, in which the universal affirmative is of necessity and the universal negative about the contingent.

Nor again will there be a useful conjugation when both premise-propositions, the universal and the particular, are affirmative; for the uselessness of this conjugation too is demonstrated through the same terms of instances which were adduced in universal syllogisms in similar conjugations. These, therefore, are the useless conjugations simply.

But there is still another conjugation taken from the opposite of this, when namely both propositions are privative: let the universal proposition be of necessity, and let the negative signify not-inhering simply and of necessity. For then, through the same propositions which have been taken and posited, no syllogism is made, because from both negatives nothing follows in any figure. But when the minor particular proposition, which is about the contingent, is converted according to the mode of the contingent to the opposite quality, that is, into an affirmative, then a syllogism is made, just as it was said in the third mode of this mixing that a syllogism is made in the second figure.

But if both premises are posited either indefinite or particular, and one of necessity and the other about the contingent, there cannot be a syllogism, as neither in any other figure or mixing.

Therefore by way of epilogue we say that it is manifest from the aforesaid things that, when in the second figure in this mixing a universal privative of necessity is posited, and the other proposition is about the contingent, a syllogism is always made both in universals and in particulars to a double conclusion; for not only does a conclusion of that which is contingently not to inhere follow, but also a conclusion of that which is not to inhere simply follows. But if the affirmative in this mixing is posited as of necessity, and the other proposition is a negative about the contingent, a syllogism is never made, neither in universals nor in particular syllogisms.

It is also plain that both in necessary propositions, that is, when propositions are taken of necessity, and in those which inhere, that is, when propositions are taken of inherence simply, a syllogism is made and is not made in the same way, because propositions of necessity are converted similarly with those of inherence, and are similarly ordered to the mixing of the contingent.

It is also plain that all syllogisms of this mixing in the second figure are imperfect, and it is plain because they are perfected through the aforesaid figures by reduction to the first figure. For although in the proof of the syllogism one sometimes syllogizes in the second figure and sometimes in the third, nevertheless the final perfection is in reduction to the first figure.

Yet here there is a doubt about the fourth mode of the second figure, in which, according to the things that have been said, there does not seem to be a useful conjugation of this mixing. For the fourth has a universal affirmative major and a particular negative minor, and the conjugation cannot be useful when the universal affirmative is of necessity and the particular is about the contingent, nor conversely, as is manifest through the things said before. But against this it is objected: let the major be about the contingent and the minor about the necessary, thus: every B contingently is A; it is necessary that some C not be A; therefore some C is not B. For from the opposite of the conclusion and the major the opposite of the minor follows in the first figure through the mixing of the contingent and inherence, thus: every B contingently is A; every C is B; therefore every C contingently is A. But to this it can be said that there is no mixed syllogism, because the opposite of the conclusion of inherence which it assumes can be of inherence as now, whereas in the mixing of the contingent and inherence it ought to be of inherence simply.

But then an objection arises about the contingent for the possible. For the contingent for the possible seems to follow in this way, because from the opposite of the conclusion and of the major the opposite of the minor seems to follow in the first figure through the mixing of the contingent and the necessary, thus: every B contingently is A; it is necessary that every C be B, for this is equipollent to the opposite of the conclusion; therefore every C contingently is A, concerning the contingent toward either alternative; and it is a perfect mode, and the major is about such a contingent. Again the same thing is shown by exposition: because if some C of necessity is not A, let that be F, and then it will be true to say that of necessity no F is A. Therefore let it be syllogized thus: every B contingently is A; of necessity no F is A; therefore no F contingently is B. For this seems to follow in the second mode of the second figure through the useful conjugation of this mixing. But if no F contingently is B, and F is some C, therefore some C contingently is not B; and it is a negative conclusion about the contingent for the possible. And from this it seems that that rule is false which says that if the universal negative is not of necessity, the conjugation is useless. And it seems one must say that this conclusion follows. Yet nevertheless no conjugations are judged useful except those which descend from the first mode of the second figure, in which there is a universal negative major; and those particular conjugations are not judged useful which descend from the second mode of the second figure, where there is a universal affirmative major and the minor is a universal negative, from which the fourth mode of the second figure descends. And the cause of this, according to certain people, is that here those conjugations ought not to be judged useful which cannot be reduced to the first figure through conversion, because they do not have the due origin; but none can be reduced to the first figure through conversion except those which have a universal negative major of necessity; and therefore those alone are judged useful.1

But if one asks about the sufficiency of these conjugations, one must say that from the beginning it must be supposed that in this mixing the major ought to be universal negative; and then it is clear that there are only six useful conjugations here in this mixing, namely four universal and two particular, and six useless, as in the preceding mixing, which was about the contingent and inherence.

Notes

	This solution is ambiguous. On the contrary: then the modes of proving which Aristotle often uses would be none. Besides, then by parity Baroco and Bocardo in those syllogisms of inherence would be imperfect modes, because they cannot be reduced through conversion; indeed they would be useless. And therefore I would say to the first that that inferred conclusion, the universal affirmative about the contingent, does not contradict the particular negative of necessity which was the minor in the first syllogism. Yet nevertheless it contradicts that proposition and its subcontrary when taken under a disjunction. To the second it must be said that the argument concludes no more insofar as it is the second mode of the second figure, and not insofar as it is the fourth of the same. P. J. (Haec solutio est ambigua. Contra: tunc modi probandi quibus saepe utitur Aristoteles nulli essent. Praeterea, tunc a pari baroco et bocardo in illis de inesse essent modi imperfecti, quia non possunt reduci per conversionem; imo essent inutiles. Et ideo ego dicerem ad primum, quod illa conclusio illata universalis affirmativa de contingenti non contradicit particulari negativae de necessario quae fuit minor in primo syllogismo. Sed tamen contradicit illi et suae subcontrariae sumptis sub disjunctione. Ad secundum dicendum quod argumentum non plus concludit ut est secundus secundae, et non in quantum quartus ejusdem. P. J.) ↩
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But in the last figure, before the uniform and mixed generation or formation of syllogisms about the contingent, rules and principles must be posited according to which the generation of syllogisms is to be regulated. And there are three of them, of which the first is for regulating the uniform generation about the contingent, and it is this: that when in the third figure both propositions are about the contingent, the conclusion will be about the contingent.

The second is that by which mixed syllogisms about the contingent and inherence are regulated, and it is this: when one of the propositions is about the contingent and the other about inherence, a conclusion about the contingent follows; but this is true when the major is about the contingent and the minor about inherence, for then in this mixing in the third figure a conclusion about the contingent follows.

The third rule concerns the mixing of the contingent and the necessary, and it is this: when one of the propositions is posited as of necessity and the other about the contingent, if the major proposition is about the contingent and the remaining one of necessity is affirmative, no conclusion of inherence follows, nor does a conclusion of necessity follow, but only one about the contingent. But if that proposition of necessity is universal negative, a double conclusion follows, namely of inherence and of the contingent for the possible.

But it must be noted that the contingent which is concluded in these conclusions must be accepted as in the preceding matters, that is, that in syllogisms of this generation which, after their reduction, become perfect modes of the first figure, the contingent determined from the beginning is concluded, which is the contingent toward either alternative. But in those which are reduced to imperfect modes, the contingent for the possible is concluded; for thus it was done in the preceding mixing.

But with these things thus premised, let us posit the useful conjugations in the third figure for the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent, so that first there is a useful and universal conjugation from both affirmatives about the contingent, in such a way that C is the middle which is subjected, while A is the greater extreme and B the lesser. For let both A and B be taken to contingently inhere in every C, thus: every C contingently is A, and every C contingently is B. For then that syllogism concludes: some B contingently is A, and it is perfected through the conversion of the minor in terms, thus: every C contingently is A; some B contingently is C; therefore some B contingently is A. For this is a syllogism about the contingent in the third mode of the first figure, since the universal affirmative is converted into a particular in terms. But it has been said that B contingently belongs to every C in the minor proposition; then through the converse C also contingently belongs to some B. And therefore if A indeed contingently belongs to every C in the major, but C contingently belongs to some B in the converse of the minor, it follows in the third mode of the first that A contingently belongs to some B. This, therefore, is the conjugation taken according to the first mode.

But let us posit the conjugation taken according to the second mode, which has a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor concluding a particular negative, so that if A indeed contingently belongs to no C, so that this is true, no C contingently is A, while B contingently belongs to every C, so that in the minor this is true, every C contingently is B, it follows by syllogistic necessity that A contingently does not belong to some B; and this is the second mode of the third figure. For in the perfection of this syllogism there will again be the first figure through the conversion of the minor proposition in terms, thus: no C contingently is A; some B contingently is C; some B contingently is not A. For this is the fourth mode of the first figure.

But we shall posit the third conjugation from both negative premises. For if both privative premise-propositions are posited, then from these things indeed which have been taken it will not be necessary that anything follow by syllogistic necessity. But when the propositions have first been converted into the opposite quality, and then the minor has been converted in terms, there will be a syllogism, just as was said in the preceding matters about the first mode of the first figure. For if the greater extreme A and the lesser B contingently belong to no C, if contingently not inhering is transmuted or converted into contingently inhering, that is, into the opposite quality, there is again the first figure through the conversion of the minor into a particular and in terms, thus: no C contingently is A and every C contingently is A; no C contingently is B and every C contingently is B; and let this be converted: some B contingently is C; then again there will be the first figure in the third mode of the first figure, just as was said in the preceding matters.

But here we omit the fourth conjugation, which has an affirmative major and a negative minor, and both are about the contingent, about which certain people doubt whether it is useful or useless. And it can immediately be clear to anyone that it is useful, because through the conversion of the minor into the opposite quality and afterward through conversion made in terms it is better reduced into the third mode of the first figure, as is clear through the things said before; and therefore it is also omitted, because from those things it can be known to anyone. For if, when both are privative, A and B contingently do not inhere in C, so that no C contingently is A and no C contingently is B, then in the minor first the contingent not to inhere is transmuted, that is, converted, into the contingent to inhere, through conversion to the opposite quality; and afterward, after it has been converted into the opposite quality, it is converted in terms. And then again there will be the first figure, and it is syllogized in the fourth mode of the first, and it is concluded about the contingent according to the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent. And in this way, indeed, two universal syllogisms are formed.

But the formations of the particular syllogisms of this mixing in the third figure are made in this way. And first, indeed, let us posit those which are from affirmative propositions in the major and minor, whether universal or particular, the terms having themselves in quantity in the same way as in those of inherence with respect to the uniform generation of syllogisms of inherence. And this, as we said, is true with respect to the quantity of the propositions, because a syllogism is made when the major or the minor is either universal or particular, as in those of inherence, and thus similarly to those in inherence a syllogism is both made and not made. With respect to this, let the first conjugation be posited in which the major is universal affirmative and the minor particular affirmative, thus: let it be granted that in the major A contingently belongs to every C, and in the minor B contingently belongs to some C, thus: every C contingently is A; some C contingently is B. For then there will necessarily again be the first figure, after the minor particular proposition has been converted in terms. For if A contingently belongs to every C in the major proposition, but C contingently belongs to some B in the converse of the minor, it follows that A contingently belongs to some B in the conclusion through the third mode of the first.

And because the third mode of the third figure has a particular major, in reduction, after the conversion of the particular which is the major, it is necessary to transpose the propositions, so that the universal becomes the major in the third mode of the first figure. And this is when the major is particular and the minor is universal; for example, if for B C the universal is posited, for B C is the minor, thus: some C contingently is A; every C contingently is B, then it is necessary to convert the major and to transpose the propositions.

But there are other conjugations from dissimilar propositions, namely one affirmative and the other negative. And in such cases, if the major is negative and the minor affirmative, as if the A C major proposition is negative, while the B C minor proposition is affirmative, there will be a useful conjugation through the conversion of the major in terms. Yet there are four such conjugations, of which two have the major negative, namely universal or particular, and the minor affirmative; these are understood through the rules introduced. And the perfection of all these is easily clear. For when the affirmative is the major, it must be converted in terms only. But if it is universal negative, it must first be converted to the opposite quality and afterward in terms. But if the major is particular, it must be converted in the often-said way and the propositions must be transposed.

But if both propositions are posited as privative, then again there are two conjugations: one in which the major is universal, and in the other the minor is universal. And then, although through those things indeed which have been taken no syllogism is made, because from both negatives nothing follows, nevertheless when the propositions have been converted, as was said in the preceding matters, a syllogism is made. Namely, when the major is universal, it is perfected through the double conversion of the minor, first into the opposite quality and afterward in terms. But that one in which the minor is universal is perfected through the double conversion of the major, first to the opposite quality and afterward in terms, and through the transposition of the propositions.

But there are also four useless conjugations, namely when both premises are taken as particular indefinites, whether both affirmative, or both negative, or the major negative and the minor affirmative, or conversely; and all are useless, and from them there will be no syllogism. And their uselessness is shown in terms in which it follows that it is necessary for A, the greater extreme, to inhere both in every B, namely the lesser extreme, and in no B. But the terms for necessary inherence in every one are animal, man, white; and the middle is white. But the terms in which it follows that of necessity it inheres in none are horse, man, white; and the middle is white.

Yet all these conjugations, which we have called useful, both universal and particular, seem to have an instance in terms, thus: every mover contingently is a man; every mover contingently is a horse; nevertheless it is not contingent that some man be a horse. And similarly in particulars there seems to be an instance, thus: some mover contingently is a man; every mover contingently is a horse; nevertheless it is not contingent that some horse be a man. To these things one must say that when the major is universal in this figure in this generation of syllogisms, that proposition also after reduction becomes the major in the first figure. For this reason, just as the major in the first figure in the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent is accepted according to this acceptance of the contingent, everything which contingently is B contingently is A, so also the major in this figure in this generation must be accepted. And therefore, if the major proposition ought to be true, an accidental term cannot be subjected and a substantial term predicated; for in this way the proposition will be false, as was determined in the preceding matters. Hence this is false: every mover contingently is a man, because the sense is, everything which contingently is moving contingently is a man. But likewise when the major is particular, because that which in the first syllogism is the minor becomes the major after reduction; and therefore the same thing must be observed in this proposition as in that one. And from this it is clear that the terms introduced for the instance are taken sophistically.

There is also here a common question about the sufficiency of the useful and useless conjugations of this generation in this third figure. But for this one must know and suppose here that, if one of the propositions is universal, a syllogism is always made. For here a syllogism is made both from both negatives and from a negative minor, since all negatives here are equipollent to affirmatives. But with this supposed, it is clear that twelve useful conjugations are made, namely four universal, that is, either both affirmative, or both negative, or the major affirmative and the minor negative, or conversely, and four by the same multiplication in which the major is universal and the minor particular, and four in which conversely the major is particular and the minor universal. But the four in which each proposition is particular remain useless; and thus there are sixteen conjugations in all.
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But in treating the mixing of the contingent and inherence, let us first resume the principle or rule according to which this mixing is made, saying that if one of the propositions in the third figure signifies that it is of inherence, and the remaining proposition is about the contingent, a conclusion about the contingent follows, and a conclusion of inherence does not follow. But there will be a syllogism in that mixing when the terms have themselves in the same way as in the preceding generation of syllogisms about the contingent. But I say that the terms have themselves in the same way with respect to this: that just as in the preceding uniform generation a syllogism is sometimes made from both affirmatives, and sometimes from both negatives, and sometimes from one negative and the other affirmative, so also it is made here in the mixing of the contingent and inherence.

Therefore according to this rule let us give first the universal conjugations, and among the universal ones let us first posit two affirmative ones, of which the first has the major of inherence and the minor about the contingent, while the second is conversely. For let both premises first be universal predicatives, so that in the major, which is of inherence, A inheres in every C, the middle, and in the minor, which is about the contingent, B contingently inheres in every C, thus: every C is A; every C contingently is B. For then, when the B C minor proposition has been converted in terms, the first figure is made, and a conclusion about the contingent follows, namely that A contingently belongs to some B, thus: every C is A; some B contingently is C; therefore some B contingently is A, which is a syllogism in the third mode of the first figure. For it has already been said in the preceding matters that when one of the propositions in the first figure signified contingently belonging, so that it was about the contingent, the conclusion about the contingent followed.

Likewise there is a useful conjugation when the minor is of inherence and the major about the contingent, because if the B C minor proposition signifies inherence, while the A C major proposition signifies contingently belonging, this one, like the prior, is perfected and reduced into the third mode of the first figure through the conversion of the minor in terms.

Second, let us posit useful universal negative conjugations. But first let us posit those which have an affirmative minor and a negative major, which are also two according as the major can be of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely. For if the A C major proposition is privative, but the B C minor proposition is predicative, and either of these propositions signifies inherence, that is, whichever of them, whether the major or the minor, and the other is about the contingent, then from each conjugation a conclusion about the contingent follows through the double conversion of the minor, namely into the opposite quality and afterward in terms; they are reduced to the first figure, for they are reduced into the fourth mode of the first. For it has been shown that if in the first figure one of the propositions signifies contingently belonging, a conclusion about the contingent follows. There are also two others which have the major about the contingent, affirmative or negative, and the minor negative of inherence; these must be rejected, because it is manifest about them that they are useless, because they have a truly negative minor, which cannot happen in the first figure or in the third so that there is a useful conjugation.

But if the proposition which is about the contingent is posited as privative and at the lesser extreme, so that the minor is negative about the contingent, which is not truly negative because it is converted with an affirmative; or if each is posited as privative, namely both the major which is of inherence and the minor which is about the contingent, then indeed in those two conjugations, through the propositions taken, because the minor is in some way negative, which does not fit the first and third figures, there will not be a syllogism through the terms taken. But when the propositions have first been converted to the opposite quality, and afterward further in terms after the minor has been converted, there will be a syllogism in the way that there is in the first mode of this figure, which is reduced into the third mode of the first figure, just as was said in the preceding syllogisms.

If perhaps an instance is brought against the useful conjugations which have been posited, thus, every mover is a man, let it be posited; every mover contingently is a horse; nevertheless it is not contingent that some man be a horse. Likewise also through the same terms an instance can be brought against the negative modes, both universal and particular. But to this one must say that the instance is not valid, because that instance of inherence is of inherence as now, and it ought to be of inherence simply. The reason for this is that in the same mixing in the first figure from which this third figure descends and into which it is reduced, that proposition of inherence is of inherence simply and not as now.

But if it is further asked whether those useful conjugations can proceed to a conclusion of inherence just as they can to a conclusion about the contingent, one must say that they cannot, although certain people seem to prove this thus: every C is A; every C contingently is B; therefore some B is A; or let the opposite be granted and let the minor, which is about the contingent, be posited as inherence, thus: no B is A; every C is B; it follows that no C is A, which is contrary to the major and is not verified with it. And one must say that this proof is not valid. For when only the opposite is granted, then no unacceptable consequence follows; but when the minor is posited as inherence, it must not be admitted, because from this an unacceptable consequence is caused which previously was not there. For if the major is true and of inherence simply, then the opposite of the conclusion of inherence and the minor are compossible; but afterward, when the minor is posited as inherence, they become incompossible. And it has already been said above that in such a case where this happens, that proposition about the contingent must not be posited as inherence. Yet that showing could suffice for this, that a conclusion about the contingent follows, because the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent is immediately repugnant to the minor, and by the positing of its inherence no new incompossibility is made which was not there before. And therefore, in proceeding to show that a conclusion about the contingent follows, the proof seems to have some value. Similar to this are also the objection and a similar solution concerning the negative modes.

With these things had, let us posit the particular conjugations of this mixing, which without doubt are eight. For if each premise is affirmative, there will be four conjugations, because the major can be universal and the minor particular, or conversely; and the major can be of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely. And each of these is perfected through the conversion of the minor when the major is universal; for then there are two, because the major can be of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely.

But when the major is particular and the minor universal, either the major is of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely; and thus again there are two, which are perfected through the conversion of the major and through the transposition of the propositions. Again, if the universal is a privative major and the minor is a particular affirmative, by the same division there are again two through the major being of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely; of these, that one is useful which has the major about the contingent. Both are perfected through the conversion of the minor. But if it is conversely, namely that the major is a particular affirmative and the minor a universal negative, then by the same mode of division these again become two conjugations, of which that one is useful which has the minor about the contingent, and it is perfected through the conversion of the major and the transposition of the propositions; but that one is useless which has the minor of inherence and affirmative, because it has a truly negative minor, which does not fit this third figure.

Again, if the universal is affirmative and the particular negative, four conjugations are made: for either the major is universal and the minor particular, or conversely. If the major is universal, either the major is of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely. And if the major is universal of inherence and the minor about the contingent, it is a useful conjugation; but conversely, if the major is about the contingent and the minor of inherence, it is a useless conjugation. But if the major is particular and the minor universal, either the major is of inherence and the minor about the contingent, and such a conjugation is useless; or, if it is conversely, the major about the contingent and the minor of inherence, it is a useful conjugation. Thus therefore those particular conjugations are multiplied, whose cause Aristotle, whose opinion we follow here, posits only as the last. For Aristotle says in the formation of particular syllogisms that, if one of the premise-propositions is particular and the other universal, when both propositions are affirmative, or when indeed the universal is privative and the particular affirmative, as is the case in the sixth mode of this third figure, there will be the same mode of syllogisms through such conjugations, because through one or two conversions all such are reduced and closed through the first figure. For this reason he says that it is manifest that in such cases there will be a syllogism of that which is contingently to be, that is, that a conclusion about the contingent follows, and a conclusion of that which is of inherence does not follow.

Yet in the conjugation in which the universal is affirmative and the minor, and the particular negative is the major, as is the case in the fifth mode of the third figure, it is necessary that the usefulness of the conjugation be shown through the impossible. For let the syllogism be formed thus: that in the minor there is a universal affirmative of inherence, so that B, the lesser extreme, inheres in every C, which is the middle, thus: every C is B; and let the major be a particular negative about the contingent, so that A, the greater extreme, contingently does not inhere in some C. For then by syllogistic necessity A contingently does not inhere in some B in the conclusion. For if it does not follow, let the opposite be granted; but this according to the truth is, it is not contingent that some B not be A, and this is equipollent to this: it is necessary that every B be A. Therefore let a mixing of necessity and inherence be made from this and the minor in order to destroy the major, thus: it is necessary that every B be A; every C is B; therefore it is necessary that every C be A. For this follows, because the minor is of inherence simply, and it is a syllogism of this mixing in the first mode of the first figure. For if A inheres in every B from necessity, as that proposition which is equipollent to the opposite of the conclusion says, and B has been posited in the minor as inhering in every C, it follows that A will inhere in every C from necessity, which is opposite to the major. For it was posited in the major of the prior syllogism that A contingently does not inhere in some C.

But the useless conjugations are also particular when in this mixing both premises are taken as particular or indefinite; for from such premises a syllogism is never made. But the uselessness of these conjugations is demonstrated through the same terms of instance which were posited a little before for demonstrating the useless conjugations in universal syllogisms. Yet it must be understood that there are still four conjugations having each premise negative; but because all are useless except one, it is not necessary to posit them. For when each is negative, either the major is universal and the minor particular, or conversely. If the major is universal, then either the major is of inherence and the minor about the contingent, and it is a useful conjugation; or conversely, and it is useless. Again, if the major is particular and the minor universal, either the major is of inherence and the minor about the contingent, or conversely, and it is always a useless conjugation. For never in this mixing in the third figure is there a useful conjugation when that proposition of inherence is a particular negative, because in the reduction it is made a truly negative minor, which cannot be in the first and third figures.

But here it is doubted by certain people about those conjugations which have the particular major of inherence and the universal affirmative minor about the contingent, which have been called useless; for they seem to be useful for a conclusion about the contingent, thus: some C is not A; every C contingently is B; therefore some B contingently is not A. For let C be explained through something which is under it, from which A is universally removed, and let that be X, and let such a syllogism be made: no X is A; every X contingently is B; therefore some B contingently is not A. And this seems to follow, because this is a useful conjugation of this mixing in the second mode of the second figure.

Further, the same thing can be shown through a deduction to the impossible. For thus from the opposite of the conclusion and the minor posited as inherence, the opposite of the major follows in the first mode of the first figure through propositions which are all of inherence.

But to these and like things one must say that neither a conclusion of inherence nor a conclusion about the contingent follows. But to the expository syllogism one must say that it is a useless expository syllogism, for this reason: because a universal negative accepted under a particular can be of inherence as now, just as the particular itself can; and therefore it makes a useless syllogism, because after reduction into the first figure it can become neither the major nor the minor in this mixing. For it has nothing from which it is forced to this, that it be of inherence simply, but remains of inherence as now.

But to what deduces to the impossible, one must speak as in the preceding matters, namely that the opposite of the conclusion, both of inherence and about the contingent, can stand with the minor, since the major is of inherence as now; but when the minor is posited as inherence, it becomes incompossible with each of those; and therefore the minor must not be posited as inherence if the other propositions are conceded.

But in order to have the sufficiency of the conjugations posited here, it must be supposed, with respect to all useful conjugations, that one of the propositions is universal. But especially with respect to the negative modes it must be supposed that that proposition of inherence is universal negative and the major. And I call only those modes negative in which that proposition of inherence is negative. With these things supposed, it is manifest that, when each proposition is universal, six useful conjugations and two useless ones are made. Again, when the major is particular and the minor universal, four useful and four useless are made. But if each is particular, all will be useless. From all these it is easy to gather that there are sixteen useful conjugations of this mixing and sixteen useless ones, which are thirty-two conjugations, as in the others.

But if the cause of the second supposition is asked, namely why in the negative modes in which that proposition of inherence is negative it must be universal and the major, one must say to this that all the conjugations of this mixing in this figure descend from the particular modes of this mixing in the first figure, after the minor has been converted, as was said in the things had before. Thus those which have that affirmative proposition of inherence descend from those which in the first figure have the same affirmative. But those which have that negative proposition of inherence descend from those which in the first figure have the same negative in the same mixing. But it is certain that the modes of this mixing in the first figure which have that proposition which is negative of inherence have the same universal as the major; for this reason it is necessary that it be similarly here. The same point is also supported by the fact that the negative syllogisms of this figure are reduced into the negative syllogisms of the first figure of the same mixing, and they are those which have a negative major of inherence and a universal one; for this reason it is necessary that it be observed here that these syllogisms have that proposition of inherence which can be the major in the first figure in the syllogisms to which they are reduced. But they cannot
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have it as the minor, because the minor in the third figure cannot be simply negative, just as neither can it be in the first. Therefore it remains that they have it as the major; therefore in the negative modes the universal negative of inherence must also be the major, and this is the cause of the supposition.
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But in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the third figure, one must first resume the rule according to which this mixing ought to be made, and then verify the modes of this figure according to that mixing by the rule. Therefore the rule is this: if one of the propositions is of necessity and the other about the contingent, and the propositions are predicative or affirmative, there will always be a syllogism of that which is contingently to be, that is, of a conclusion about the contingent. But if in one of the propositions there is something affirmative toward one term, and toward the other term or extreme there is something negative or privative, if that which is affirmative is of necessity, so that the affirmative proposition is of necessity, a negative conclusion about the contingent follows, namely of that which is contingently not to inhere. But if the privative term or privative proposition is of necessity and the affirmative is about the contingent, a double conclusion follows, namely both a negative conclusion about the contingent and a negative conclusion of inherence; and this is what is said, that a conclusion of that which is contingently not to inhere follows, and of that which is from necessity not to inhere, because a conclusion of necessity never follows, just as in the other figures in this mixing a conclusion of necessity does not follow.

With this rule thus posited, let us verify the modes of this mixing in the third figure, and first the first, which consists of two universal affirmatives. For let both terms first be predicative, so that in the major A, which is the greater extreme, inheres in every C, the middle, from necessity, while B, which is the lesser extreme, contingently inheres in every C, so that the major is a universal affirmative of necessity and the minor is a universal affirmative about the contingent, thus: of necessity every C is A; every C contingently is B. An affirmative conclusion about the contingent follows, that A contingently inheres in some B. And this syllogism is perfected through the conversion of the minor made in terms, and such a syllogism is made in the third mode of the first figure; because, since A inheres in every C from necessity, as is said in the major, and some B contingently is C, as the converse of the minor says, it follows in the third mode of the first that A will contingently inhere in some B, and a conclusion of inherence does not follow, namely this, that A will inhere in some B without the mode of contingency; and this indeed is the truth.

Yet there are some who try to prove that in this mode a conclusion of inherence also follows, and not only one about the contingent, thus: of necessity every C is A; every C contingently is B; therefore some B is A. If it does not follow, let the opposite be granted, namely this: no B is A. From this and the minor the opposite of the major follows through the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the first figure, thus: no B is A; every C contingently is B; therefore no C contingently is A, which does not stand with the major, which says that of necessity every C is A.

Thus certain people also try to prove that a conclusion of necessity follows, thus: every C of necessity is A; every C contingently is B; therefore some B of necessity is A. Or let the opposite be granted, namely this: not of necessity is some B A, which is equipollent to this, no B contingently is A. From this and the minor the opposite of the major follows in the first figure from both propositions about the contingent, thus: no B contingently is A; every C contingently is B; therefore no C contingently is A.

But to these things one must say that neither of those conclusions follows. For when the opposite of the conclusion of inherence is granted, that can be of inherence as now; and when a proposition of inherence is mixed with a proposition about the contingent, the proposition of inherence must be of inherence simply. Therefore the mixing which it introduces is not valid. But that the opposite of the conclusion can be of inherence as now is proved from this: because from such a conjugation as has been introduced, the contingent for the possible follows, which, if it is posited as inherence, will sometimes be of inherence as now and sometimes of inherence simply.

But to that which is introduced so that a conclusion of necessity may follow, one must say that in the uniform generation of syllogisms about the contingent in the first figure, the contingent determined above, that is, toward either alternative, must be accepted. But the major in the syllogism leading to the impossible was the opposite of the conclusion about the contingent for the possible; and therefore it too is about the contingent for the possible. Such a process is not valid, because if something follows upon an antecedent, it is not for that reason necessary that it follow upon the consequent. Hence although a conclusion about the contingent determined above follows, I mean the conclusion of the syllogism leading to the impossible, nevertheless it does not follow from the contingent for the possible. But just as a conclusion about the contingent and not about inherence follows because both premises are affirmative and universal, and the major is of necessity and the minor about the contingent, so also a conclusion about the contingent and not about inherence follows in the first mode of the third figure when the major is about the contingent and the minor of necessity, namely when the B C minor proposition is of necessity and A C, which is the major proposition, is about the contingent.

Although against this again it is objected, and it seems to be proved that a conclusion of inherence follows, thus: every C contingently is A; it is necessary that every C be B; therefore some B is A. Or let the opposite be granted, namely this, no B is A, and let it be accepted with the major, thus: no B is A; every C contingently is A; it is clear that the opposite of the minor follows through the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the second figure. But the solution to this is clear as before, because that proposition of inherence, which is the opposite of the conclusion of inherence, can be of inherence as now; and therefore the mixing is not valid.

But this objection about the conclusion of inherence and the conclusion of necessity could be made against nearly all the modes of this figure and mixing; but in all of them there is one and the same solution.

Therefore let us proceed to posit the second mode of this figure; for it is from a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor, so that the propositions are dissimilar in quality. Therefore let us say again that if someone posits one of the terms toward the middle as privative and the major, but someone posits that which is the lesser term as affirmative and of necessity, so that A indeed contingently belongs to no C in the major about the contingent, while B inheres in every C from necessity in the minor taken of necessity, then again there will be the first figure through the conversion of the minor made in terms. And this is because the privative proposition which is the major signifies contingently belonging; and therefore, since the first proposition flows into the whole consequence of the syllogism, the conclusion must be negative about the contingent. The cause of this is that when in the first figure, to which this is reduced, the propositions of this mixing had themselves in this way, a conclusion about the contingent followed; and therefore it must happen similarly here.

But if, conversely to the said conjugation, the privative major proposition, a universal negative, is of necessity, and the other minor is a universal affirmative about the contingent, a double negative conclusion will follow, namely about the contingent and about inherence: both that the greater extreme contingently does not inhere in some lesser extreme, and that it does not inhere, which is the negative conclusion of inherence. For let A of necessity inhere in no C, thus: of necessity no C is A, and let it be posited in the minor that B contingently belongs to every C, thus: every C contingently is B; there will be a syllogism that some B both contingently is not A and that some B is not A, and it is perfected when the B C minor proposition has been converted in terms. And it will be syllogized in the fourth mode of the first figure, in which the universal privative major proposition is of necessity. But when the propositions had themselves in this way in the fourth mode of the first figure, it was said in this mixing in the first figure that a double conclusion followed, namely that A contingently did not inhere in some C, and the other about inherence, that A did not inhere in some C; for this reason here also a conclusion about the contingent and about inherence follows, namely that A does not inhere in some B.

But when that which is privative and universal is placed at the lesser extreme, so that it is about the contingent, so that the minor is universal negative about the contingent and the major universal of necessity, then a conclusion of contingently not inhering follows, and it is perfected through the double conversion of the minor, the first into the opposite quality, and the second in terms; and it is syllogized in the third mode of the first figure according to the same mixing, as can be clear to anyone.

But when the minor is universal negative of necessity and the major universal about the contingent, then there will not be a syllogism, because in the terms of an instance both inhering of necessity in every one and inhering of necessity in none follow; for this reason a universal affirmative or negative conclusion about the contingent cannot follow. But the terms for inhering of necessity in every one are sleep, sleeping horse, man, so that sleeping horse is one term, which is the lesser extreme in the terms for inhering in every one from necessity. But in the terms for inhering in nothing, the lesser extreme is waking horse; and the terms are sleep, waking horse, man. But the middle is man, and sleep the greater extreme: every man contingently sleeps, or sleep inheres in every man; of necessity no man is a horse; and nevertheless it does not follow that a sleeping horse contingently sleeps, because it is necessary that every sleeping horse sleep. Again every man contingently sleeps; it is necessary that no man be a waking horse; and nevertheless it does not follow that a waking horse contingently sleeps, because it is necessary that no waking horse sleeps. Thus therefore it is proved that the conjugation is useless.
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But it will have itself similarly according to the rule introduced above in particular syllogisms, in which one of the terms has itself universally to the middle and the other particularly. For in such a conjugation, if each term toward the middle, namely the universal and the particular, is predicative or affirmative, as in the third and fourth modes of this figure, a conclusion of that which is contingently to inhere follows, and a conclusion of that which is inherence does not follow in such a particular syllogism.

Likewise, when the premise-propositions are of dissimilar quality, namely one affirmative and the other negative, then when one is taken as privative and the other as negative, and that which is affirmative is taken of necessity, as happens in the fourth mode of the third figure, again a conclusion about the contingent follows and not about inherence.

But when that which is taken of necessity is privative, and of necessity, and universal, and greater, as in the sixth mode of the third figure, then a double conclusion follows, namely about the contingent not to inhere and about not-inhering. And concerning this the mode of demonstration is the same as that which was had a little before in the similar conjugation, when the terms are universal in both premises; for all syllogisms of the third figure must be perfected through the first figure. And for this reason, because in this mixing it follows in those which are particular modes of the first figure, it is necessary that it also follow in these, because these descend from those and are reduced into them.

But when a universal privative is placed at the lesser extreme, so that the minor is universal negative and is taken about the contingent, there will be a syllogism through the double conversion of the minor to the opposite quality and in terms, as was said before.

But if the minor is of necessity, there will not be a syllogism of any conclusion. And the uselessness of this conjugation will be shown in the same way as it was shown in the similar conjugation in universal syllogisms, and through the same terms for inhering in every one and for inhering in none, which are sleep, sleeping horse, man, and sleep, waking horse, man; and in the same way as before let the syllogism of instance be formed, except that in place of one universal proposition a particular proposition of the same mode is posited.

Therefore it is manifest when and how there will be a syllogism in this third figure, and when there will be a syllogism of that conclusion which is contingently to be, and when there will also be with this its conclusion which is of inherence. It is also plain from what has been said that all syllogisms of this mixing in the third figure are imperfect syllogisms, and that they are perfected through the first figure, when either through conversion of propositions or through the impossible they are reduced to it.

But here there can be a doubt about the fifth mode of this third figure in this mixing, how this is a useful conjugation when that which is of necessity is particular and negative. For the conjugations are equal in the mixing of the contingent and inherence and in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the first figure, and similarly in the second, as has been had before. For this reason, since the third figure descends from the first just as the second does, it seems that they also ought to be equal in the third figure. But in the mixing of the contingent and inherence in the third figure there was not a useful conjugation around the fifth mode, when the proposition of inherence was particular negative. Therefore neither in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the same fifth mode will such a conjugation be able to be useful, when the particular is negative of necessity. To this one must say that these two mixings are equal in the first figure with respect to conjugations; but in the second and third they are not equal in this respect. For in the second figure a conjugation according to the fourth mode is useless in the mixing of the contingent and inherence when that proposition of inherence is particular negative; yet in the same mode a syllogism is made in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary when the proposition of necessity is particular negative; and each of these things has been determined in the preceding matters. But what Aristotle said, and what we explained in the things had before, that in the second figure there are as many syllogisms in one mixing as in another, must be understood of those which are reduced into the first figure through the conversion of the major. Likewise it is also said here that in the third figure in the mixing of the contingent and inherence there is no useful conjugation in the fifth mode, when the proposition of inherence is particular negative, as was shown before; yet a useful conjugation is made in the same mode in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary, when the proposition of necessity is particular negative.

But then it can be asked why, in these mixings, a useful conjugation is made more in the fourth mode of the second figure and in the fifth of the third when the particular is negative of necessity than when it is of inherence. And this is to ask why the mixing of the contingent and the necessary is more useful in those two modes, when the proposition of necessity is particular negative, than the mixing of the contingent and inherence, when the proposition of inherence is particular negative. And to this again one must say that the response is clear, because the mixing of the contingent and inherence never holds unless that proposition of inherence is of inherence simply and not as now. But a particular negative of inherence, because it cannot be made the major in the first figure through reduction, is such that it is not appropriated to it that it be of inherence simply, but it can be of inherence as now. And therefore in the mixing of the contingent and inherence a useful conjugation is not made in the said modes. But it is otherwise in a proposition of necessity. For this, both from its nature and from its mode, has an inherence which is simple and essential inherence, and it has the understanding of a proposition of inherence simply; and therefore in the mixing of the necessary and the contingent in the said modes a useful conjugation is made, just as one would also be made in the mixing of the contingent and inherence if that proposition of inherence said inherence simply.

But there is still a common question about the sufficiency of the conjugations posited in this mixing. In order to have this, two things must be supposed here: one, indeed, that one of the propositions is universal; the other, that the minor is not negative of necessity. With these supposed, it is clear that when each proposition is universal, there will be two useless conjugations and six useful ones. Again, if the major is particular and the minor universal, there will be six useful and two useless. But when each is particular, all will be useless. From this it is manifest that here there are nine useful conjugations and nine useless. But the reason of the suppositions is easily clear from the things that have been said.
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But in summary the usefulness of these mixings can briefly be gathered by saying that there is a threefold mixing in every figure, namely of the necessary and inherence, of the contingent and inherence, and of the contingent and the necessary. But the first among these mixings, which is of the necessary and inherence, does not conclude a proposition or conclusion of necessity in the first figure unless the major is of necessity and the minor of inherence; nor in the second and third figure unless there is a universal negative of necessity; nor in the affirmative modes of the third figure unless there is a universal of necessity; nor in the negative modes of the third unless there is a universal negative of necessity. And in all these it must be observed that that proposition of inherence is of inherence simply, so that in the syllogism of the first figure the middle is under the greater extreme simply and essentially, and the lesser extreme is under the middle in the same way.

But the second mixing, which is of the contingent and inherence, is useless in the first figure unless the major is universal and the minor is not negative of inherence. In the second figure it is also useless unless a universal negative is of inherence, and thus the major is universal. In the third figure it is also useless unless one of the propositions is universal, and unless in negative modes the major is a universal of inherence. But this mixing in every figure concludes nothing except the contingent. Yet in the first figure, when the major is about the contingent, it concludes the contingent toward either alternative; but when the same major is of inherence, it concludes the contingent for the possible. But in the second figure it concludes only the contingent for the possible. But in the third figure it concludes the contingent toward either alternative in those modes which after reduction have the major about the contingent; in the other modes which after reduction have the major of inherence, it concludes the contingent for the possible. And it is clear from the aforesaid that in neither of those mixings is the conjugation useful which is taken according to the fourth mode of the second figure and according to the fifth of the third.

But the third mixing, which is of the contingent and the necessary, is useless in the first figure unless the major is universal and the minor is not negative of necessity. But in the second figure it is also useless unless a universal negative is of necessity and the major is universal; and this must be understood of the modes which are perfected through conversion. But in the third figure it is useless unless one proposition is universal and the minor is not negative of necessity. But that mixing in the first figure, where the major is about the contingent, concludes the contingent determined before, which is the contingent toward either alternative; but where the major is of necessity and affirmative, it concludes the contingent for the possible; and where the major is of necessity and negative, it concludes the contingent for the possible and also a conclusion of inherence. Yet there are useful modes there taken according to the fourth mode which can lead to a conclusion about the contingent for the possible, which Aristotle does not posit in the Prior Analytics, as was shown in the things had before. But in the third figure, in the modes which after reduction have the major about the contingent, the contingent determined before, which is toward either alternative, is concluded. But in those which after reduction have the major affirmative of necessity, the contingent for the possible is concluded, and also a conclusion of inherence. Besides these modes there are certain useful modes taken according to the fifth mode of the third which are not reduced through conversion, which conclude the contingent for the possible, namely those which have the particular negative of necessity.

But from these things it is clear that the mixing of the contingent and inherence and the mixing of the contingent and the necessary in the first figure differ only in this: that when the major is negative of inherence, only a conclusion about the contingent follows; but when the major is negative of necessity, a double conclusion follows, namely about the contingent and about inherence. But in the second and third figure they have the same difference; and besides this they have another, namely that in the mixing of the contingent and inherence there is no useful conjugation in the fourth mode of the second and the fifth of the third when the particular is negative and of inherence, while in the mixing of the contingent and the necessary a useful conjugation exists in both cases when the particular negative is of necessity. Therefore let these things have been said about the mixings.
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CHAPTER I. That every syllogism is according to one of the three figures.

In the generation or formation of syllogisms, certain principles are supposed with respect to the figure, and certain ones with respect to the mode in the figure. With respect to the figure, indeed, there is such a principle as this, that every syllogism is in one of the three figures, and that a figure is made from the disposition of three terms, and that every syllogism is made from two propositions and one conclusion. These could not perfectly be shown and declared unless all syllogisms had been formed in figure and modes. Therefore, because all syllogisms have been posited according to the diversities of the figures, consequently now those principles must be declared, both with respect to the formal principles and with respect to the general material principles of syllogisms. And the formal principles which concern figure, and the formal principles with respect to mode, must be declared in this treatise; and for this it is necessary to introduce a special treatise.

Therefore let us say that all syllogisms which are in the figures mentioned are perfected through those two universal syllogisms which are in the first figure, namely the first universal affirmative and the second universal negative; this is plain from the things said before in the preceding treatise. But that every syllogism will always have itself in such a way that it is in some mode of the three figures will now be manifest in this treatise, after it has been shown that every syllogism is and is made through one of the three figures.

But to show this, first we propose this proposition taken from the final cause of every syllogism, namely that every syllogism must demonstrate in the conclusion one of two things, namely either that some predicate inheres in some subject, as an affirmative syllogism does, or that some predicate does not inhere in some subject, as a negative syllogism does; and this either universally or particularly, universally indeed when it concludes universally, and particularly when it concludes particularly.

Again, taking the parts which divide syllogism formally into species, we say that every syllogism must be either ostensive or from hypothesis. For if one disputes in order to declare the thing, it must be ostensive. But if one disputes toward some given position, the syllogism must be from hypothesis. Hence an essential part and species of the syllogism which is from hypothesis is that syllogism which is to the impossible. For a syllogism to the impossible, which is given from hypothesis, takes the opposite of the conclusion, and from that and one of the premises syllogizes the opposite of the other premise. Hence with respect to that conclusion which it infers from the opposite of the conclusion, it is itself from hypothesis, although with respect to the first conclusion which it proves and intends to prove, it is ostensive.

Therefore first let us speak about ostensive syllogisms, proving that every ostensive syllogism is in one of the three figures. For when it has been shown that these are in one of the three figures, it will be manifest that those which are to the impossible also are in one of the three figures; and wholly or universally this will be manifest about syllogisms which are from hypothesis. Therefore, to prove that every ostensive syllogism is in one of the three figures, we first take this proposition: that if in the conclusion of a syllogism it is necessary to syllogize A, the predicate, of B, the subject, according to affirmative being or negative non-being, for proving this it is necessary to take something of something in the propositions. For a complex, as was shown in the beginning of this science, is proved only through a complex enunciating something of something affirmatively or negatively. Therefore either the same thing that is concluded will be taken, so that in order to prove A of B, A of B is taken thus, B is A, therefore B is A, and thus it will be to take what is in the beginning, and there will be a fault in such argumentation; because the same thing cannot be proved through itself, because in this way the same thing would be better known and less known than itself, which cannot be.

But if the same thing is not to be assumed, this again can be in two ways: for either something is accepted which communicates with A and B, or not. If it does not communicate with either extreme which is in the conclusion, it will be as if it were taken under one of the extremes, as if I say that A is taken of C, which is contained under A. But if A is taken in such a way that C is predicated of nothing, because nothing is accepted under C itself of which A has been taken, as happens in the first figure; nor again is something more common than it taken of C which has been taken under A, as happens in the third figure; nor is some other predicate of A taken, as happens in the second figure, in which one predicate is referred to two subjects, there will be no syllogism, because the middle taken toward the extremes communicates with the extremes in nothing. For it is neither the predicate of one and the subject of the other, nor the subject of both, nor the predicate of both. And therefore in no complex and disposition of terms does it communicate with them; but what is non-communicating cannot be concluded from what is non-communicating. But I call it non-communicating according to the disposition and complex of one enunciating something of something, or something divided from something; for according to this even difference and opposites communicate. For in the fact that one predicate is taken of one subject, nothing happens or follows from syllogistic necessity, as was shown in the matters had before; because if something is concluded of something, it must be concluded through something which communicates with both. Therefore it is necessary to assume another proposition also, so that in one the middle has itself to one of the extremes, and in the other to the other extreme.

Therefore if in this way A, the extreme, is taken of some other thing in which it inheres as predicate, or some other predicate is taken of A, which indeed is C, and if of C, which is the predicate of A, another predicate is taken, then nothing prevents a syllogism being made for something with which C communicates; but that syllogism will not be for proving A of B, because C does not communicate with B either as its subject or as predicate. And therefore nothing can be proved of B through C thus taken, through those things which are thus taken, since they are communicating in nothing.

Again, if to prove A of B, C is taken, to which A belongs, and C is taken to inhere in another than B, and that in another, and A is taken again to inhere in another than B, and let that be E, and that again in another as F, and so let it proceed always, so that what is taken under A is not referred in any way to B nor in any way joined to B, that which is taken under A will not in this way either be a syllogism for B, of which A is proved.

For wholly and universally we say that there will never be a syllogism of one thing about another which is subjected or predicated of it, unless some middle is taken which, by communicating with each extreme, has itself to both extremes either as predicate of one and subject of the other, or as predicate of both, or as subject of both. Therefore it is necessary that in some way, by predications or according to some mode of predicating, it have itself to both extremes. The proof of this is from the end and reason of the syllogism. A syllogism simply, that is, taken absolutely and in its commonality, is from propositions enunciating something of something. But this or that syllogism which is for proving this determinate predicate of this determinate subject is from determinate propositions which are for proving and enunciating this of this determinately. But a syllogism which is of this extreme to this extreme is from determinate propositions having a middle, which is the relation of this to this. But it is impossible to take a proposition which proves A of B by taking such a proposition in which nothing is predicated or negated of B. Or, saying it again, it is impossible to take such a proposition which is proving A of B, so that such a proposition is taken in which there is no relation of commonality to A and to B, so that such a proposition, which has no commonality with A and B, is taken toward each, even if the proper features of each of these are taken in which it does not communicate with the other, neither according to affirmation nor according to negation. For this reason it is necessary that such a middle be taken toward the extremes as joins and unites them according to predications or according to some mode of predication; for also in negatives there is some mode of predication, if there ought to be a syllogism of this extreme to that other extreme.

Thus therefore it is necessary to take a middle which has itself to both extremes in some commonality or communication. But if the relation of the middle to the extremes has itself in this way, the number of the figures is immediately proved. For communication of the middle to both extremes happens only in three ways.1 Either the middle communicates in this way: let A, the greater extreme, be predicated of C, the middle, and let A, the middle, be predicated of B, the lesser extreme; and thus there is the first figure. Or A, the middle, is predicated of both extremes, as in the second figure. Or both extremes are predicated of C, the middle, as in the third figure. These communications of the middle with the extremes are the three figures mentioned, according to which the generations of syllogisms have been determined. And the cause of this is that by the mode of predication and enunciation the middle cannot communicate with the extremes in more ways. For in the enunciation of this about this there is no relation except that of subjection or predication; hence the communication of the middle to the extremes is only through one of those relations, or through both. But if it is through one of them, it is either through subjection or through predication. And if it is through both, it cannot be through both to each extreme. Therefore it is necessary that it have itself to one in one mode and to the other in the other mode. But it cannot have itself to the greater except in the mode of subjection, because otherwise the first would not be first; nor can it have itself to the lesser except by predicating, because otherwise the last would not be last.

But if someone says that between A and B there are several middles joining A and B, one must say that this does not prevent the argument, because with respect to subjection and predication the same mode is in many as in one; for all those middles are subjected to the major and are predicated of the minor. Hence the same reasoning holds in many and in one with respect to the figure which follows such or such a disposition of terms.

Therefore it is manifest that all ostensive syllogisms are terminated by the three figures which have been mentioned. Nor is there here a begging of what is in the beginning when we prove figure through the relation and disposition of terms, because, although figure is a form following upon the disposition of terms, nevertheless it is not the disposition itself, but rather the disposition of terms is the efficient cause of the figure. Again, although figure belongs to the first principles of syllogisms, and therefore it seems that figure cannot be proved, because there is not something prior through which it could seem able to be proved, nevertheless figure is not so first that it does not have something prior to it, and through that figure can be proved.2

And although the syllogism through which figure is proved is in some figure, nevertheless figure is proved through it, because that syllogism through which the proof is made is as a general instrument of reason for all things, and is not a syllogism as constituted in an art or science, just as the instrument of a craftsman is a hammer, with which both the hammer and other things are fashioned. Thus therefore it is clear that all ostensive syllogisms are terminated through the said three figures.

Notes

	The middle cannot communicate with the extremes in a syllogism except in three ways; and therefore there are only three syllogistic figures. (Medium non potest communicare cum extremis in syllogismo nisi tribus modis: et ideo non sunt nisi tres figurae syllogisticae.) ↩

	Note the response to the doubt, because it can be applied to the argument about the syllogism through which a property of syllogism is proved of syllogism in common. P. J. (Nota responsionem ad dubium quia potest applicari ad argumentum de syllogismo per quem probatur passio syllogismi de syllogismo in communi. P. J.) ↩
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But just as it has now been shown that every ostensive syllogism is in one of the three figures, so it is shown that every syllogism to the impossible, and every one which is from hypothesis, is according to one of the three figures. But that the syllogism which is to the impossible is in one of the three figures will be plain through the things which will immediately be said. For all syllogisms which prove through the impossible that the conclusion which they intend follows from hypothesis indeed syllogize something false from the given opposite of the conclusion together with one of the premises. But that which was syllogized from the beginning, that is, the conclusion which they syllogize before the opposite of the same conclusion is accepted, they demonstrate from hypothesis; for when an unacceptable consequence has been syllogized from hypothesis, then they return saying that, since the opposite given from hypothesis does not stand, it is necessary that the conclusion first syllogized stand. An example of this is that we say it has been syllogized that the diameter is asymmetrical to the side or edge of a square, that is, incommensurable; and let the respondent say that it is not asymmetrical, and let it be granted that it is symmetrical or not incommensurable; and from this granted let us syllogize that it is symmetrical, because excesses in numbers which are odd are equal to perfect or even numbers. For an odd number exceeds by a unit in one part over the other, because it cannot be divided into two equal parts. But an even number is called perfect because it is constituted from equals by a perfect distinction. But when this unacceptable consequence follows from this given hypothesis, that the diameter is symmetrical, then those syllogizing demonstrate that the diameter is asymmetrical from the fact that something false happened or followed because of the contradiction which the respondent gave in the opposite of the first conclusion. For this, according to what was determined above, was to syllogize to the impossible: to show something impossible following on account of the prior hypothesis given in the opposite of the first conclusion.

For this reason, since in a deduction to the impossible a syllogism of some false thing is made from a given hypothesis in the opposite of the conclusion and of that false thing, such a syllogism is ostensive. In such syllogisms which lead to the impossible, and in which what from the beginning is shown in the first syllogism is shown from hypothesis, as was said before, it is clear that the syllogism to the impossible is ostensive of some conclusion. But it has already been had that all ostensive syllogisms are terminated through these three figures. It is manifest that also syllogisms which prove through the impossible what follows from hypothesis must be made through these figures.

But it is similar in all other syllogisms which are made from hypothesis, as in the circular, the conversive, from opposites, and syllogisms of this sort. For in all such syllogisms a syllogism is made to what is transferred over, that is, from a hypothesis taken to the principal proposition, either from a contrary, or from a like case, or from an opposite. From a contrary, indeed, as if it has been syllogized that a man is healthy, it follows that he is not sick. From a like case, as if it is posited that with respect to the immortality of the soul it has itself similarly in one man and in all, and it has been proved that the soul of Socrates is immortal, it is taken that the soul of every man is immortal. Or if it is proved that there is the same sense of contraries, it is taken that there is the same discipline of contraries. But from an opposite, when from hypothesis the opposite of the conclusion is taken, and it is led to an unacceptable consequence, and from that unacceptable consequence one returns to the first conclusion. For in all such syllogisms that which is concluded, which is intended from the beginning, is terminated, that is, concluded, through the confession of some position which the respondent gives, or through some other hypothesis given by the respondent. But if what has been said is true, namely that a syllogism from hypothesis is ostensive of some conclusion, and every ostensive syllogism is terminated through some one of the three figures, it follows that every demonstration and every syllogism must be made through the three aforesaid figures.

But when this has thus been shown, it is plain from what was said earlier in this book that every syllogism is perfected through the first figure by reduction into it. And still further it is plain that every syllogism is reduced into the first two universal syllogisms of the first figure. But in this deduction and induction we have taken as specific parts the ostensive syllogism and the syllogism from hypothesis, because these two are the formal species of syllogism and divide it sufficiently. Nor have we taken the demonstrative, the dialectical, and the rhetorical, because these divide syllogism materially; and therefore, if parts of this sort were taken, the universal could not be inferred with respect to the proposed intention, in which we speak about the formal principles of syllogism. But what we say in the example, that the diameter is asymmetrical, cannot be proved from the proper logical principles of this science, but must be taken from logicians and proved by a geometer.

Therefore from all these things it is established that every syllogism is perfected through one of the three figures. For every syllogism is reduced into the first figure, either through conversion of propositions or through deduction to the impossible. But nothing is reduced into the first figure except what goes out from it; and only two figures go out from the first, namely the second through conversion of the major, and the third through conversion of the minor. Therefore there cannot be more than three figures. But all these things are manifest from what has been predetermined.
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Furthermore, it must still be declared what has been supposed in the preceding matters and is the principle of syllogism with respect to mode. This is that, in every syllogism, of whatever mode it may be in all three figures, one of the terms must be predicative or affirmative toward the middle, and one must be universal, universally accepted toward the middle, because otherwise it could not be perfected through being said of every or being said of none. For without a universal proposition, either there will not be a syllogism, or, if there is, it will not be for proving the proposed point that is intended, or it will be begging what is in the beginning.

But this can be shown in common and moral terms thus. Let musical pleasure, that is, the pleasure which is in musical things, be posited as morally good, as are those things which are among the number of praiseworthy goods; and let this be the conclusion which someone intends to prove. Therefore I say that one intending to prove this conclusion has posited this proposition, that pleasure is morally good, through which he proves that musical pleasure is morally good, taking what is common, as a genus or as a species toward musical pleasure, and does not accept the universal universally, that is, distributed by a universal sign, so that he says that every pleasure is morally good, and that musical pleasure is pleasure, and therefore morally good. There will not be a syllogism, but rather the argument will err according to the consequent. For thus he argues: pleasure is morally good; musical pleasure is; therefore pleasure is morally good. It proceeds affirmatively from the superior to the inferior; nor under this quiddity which is pleasure can musical pleasure be taken, unless pleasure is universally distributed so as to stand for any singular pleasure whatever. But conversely it will follow thus: musical pleasure is morally good; therefore pleasure is morally good. For the superior is in the inferior according to act and understanding, and therefore it is inferred from it. But the inferior is not in its superior except potentially; and therefore things cannot be inferred from it unless the superior is distributed so as to stand for it and for every other; for then it is inferred from it as an actual part is inferred from its whole.

But if the one who intends to prove that musical pleasure is morally good has not assumed for proving this something common to musical pleasure, but has taken a particular, saying thus, some pleasure is morally good: then either, when he takes some pleasure to be morally good, he intends this about some other pleasure which is morally good and is not musical pleasure, and then what has been taken in this way will do nothing for that which has been posited as needing to be proved; for from the fact that agonistic pleasure is morally good, it cannot be proved that musical pleasure is morally good, because this is not inferred as a part from its whole. But if, when he takes a certain morally good pleasure, he understands a certain same pleasure to be the pleasure which is musical pleasure, then it is as if he argued thus: a certain pleasure which is musical, pleasure is morally good; therefore musical pleasure is morally good; and then he will beg what is in the beginning.

But if someone objects, saying that when he begs what is in the beginning, there is no syllogism, and therefore, of these three members, namely that either there is no syllogism, or not to the proposed point, or it begs the principle, the first is contained in the third, and therefore the division is null, it ought to be said that in the third figure, in which the middle is taken as a part of the extremes, in whatever way one can argue from singulars. And thus the first and the third are diverse, because, since there are two things in a syllogism, namely that necessary inference of the consequence and the notification or declaration of the conclusion through the premises, begging the principle does not sin against the first, because the same is inferred from the same by necessity; but it sins against the second, because the same cannot be made known through the same. And therefore in some way there is a syllogism in a begging of the principle. For there can truly be a syllogism proving nothing and making nothing known, such as this: every B is A; every C is B; therefore every C is A. It concludes indeed of necessity, and nevertheless makes known or proves nothing.

But this which we have said, namely that in every syllogism there must be a universally distributed term, is more manifest in demonstrations of mathematical figures, because they conclude not from signs, but from the cause and essential form. For example, if we posit that it is to be proved and concluded that the angles of the triangle which is called isosceles or equilateral, the angles which are upon the base of the same triangle, are equal, then it is necessary to describe a circle, because
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isosceles cannot be proved to be isosceles except through a circle and through lines which are drawn from the center to the circumference; and this supposes the conclusion to be proved, that the isosceles is isosceles.

Therefore let there be a circle A B C D, and let diametral lines A C and B D be drawn through the center of the circle, and then let a line be drawn from C to D which encloses the triangle in one fourth part of the circle. And thus that line will be the base of the equilateral triangle, to which base the fourth portion of the circle, which is C D, is subtended. This triangle upon the base, toward the angle of the triangle which is in the center of the circle, will have two angles; and let one of them be E and the other F. And thus in this figure there are two genera of angles, namely angles of portions, which are called angles of incisions, which are made from the curved line of the portion of the circle and the straight line which is a semidiameter, as is angle A B in one portion, angle B C in another portion, angle C D in the third, and angle A D in the fourth. And these are called angles of portions of the circle closed at the diameter. There are also the angles of the triangle which are enclosed in the center of the circle by two diameters cutting one another orthogonally. But two other acute angles are enclosed by the base of the triangle toward two semidiameters. Again, there are two other acute angles, because they are enclosed by the base of the triangle and the circumference; for the base of the triangle is a chord subtended to the arc which is the fourth portion of the circle, which portion is C D, and therefore those two angles are marked by D C. And therefore these two angles are called and are angles of incisions or portions of the circle, because one is in one part where line E F enters the circle at point D, and the other is where the same line enters the circle at point C.

Therefore, with these things thus described, let us suppose that someone wishing to prove that the angles of the triangle are equal first assumed in a prosyllogism that angle A C of the diametral line, which the diameter makes with the line of the circle in one part at A and in the other part at C, is equal to that angle which is B D, that is, to the one which the other diameter makes with the circumference; and let him take this particularly and not universally, proving that all angles in circles, or in fourth parts of the circle, enclosed from the diameter and the circular line, are equal. But let him say that angle C is equal to that which is D or B, and let him not assume universally by saying that all angles of incisions which enclose at the diameter at the point where it enters or cuts the circle are equal.

Moreover, if, wishing to conclude that the angles of the isosceles over the base are equal, he takes singularly that, from these angles through the cone [of the portions], which are the equal D C, when equals are subtracted, what remain are equal, and he does not take it universally in this way, that from all equals, when equals are subtracted, what remain are equal, he begs what is from the beginning. Textual note: the Latin reads `per conum`; context seems to require `portionum`, "of the portions," as in the later phrase `anguli portionum D et C`.

And here there is a threefold syllogism, namely two prosyllogisms and one principal syllogism, thus: all angles of portions of the circle enclosed at the diameter are equal; angles A B C D are portions of the circle enclosed at the diameter; therefore they are equal. Again, in the second syllogism, wishing to prove that the angles which the base of the triangle constitutes with the line of the arc which is subtended to it in two parts are equal, he makes such a syllogism: all angles of incisions are equal; angle D and angle C are angles of incisions; therefore they are equal. The third syllogism, proving that the angles of the triangle standing upon the base are equal, is made thus: if from any equals whatever equals are subtracted, the things which remain are equal. But angles of portions D and C are equal; therefore, when equals have been subtracted from them, what remain will still be equal. But angles D and C, which are enclosed from the base as from a chord and from the C D arc, are subtracted; therefore what remain are equal. But E F remain, the angles of the triangle which are upon the base; therefore the two angles E F which are upon the base will be equal. And in any of those syllogisms, if the universal proposition is not taken, there will not be a syllogism. And if the same particular is taken which is concluded, there will be a begging of the principle. And if the common term is taken without distribution, which can be verified for another particular, there will not be a syllogism to the proposed point. And if the common term is taken according to itself for proving, there will be a fallacy of the consequent.

Therefore it is manifest that in every syllogism there must be a universal term taken universally. It is also manifest that the universal in the conclusion, which is the concluded universal proposition, must be shown and concluded from all the terms or from both universal premises. But the particular, or particular proposition, is both concluded from both universal premises, as in the first and second modes of the third figure, and is concluded in another way, namely from one universal and the other particular, both in the first and in the second and third figures. For this reason, if the conclusion in a syllogism is universal, both terms must be universal toward the middle. But it is not converted: for it happens that the terms are universal toward the middle, and nevertheless the conclusion will not be universal, as in the third figure. And the cause of this has already been determined: namely because the middle in the third figure is as a part of the extremes, and therefore one extreme cannot universally join and connect with the other extreme.

It is also clear that one premise must be affirmative, because negation joins nothing, and it does not divide and remove something from something except through something which has been affirmed of the other and inheres in it; and therefore the middle would neither join the extremes nor separate them unless it had itself affirmatively to one of the extremes.

It is plain also that in every syllogism either both premises or one of the premises must be similar to the conclusion in composition. But I say that it must be similar not only in affirmation or negation, but also in this, that the conclusion is similar to one of the premises with the mode of necessity, contingency, or inherence. Nevertheless in this likeness it is also necessary to consider other predicaments or modes of predicating, such as true and false and the like.

It is also manifest from the aforesaid when there will be a syllogism simply and universally in all figures with respect to mode and figure, and when there will not be a syllogism, as in useless conjugations. Again it is manifest when there will be an imperfect syllogism, nevertheless possible for perfection, as in the second and third figures; and it is manifest when it will be perfect, as in the first figure. It is also manifest that, when there is a syllogism, it is necessary that the terms in the premises have themselves in figure and mode according to something among the aforesaid modes that have been stated.

But what has been said, that the conclusion must be particular when one of the premises is particular, is so for this reason: because when the middle is joined particularly to one of the extremes, it cannot be unitive and connective universally, because what is in the part does not infer what is in the whole, but conversely.

Again, when one of the premises is negative, the conclusion must be negative, because when one of the extremes is divided from the middle, or conversely, the middle cannot join the extremes through the union which the extremes have with it; and therefore what is particularly joined to one and removed from the other is the cause of the separation of extreme from extreme.

Again, what was said, that the same thing cannot be proved through itself, is not understood of those things which are the same through substance, but of those things which are the same according to the principles by which they are taken and known. And therefore the definition proves the thing defined, because the definition is under principles better known than the thing defined; so it is here in the proof which we have introduced. This therefore is the true opinion about those things.
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But here it will be plain that every demonstration or every syllogistic showing will be through three terms and not more terms tending to the same conclusion and inferring one and the same conclusion, unless perhaps one and the same conclusion is made or concluded through different middles, as happens in dialectical and probable matters, in which one and the same conclusion is often proved through many middles; but then it is not one syllogism, but many tending to one conclusion.

But this can happen in two ways. For many middles ordered to one conclusion can be non-continuous or non-communicating among themselves, and they can be communicating in some one thing which has itself as continuing and connecting them. An example of the first is that E is said to be the principal intended conclusion, and it is concluded through A B as through one middle, and is also concluded through E D as through another middle, which are not joined to each other in any one thing. If something connects them, and middles thus ordered to one conclusion constitute two diverse syllogisms, they are not one syllogism, but belong to one conclusion. An example of the second is as if E, the principal intended conclusion, is said to be concluded through A B as through one middle, through A C as through another middle, and through B C as through a third middle; yet these middles communicate with one another in E, which is common to the second and third, or in A, which is common to the first and second, as happens in prosyllogisms which are introduced for the declaration of the major or minor. For these must have some common term, just as the major and minor themselves in the principal syllogism communicate in one middle term. In these two ways, then, nothing prevents there being several middles for the same conclusion.

But these middles taken in these two ways are not one syllogism according to substance, but are several according to the substance of the syllogism. This happens in prosyllogisms, as if A B are two propositions having three terms for concluding what we have called the principal conclusion, and for proving or concluding it proposition A and proposition B are taken, and proposition A is to be proved and is proved through D C, two propositions communicating in one middle; and again B, the second proposition, is to be proved through F G, another two propositions communicating in another middle. Or one thing of the principal syllogism is proved by induction, while another thing which is second in the principal syllogism is proved by a syllogism which is called a prosyllogism, for induction has to be reduced to syllogism. But in all these ways there are several syllogisms according to substance and not one, of which the sign is that there are several conclusions concluded by them, such as conclusion A which is concluded in the induction, conclusion B which is concluded in the prosyllogism, and conclusion E which is concluded in the principal syllogism.

But if those conclusions are not said by someone to be many, but one, because one is the finally intended conclusion to which the others have been introduced in prosyllogisms, in this way it is well conceded that one ultimately intended conclusion can happen to be made through several middles thus ordered to one. But for this to be made in such a way that the principal conclusion is concluded through A B as through several middles according to substance is impossible; because since a syllogism is the immediate cause of the conclusion and is a cause through its substance, it would follow that one and the same substantial effect belongs to several causes according to one mode of causality. And this is impossible if the causes are equally immediate and according to the same genus of causality.

For the sake of example let E be the principally intended conclusion, concluded from A, one proposition, and B, another, and from C and D, other propositions having another middle; and thus let one thing be concluded through many. From what has been had before it follows that in each syllogism one must have itself to the other as the whole has itself to the part, as a universal has itself to a particular; and one term must have itself to another as whole to part, as the greater extreme has itself to the middle and the middle to the lesser in the first figure. But the middle has itself as a whole to each extreme in the second figure, and the extremes have themselves to the middle as whole to part in the third, because without such a relation of whole to part there is no syllogistic course. For we said in the preceding matters that if there is a syllogism, some terms of the syllogism must have themselves to one another as whole and part.

Therefore let us posit that A has itself to B as a whole has itself to a part. And so it follows that the conclusion is something from them which follows from them through syllogistic consequence. Therefore this conclusion is either the conclusion E which we have said is proper, or it is another conclusion than E, as if we say that another of those things which are C D is concluded, which are other than E, as if one of the premises is concluded through a syllogism. Or if we say that some other thing whatever is concluded which is other than both the premises and the principal conclusion, and is beyond all these three.

And if the first member of this division is granted, namely that from the A B propositions having themselves as whole and part the principal conclusion E is concluded, then from propositions A B there will be a syllogism to E, and those two propositions have only three terms, in one of which they communicate and are connected. But if the other propositions which are C D also have themselves to one another as whole and part, then something which is a conclusion also follows from them. Therefore either E, which is the conclusion of the first syllogism, also follows from them, or the other of the premises in the first syllogism follows, namely either A or B, that is, the major or the minor, or something else beyond these three follows, which is none of these. And if the first member of this division is granted, namely that E follows, then it will have been syllogized through several middles and several syllogisms. But if the second member is granted, namely that the other follows, either A or B, there will be several prosyllogisms; and thus always either there will be several syllogisms, just as the prosyllogisms are several and fall into number together with the principal syllogism, or there are several syllogisms introduced for one conclusion, just as we said a little before that it happens that the same thing or the same conclusion is concluded through several middles and through several terms. For this often happens in dialectical matters, and also in demonstrations where the same thing is demonstrated through several causes by diverse demonstrations. But if the third member is granted, namely that something else beyond these three things which have been said is concluded, namely neither the principal conclusion, nor the major, nor the minor of the principal syllogism, then those syllogisms will be many and unjoined to one another and non-communicating in terms.

But if it is said that propositions C and D do not have themselves to each other as whole and part, so that they could make a syllogism or syllogistic course, then they have been variously assumed for the proposed point, concluding nothing, unless perhaps it is said that they are accepted as things besides the necessary, such as those which are assumed for the sake of induction proving a universal, or for the sake of the relation of the proposed point, or for some other such thing. Yet in whatever way they are taken, they will always be several syllogisms according to substance. But if it is said that from the A B propositions the principal conclusion E is not consequent, but that from the A B propositions some conclusion other than E is made, and from C D, other propositions having been assumed, one of these, namely either A or B, is made the consequent conclusion, as in prosyllogisms; or perhaps it is said that some other conclusion whatever follows and is concluded from those propositions beyond those three things which have been said, it is certain that in all these ways there are several syllogisms, but not to that which was proposed, because they are not made for the first conclusion. For it was posited by us a little before that propositions A B are of that conclusion which we have said is E, but propositions C D, as has now been said, are not of the same conclusion; and thus there are many syllogisms not communicating with one another.

But if someone says that from propositions C D no conclusion at all is made in any way, neither the same as the first nor another, then it happens or follows that propositions C D have been assumed vainly and are not of that conclusion which follows from the beginning through the first concluded syllogism. Therefore it is manifest from what has been said that every syllogism and every demonstration will be only through three terms and not through more, unless there are several syllogisms according to substance.

But if someone objects against these things and says that a syllogism from opposites has only two terms, thus: no discipline is morally good; every discipline is morally good; therefore no discipline is discipline. Again, an enthymeme which is the conversion of a proposition has only two terms, and yet this is reduced to a syllogism, because every argumentation has to be reduced to syllogism. But the conversion of a proposition in two propositions has only two terms; and thus also the syllogism into which such an enthymeme is reduced will have only two terms. There is a similar objection about induction, which has many terms and is reduced into a syllogism without the diminution of any term. And again there is a similar objection about example, which has four terms and is reduced into a syllogism without the diminution of any term.

But to all these and similar things it was already answered long ago in the book of this science, namely that a syllogism, at most and at least, has three terms; but sometimes it has three according to the substance and reason and proper act of the terms, as in a perfect syllogism. Sometimes it has fewer, namely according to substance, but three according to reason, as in a syllogism from opposites, in which the greater extreme, one according to substance, is double according to reason, because the major is also the minor when it is placed a second time in the minor proposition. And something like this occurs in an enthymeme, in which one proposition is retained in the mind. Sometimes it has more terms according to substance, but not according to reason, as in induction, in which all singulars introduced under one common term have the reason of one term, which is the lesser extreme. Sometimes it has more terms according to substance and reason, as in an example; but then that argumentation is not reduced into one syllogism, but into many, as happens in example, as will be shown in the following matters of the second book.

Yet with regard to all these things it must be noted that, although the greater extreme sometimes places itself in the number with itself, as in the syllogism from opposites in which it becomes as two, nevertheless the middle according to the act of mediating does not place itself in number with itself so as to make two terms by being posited twice in two propositions. Nor will there be four terms because of two subjects and two predicates, because one act of one middle, which is the act of uniting and joining the extremes, cannot be unless one middle is referred to both extremes. This act of mediating cannot be perfected unless the middle is posited twice, once with one extreme in the major proposition and once with the other in the other proposition; and thus it is clear that there are only three terms.

Although also in this proposition the middle is signified by several letters, nevertheless it is only one according to the act and reason of the middle; but by several letters its relation to diverse things is signified. And therefore when it is signified by one letter, it is signified according to substance; but when it is signified by two letters, its two relations are signified; and when by three, it is signified as one uniting two; and when by four, it is signified as having position in two propositions which have two subjects and two predicates.
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But when this, which has been said about the number of terms, is manifest or has been made manifest, it must be shown that every syllogism which is simply one is from two propositions and not from more. For three terms according to the substance, act, and reason of terms are materially two propositions, because the middle according to the reason and act of mediating must be accepted in each proposition; and unless this is done, it will not be a middle in the reason and act of mediating. For according to one act of mediating the middle is called one term; and in this way three terms are the complete and sufficient matter of two propositions.

And if an objection is made about the enthymeme, where there are two terms and one proposition, it is easy to solve it by saying that an enthymeme is not an open and perfect syllogism, but a hidden one. For one proposition of it, insofar as it is a hidden syllogism, is held in the mind; and in this way it has three terms and two propositions. And it is clear from the reason already introduced that three terms, terminated toward one another according to the reason and act of terms, necessarily constitute two propositions.

And if it is objected that two propositions have four terms, either one can say that this was solved in the preceding chapter, or it can be said better that the terms of a syllogism are one thing and the terms of propositions another. For the terms of a syllogism are those sufficiently terminating the syllogistic consequence of one thing from another; and such terms are necessarily three, because one thing is not concluded of another except through a third, which is the middle. But the terms of a proposition are those in which the resolution of the proposition stands; hence in this way there are four terms of two propositions, which four terms nevertheless are only three terms of the syllogism.

According to this mode, therefore, three terms are two propositions, unless some additional terms are assumed to prove the major or the minor of the principal syllogism or its perfection, because sometimes according to sufficient proof a syllogism is not perfect in its propositions. But then, when several terms are co-assumed in this way, the syllogism is not simply one according to substance, as was said in the preceding parts of the preceding chapter. This happens in prosyllogisms which are brought in for the perfection of the principal syllogism, which syllogism is finally one, although according to substance it is not simply one.

From this it is manifest that in any syllogistic discourse whatever for inferring a perfect conclusion there are only even propositions, that is, two; because two is the first even number, just as three is the first odd number. I mean the propositions by which, when ordered in a mode, the conclusion of the principal syllogism is made. But I say principal, because even of prior conclusions which are concluded in prosyllogisms there must be certain propositions through which they are concluded. But just as the conclusion is not principal, so neither are those propositions the propositions of the principal syllogism; and therefore such discourse is not syllogistic, because it is not simply one syllogism, or it asked several things toward and for the principal conclusion, or it was not syllogized in mode and figure. For sometimes several things are asked toward the proposed conclusion in dialectical syllogisms, as Aristotle teaches in the eighth book of the Topics.

But if syllogisms are taken according to the principal propositions of the syllogism, every syllogism is from perfect propositions, that is, even ones, because from two; and it is from abundant terms, that is, odd ones, because from three terms. For there is one more term than propositions. For otherwise the consequence of extreme to extreme cannot be terminated except through a middle. Hence, because one thing is concluded of one, there are two terms; and because of the consequence there must be a third which is the middle term, which, taken twice, makes two propositions and the consequence of the third, which is the conclusion, from the two. It could not make this consequence unless it were referred to the extreme of each proposition. For this reason there is also such a proportion between the propositions of the syllogism and the conclusion, that the conclusion is half the propositions, because the principal conclusion is one and the premise-propositions are two. Although in the preceding matters concerning mixings it was shown that sometimes two conclusions follow from one syllogism, nevertheless those two conclusions are not equally immediate or equally principal, but one is the immediate conclusion and the other secondary, which is concluded through that which is principal.

But when through ante-syllogisms, which are called prosyllogisms, one of the premise-propositions is concluded above or below the other premise, by accepting a middle for the prosyllogism, then they are as continuous middles, as if accepted according to the same line for one conclusion; yet by immediately accepting one above or below the other of the extremes, they are then called continuous middles. Or when diverse conclusions are concluded through several non-continuous middles, which are not accepted according to one line for the same conclusion, as in syllogisms which are not one syllogism with one final conclusion, as if A B is the conclusion which is concluded through C D, two middles continuous or non-continuous, then still the multitude of terms posited in the propositions of such syllogisms will exceed the multitude of propositions by one in number.

But this is proved thus. For if in continuous terms accepted according to one line of superior and inferior, a term is accepted which is extrinsic to the principal syllogism and necessary in the prosyllogism, which is also called an intervening term, either it will be taken extrinsically in the line according to the line and order of terms, or it will be placed intrinsically with respect to the order of the middle between the extremes posited in the principal syllogism. I call extrinsic the same as toward what is outside in the order of terms, and some middle is taken above the greater extreme by ascending, as animal above man, living above animal, body above living, and substance above body; or it is taken by descending under the lesser extreme, as if the middle is living, and under living animal is taken, and under animal man, and under man some man, and so on. For each is called extrinsically assumed. But an intervening term is said to be placed at the middle or intrinsically when it is taken between the extremes of the principal syllogism, namely under the major and above the lesser extreme, when the intervening term has been assumed. And this happens when a distant extreme is not concluded of an extreme through an immediate middle, as if substance is concluded of some man through living. Then between living and some lower man the middles animal and man can be taken, and between substance and living the middles body and animated and the like can be taken; all of these are ordered to the middle which is between the extremes. And in both ways, namely by assuming extrinsically and intrinsically, terms are multiplied through the assumption of such middles.

But in each of those modes it happens that the intervals, which are propositions, are always one less than the terms. For the assumed middle is always between extremes joinable through a middle; and such joinability cannot exist unless the terms, with one mediating between two, exceed the propositions. But propositions are called intervals because they are equal to intervals; and this was explained equally in this way in the preceding matters.

And although in this way the number of terms exceeds the number of intervals by one, nevertheless the propositions thus assumed are not always perfect, that is, even in number, and the terms abundant, that is, odd in number, because they can be assumed both extrinsically and intrinsically both evenly and unevenly. But in this the terms and propositions have themselves by permutation: when the propositions are perfect or even according to number, then the assumed terms are abundant or odd; and conversely, when the propositions are odd or abundant, the terms are even. For the number of terms cannot have itself to the number of propositions in only one of the modes, since the middle is always necessary for joining the extremes, and since the extremes belong to two propositions, it is necessary that the number of terms exceed the number of propositions by one in such prosyllogisms thus assumed. And the cause of this is that, always with one term thus assumed, one proposition is added through the relation of that term to the middle, from wherever, whether extrinsically or intrinsically, it is taken and added. For this reason, when the terms are abundant, the propositions will be perfect, and conversely; and therefore it is necessary that terms and propositions be thus transmuted according to even and odd when one and the same form has been added in the terms.

But conclusions concluded from such terms and propositions will no longer have the same order according to even or odd number, neither with respect to terms nor to propositions. For when one assumed term is added, conclusions are then joined, which are only one unit fewer than the pre-existing terms. For any superior can be concluded of an inferior, and only the last in such an order cannot be concluded of anything, because between the last and something inferior taken there is no middle, since there is nothing further under it which can be accepted under it. But to all other superior terms a conclusion of the superior about the inferior is made through the middle taken. An example of this is as if we say that to the terms of one syllogism, which are A B C, in which A is adjacent to C through B, an intrinsically assumed term, D, is added, thus A B C D. Then two conclusions will immediately be adjacent, because one conclusion is A, the greater extreme, concluded of B through the middle C, and the other is A concluded of B through the assumed middle C through D. It is similar also in all other assumed terms with respect to the portion of the number of terms to the number of conclusions in the order, when a term is taken outwardly, whether by ascending or by descending.

But if a term assumed intrinsically intervenes at the middle, it will have itself in the same way with respect to the number of conclusions, because it will not make a syllogism to only one last term in the order of terms, since this cannot be concluded of anything. Therefore it is clear that in such an assumption there will be many more conclusions than there are terms or propositions. Yet it must be attended here that, although the last term in descending alone can never be concluded of anything in one order of terms, and the first in ascending is that of which nothing can be concluded, because between it and that which ought to be concluded of it there can be no middle, since otherwise it would follow that something is higher than the highest, which cannot be; and in this way no conclusion can be made to either of the last terms. But to any one whatever, when one of the middles has been taken intrinsically between the extremes, two propositions are added to the middle. For let the terms of the principal syllogism be A B C; then A is concluded of C through B, and the propositions are these: every A is B, every C is B, and there are three terms. Let one term be taken between A and B, and let it be D; then there will be two new propositions, of a new syllogism, namely these, every D is A, and every B is D; and A is concluded of B through D. And then there seem to be four terms and four propositions, and thus as many terms as propositions. Nevertheless this is not toward one and the same conclusion, but toward two; but since a proposition in such syllogisms is not an interval between two terms immediately taken, which are subject and predicate, then two other propositions of the prior syllogism disappear and fail, which were every B A and every C B, because then B is not immediate to A, but rather is joined to it in a new conclusion through D. For A is concluded of B through D, and thus it still remains that there are three terms of two propositions and not four, because one of the prior propositions disappears and two new ones are generated from the assumption of one term.

And it is in every way the same if some term is assumed between the middle and the lesser extreme, as when it is said that the terms are A B C and E is taken between B and C; for then through E, B will be concluded of C. And in this way also it is clear that when one term is added, two conclusions are made, because A is concluded of C through B, and A is concluded of B through D, and it is similar from the other side between the middle and the lesser extreme. For then the middle will be concluded of the lesser extreme, and the middle becomes an extreme through the newly assumed middle. But if entirely diverse syllogisms are made, as if one is A B C and another D E F, then there must be six terms and four propositions, and this is not contrary to what has been said. But intrinsically, between the greater extreme and the middle, and between the middle and the lesser extreme, middles are taken in prosyllogisms; but altogether diverse terms are taken for those which have been posited as diverse syllogisms.

And it is clear that in one order of terms, when one term has been added, a new conclusion is always added besides the last, as has been said, because a new middle between the extremes makes one conclusion. But then the things which were previously extremes in the principal syllogism are not made non-extremes unless some other middle of the extremes is taken, with which that which was previously the middle becomes an extreme; and this is what is proved in this part. And it is clear that it is impossible that for diverse conclusions made in whatever way there not be diverse propositions and diverse terms, if they are accepted according to the reason of terms.
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But because from the things that have been determined we have those things from which, as from material principles, syllogisms are made, and through the formal principles determined in the preceding matters we have what sorts of syllogisms are made, and when, and why, in each figure: what sorts according to affirmation and negation, and when according to perfection and imperfection, and useful and useless conjugations, and why with respect to the consequence which is either through conversion or through being said of every or being said of none or through deduction to the impossible. We also have in how many modes it is made and in how many modes it is demonstrated in each figure. From these things it is also easily manifest to us which proposition is difficult and which is easily arguable through syllogism. For that proposition for which there are more ways, and which is concluded in more figures and through more cases or modes of figures, is easy for arguing; but that which is concluded in few figures and through fewer modes of the figure is more difficult to argue, because fewer ways of reason are had for it.

Therefore the universal affirmative is shown through the first figure alone, and through this also only simply, that is, it is concluded in the first mode alone; and therefore only one way of reason is had for it. But although the universal privative proposition is proved equally with the universal affirmative through induction of particulars, nevertheless through syllogism more ways are had for proving it than for proving the universal affirmative, because it is proved both through the first figure and through the middle figure: through the first indeed simply in one mode, namely the second; but through the middle figure it is proved doubly, through the first mode and the second of the second figure. But the particular affirmative is still more easily proved syllogistically than those two which have been mentioned, because it is proved both through the first figure and through the last: simply or in one mode it is concluded through the first, because the particular affirmative is only in the third mode of the first; but it is concluded triply through the last, because through the first mode of the third, and through the third and fourth. But easiest of all is proved the particular negative or privative, because it is shown in all figures: simply indeed in the first, doubly in the second, and triply in the third, namely in the second, fifth, and sixth mode. Hence in the first it is concluded once; but in the middle and last it is also concluded: in the middle indeed doubly, and in the last triply.

From these things it is manifest that constructing the universal affirmative is indeed difficult, because there are few ways of reason for constructing it. But destroying it is very easy; for wholly or universally it is easier for universals to be taken away or destroyed than particulars. For the universal is destroyed both by the contrary and by the contradictory. For if what is contrary to inhering in every one inheres in none, and if what is contradictory does not inhere in some one, the universal affirmative, which is inhering in every one, has been removed in either way. Of these two, the contradictory, namely that which is not inhering in some one, is shown in all figures and in many modes of the figures; but the contrary, which is inhering in none, through which the universal affirmative is also destroyed, is shown and concluded in two figures, namely the first and the second.

But in the same way there is easy destruction and difficult construction in universal privatives more than in particulars, although less than in the universal affirmative. For the universal negative is destroyed in two ways, namely by contrary and contradictory. For if it inheres in every one contrary-wise, the universal negative has been removed; and if it inheres in some one, then again it has been removed by the contradictory. But of these two, the contradictory, namely the particular affirmative, is concluded in two figures, while the universal affirmative is concluded in one.

But in particulars destruction is easy: the negative is destroyed if it is shown to inhere in every one, and the affirmative is destroyed if it is shown to inhere in none. For it is not destroyed by the subcontrary, but only by the contradictory. But constructing each particular, namely affirmative and negative, is easier than destroying it, because each particular is syllogized in several figures and through several cases or modes of figures: for the particular negative is concluded in all figures, and the particular affirmative in two, and they are concluded through several cases or modes of figures.

But wholly or universally it ought not escape us that universals and particulars can destroy one another through themselves: for universals are destroyed through particulars contradictory to them, and particulars are destroyed through universals contradictory to them. But universals cannot be constructed through particulars, because if a particular affirmative is true, the universal does not follow as true for this reason. But conversely, through the universal, the particular subaltern to it is constructed: for if the universal affirmative is true, it follows that the particular affirmative is true; for if it inheres in every one, it follows that it also inheres in some one. And it is similar concerning the universal negative from which the particular negative is concluded. Together with this it is also manifest that it is easier to destroy than to construct, because it is destroyed through two, and constructed through one only.

But from all things that have been said from the beginning of this book up to here, it is manifest how syllogism is made with respect to generation, and through how many terms, and through how many propositions, and how they have themselves to one another in composition and mixing. Furthermore it is manifest which proposition is concluded in each figure, because the universal affirmative is concluded in one, the universal negative in two, the particular affirmative in two, and the particular negative in all. Hence it is manifest which proposition is shown syllogistically in more cases or modes of figures and which in fewer modes; for this whole matter is plain from what has been said.

And therefore the ancient commentators of this book said that here the first pericope, that is, section, ends, which is about the generation of syllogisms and the principles pertaining to the generation of syllogisms. But from here they said that the second pericope begins, in which the faculty and aptitude of syllogizing in a syllogism thus generated, as has been prescribed, is taught. But why this or that proposition is concluded in this or that figure has been said in the preceding matters.
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CHAPTER I. Toward what things one must look for the discovery of the middle.

Once the generation of syllogisms has been had, as has been determined, it must be seen how we will always be apt for syllogisms, or with syllogisms, because the Greeks put the genitive for the ablative. But we will be apt from the faculty and power of syllogizing. For this is most to be desired in this science, because, as was said from the beginning, syllogism is the instrument through which, in complex matters, knowledge of the unknown is received through what is known. And therefore one who is apt in syllogizing will be apt for receiving knowledge of any complex matter whatever. But he cannot be apt except through the discovery of the middle, because, as was proved in the preceding chapter, the addition of a middle makes an addition of conclusions, which are knowledge of the unknown. Therefore it is necessary to teach the discovery of the middle; for although this cannot be done by the resolutory art from which this book is named, nevertheless it is necessary, for the goodness of the doctrine, that the discovery of this be taught. Nor could resolution be made unless the middle had been found.

Therefore in this treatise we shall teach how we will be apt for finding syllogisms for terminating any proposition or proposed question whatever, and we shall teach by what way we shall take the principles of syllogizing which concern each proposed thing set before us to be terminated or concluded. But first we shall teach, in matters common to every proposed question, toward what things one must look, and afterward we shall also say toward what sorts of things one must look, and thus we shall pass over to the inspection of more proper things; for this now remains to be said. For in this science it is not only necessary to consider the generation of the syllogism, which pertains to the resolutory science; but, since this science is the mode of the other sciences, its greatest usefulness consists in this, that we have the power or faculty of making syllogisms. Hence, although we are naturally capable, nevertheless art, supervening upon nature, gives the power of making syllogisms; and if practice is added to it, we will be capable by nature, powerful by art, and ready by practice, as Victorinus says. Therefore for the discovery of the middle, first the definition of predicables and subjectibles in the question which is proposed to be terminated must be posited.

Therefore let us say that, of all things which are, some are such that they are not predicated universally of anything else besides themselves, nor can be predicated so that the predication is true, for example Cleon and Callias, and, to speak generally, whatever is singular and sensible; because proper sense is only of this singular. But such things are first substance, of which all other predicates are predicated, as is clear in the examples introduced of Cleon and Callias. For of each of them both species and genus are predicated, because each of them is both man and animal, rational and capable of laughter, and is distinguished by a proper accident. Other things, however
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are predicates only: they themselves indeed are predicated of other things subject to them, but concerning them other things prior to them according to understanding are not predicated, as are the most general genera. But other things are those which both are themselves predicated of certain things as of subjects, and of which other things are predicated, as are the middle things between the most general and the singular, as man, which is a species, is predicated of Callias, and animal is predicated of man; and thus man is a predicate with respect to certain things, and a subject with respect to other things. Concerning these things enough has been said in the Predicaments.

But the proof of this division is this: since, therefore, certain of the things which are are naturally apt to be said or predicated of nothing (as the first member of this division says), this is plain in this way: the nature of sensible or singular things is nearly each one of such a sort that it is predicated of nothing. But I say nearly because of the vague individual; nevertheless when that is predicated, it is predicated for the sake of the species, and not for the sake of itself insofar as it is an individual itself. On account of this, any sensible or singular thing of this kind is such that it is predicated of nothing, unless it is predicated as according to accident; for we sometimes say that that white thing demonstrated in sense is Socrates. And in this way Socrates is not predicated insofar as he is singular, but rather what is discretely picked out in sense (which is formal) is predicated of Socrates; for the sense is: Socrates is that white thing, and that demonstrated white thing is determined through Socrates. For in this way that white thing has the nature of a predicable accident, just as the vague individual has the nature of a species when it is said that Socrates is some man. But enough has been said about this both in the science of Universals and in the science of the Predicaments; and in this way we say that this thing coming is Callias.

But because in ascending in the line of predicables one sometimes stops at one thing which is a predicate only and not a subject, although this has been said in the Predicaments, nevertheless again we shall say this further in the Posterior Analytics through demonstration; and therefore let this be supposed here, because it will not be able to be proved through this science. And thus the second member of the introduced division is plain. Therefore concerning those things which are supreme in the predicamental line, it does not happen that one demonstrate another predicate which is predicated per se of them; and if something is predicated of them, it will not be predicated except according to opinion, that is, according to a community which is not of genus or species, but is a community of opinion, that is, of analogy. This community is only of opinion, because although it is in many things, nevertheless that which is predicated is only in one, and in the others there is some mode of it, which opinion contributes and refers to community1. Yet these most general genera are predicated by true predication of other inferior things; and in this they are contrary to singulars, because singulars are not predicated of others, but other things are predicated of them.

But concerning those things which are in the middle of these, it is manifest that both happen, because these are said or predicated both of others, and other things are said or predicated of them. For nearly all syllogistic reasonings or reasonings are especially about these, namely the intermediate things. And concerning these three one must also consider reasonings in the discovery of middles. But we say nearly, because sometimes in syllogisms the extremes become middles, as in the second figure and the third; but this happens rarely. Yet especially in such things as are subjected and predicated with respect to diverse things, one looks in the discovery of the middle, because by this position they are middles, as the middle in the first figure.

Therefore for concluding the proposed thing concerning each proposed thing, that is, the proposed question, one must take propositions in such a way that first one proposes and accepts before other things the definitions of the subject, or even, as some say, of the predicate; and one must accept all other things which are proper to the subject, such as descriptions and any notifications whatever which are proper to the thing which is subjected and concerning which it is asked that something can be concluded of it, because through proper things one syllogizes more toward the proposed point. For what is convertible contributes more to the proposed point than what is not convertible. But after these one must look into all things which follow, that is, which are consequents essentially to the subject, as animal is to man; for under such things the middle must be taken in the first figure and in the third, and over such things the middle must be taken in the second figure. Then also, after these, thirdly one must look into all things which follow the thing which is the subject, and again what thing the thing follows, that is, what things the subject itself is antecedent to, as man is antecedent to animal. And also those things to which the subject follows, as man follows some man. And because of negative syllogisms one must also look into all repugnant things whatever do not happen to inhere in the same subject because of separation or opposition. But one must not accept or look at those things in which the subjected thing itself does not happen to inhere, for this would be superfluous, because once the repugnant things which are universally removed from the thing have been had, those things in which the subjected thing itself also does not follow are had, because the universal negative is converted simply and in terms. And therefore, once it is known to what some predicate is repugnant, it is also known to what things the subject is repugnant, when the universal negative proposition has been converted.

Again, in those things which follow the subject of the question, as antecedent, one must divide, and one must look at all things which follow the subject in respect of what it is, and are predicated substantially of the subject; and one must look at those consequent things which follow not in respect of what it is, but whatever also follow them and are predicated of them as proper and convertible. For through this one concludes more to the proposed point, because they are convertible, as risible is with man and sensible with animal. And one must also look at those things which follow the subject as accidents, because an accidental conclusion is concluded of something only through an accidental middle. And again, among those things which follow as accident, one must consider whether it is predicated as a probable being which is determined to opinion, namely in such a way that it seems so to all or to many or to the wise, and especially to the notable; these make a probable proposition. And again one must look at the things which are predicated of the subject or follow upon the subject according to the truth of the thing, which are of the essence of the thing, from which demonstrative and necessary propositions are made. For the more of such things someone is suitable for accepting through the faculty of intellect, so much the more discerning he is, and the more quickly he will find conclusions; and the more he is an inspector of such truer and more essential things, so much the more and more effectively he will demonstrate the proposition, because a demonstrative syllogism is from essential propositions.

But in those things which have been said, one must not choose only the things that have been said, but one must also choose which are more and which are less to be chosen. Therefore especially such consequents are to be chosen, not those which follow particularly or indefinitely, but those which follow the whole thing of the subject distributed into all its particulars. For example, one must not choose what follows a certain man or some man, but that must be chosen which follows every man; and this is more useful for this reason, because every syllogistic course is through universal propositions, and the middle which universally follows the lesser extreme infers universally more than another. Therefore when the middle is chosen according to an indefinite consequent, then it is uncertain whether the proposition which is concluded is universal, because the indefinite can be verified both for the whole and for the part; but when it is bounded in quantity by a universal sign, then it is manifest what can follow from such a middle. Similarly, however, among the antecedents to the subject of the question that is more to be chosen which the whole subject itself, that is, universally, follows, that is, the things of which the subject of the question is predicated universally, on account of the same cause which has been stated: namely because universals are more powerful in the syllogistic course.

But those things which follow upon the subject itself of the question must not be taken according to the whole, that is, as following it universally, so that a universal sign is placed at the predicate which follows upon the subject, as if I should say that man follows every animal, or if I should say that music follows every discipline, as if I should say, music is every discipline. But one must only accept the predicate which simply follows the subject without a distributive sign, in the way also that we hold forth or propose in the propositions of the syllogism. For if the predicate is predicated universally of the subject taken indefinitely, it will be useless with respect to the syllogistic course, which is not attended according to the distribution of the predicate2; and it will be impossible with respect to the truth of the proposition, because disparate or opposed things will be predicated of the same thing. For it is impossible that every man, or man, should be every animal, because thus every man, or man, would be an ass and a lion and things of this sort; and in this way it is impossible that justice should be every good. But the subject to which or upon which the predicate follows in that proposition is said as every, because the subject is distributed by a universal sign; for this is useful for the syllogistic course and does not make the proposition impossible.

But when the subject of the question is contained by some higher thing of its own, and the consequents of it, namely of the subject, must be taken for discovery of the middle, then one must not choose to take those things which are among the things that essentially contain the subject, because those things are enclosed in act and understanding in the subject and in those things which belong to the account of the subject. Similarly also one must not much take the things which do not inhere universally, because those things are essentially repugnant; and all these are at once taken once the subject itself has been taken; and therefore it is superfluous to study again for the acceptance of such things. And this is clear through this, that whatever things follow animal essentially, these also follow man, through what was said in the Predicaments: when one thing is said of another, whatever things are said of the predicate are also said of the subject. And similarly it is with repugnant things: whatever things do not universally inhere in the consequent, these also do not inhere in the antecedent, because whatever things are removed from animal are also removed from man.

Yet among extraneous repugnant things those things must be taken more which are more proper and nearer, rather than those things which are more extraneous and more remote. And this rightly happens, because certain things belong to the species which are proper and near to it besides the genus; for it is necessary that in diverse species, insofar as they are species, certain proper things inhere besides the genus; and the opposites of those things are also nearer to the species than the opposites of genera. Again, one also must not choose that universal which follows the thing that is contained, that is, the subject or antecedent, as animal, which follows that which is man; and this is because, once the subject or antecedent has been taken, all those things are taken which follow it as universal and essential, just as it is necessary that animal follow man; and similarly it is necessary that all other essential predicates follow upon that antecedent, because all these things are in the choice of man; and therefore, when the antecedent has been accepted and generally accepted, all those things have been accepted in the choice of man.

Again, those things also must be taken and chosen which for the most part and not always follow the subject, that is, as in most cases; and also such things which something follows for the most part, which are indeed predicates of the subject, but when they are taken, certain things follow them as in most cases, and these are useful in the taking of middles, because for terminating problems which are for the most part or in most cases, a syllogism is made from propositions which are as in most cases either to all or at least to some. For the conclusion of each syllogism in such matters is similar to the principles or propositions through which it is concluded.

Moreover, those things which follow all, both antecedents and consequents, or subjects and predicates, must not be chosen, because from the conjunction of such terms there cannot be a useful conjugation for syllogism. For all these will be disposed as predicates according to affirmation, which has no force in the second figure; nevertheless for what reason these things should not be chosen will be manifest in what follows.

But attention must be paid to the things which have been said here, so that they may be understood soundly. For what has been said, that some consequent follows upon an antecedent as frequently, and some as always, could have a calumny, because a consequent which follows the antecedent once always follows it, or never; but what follows frequently sometimes follows and sometimes does not, and thus it is not truly a consequent. But to this it must be said that in this whole science the antecedent is called the subject, and the consequent is called the predicate; and they are not called antecedent and consequent according to the consequence according to which that which is in another according to act and understanding follows upon it. And because a predicate sometimes inheres in a subject as now, sometimes as in most cases, and sometimes simply, for this reason the aforesaid considerations are taken in the consequent and antecedent. But these are called antecedent and consequent rather than subject and predicate, because subject and predicate do not state the order of the middle to the conclusion, but the consequent and antecedent of the middle state the order. For every affirmative relation of the middle to the conclusion is expressed through these intentions, antecedent and consequent; but every negative relation of the middle to the conclusion is sufficiently expressed through repugnant and extraneous; and therefore one must attend here to such intentions.

What also was said, that a universal sign is not to be added to the predicate of an affirmative proposition, because it is always false and makes the locution false, is sufficiently plain that with respect to the syllogistic course it is superfluous. But it is false for this reason, because the predicate according to any part whatever makes itself said of any part whatever of the subject; and thus it would happen that disparate things would be said of the same thing, which cannot be. Nevertheless in a negative proposition a universal sign added to the predicate can be said, in this way: every man is not animal, because since the affirmative with a universal sign is false, the negation coming upon it removes that falsity; and therefore it is suitably added in a negative3. And therefore it is also said in the book On Interpretation4 that there is no predication in which the predicate is taken universally with a universal sign.

Again, we also said that the consequent of the antecedent is to be chosen more than the consequent of the consequent, and that the nearer consequent is to be chosen more than the remote consequent; and concerning the extraneous the same was similarly said, because whatever follows upon the consequent follows upon the antecedent, and it is not converted; and whatever follows upon the remote follows upon the near, but it is not converted. And therefore more things are taken in the antecedent than in the consequent, and more things are taken in the near than in the remote; and therefore for the discovery of the middle it has more force to accept the antecedent than the consequent, and it has more force to accept the near than the remote.

Notes

	From this it follows that being is not univocal to the ten predicaments; and this is gathered from the words of the Philosopher in this part, as John the Grammarian also notes. P. J. (Ex quo sequitur ens non esse univocum decem praedicamentis: et hoc colligitur ex verbis Philosophi in hac parte, ut notat etiam Joannes grammat. P. J.) ↩

	According to that statement in book 1 of On Interpretation, chapter 3, no affirmation will be true in which the predicate is predicated universally of a universal subject. (Juxta illud 1 Periherm. cap. 3., nulla affirmatio erit vera in qua de universali subjecto universaliter praedicatur praedicatum.) ↩

	A limitation of that proposition: when the predicate is taken universally, the proposition is false. (Limitatio illius propositionis: quando praedicatum sumitur universaliter, propositio est falsa.) ↩

	In book 1 of On Interpretation, chapter 3. (In libr. 1 Periherm. cap. 3.) ↩
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But in this art concerning the discovery of the middle we shall first give rules for how the middle may be found for constructing every proposed problem, whether it is universal affirmative, or universal negative, or particular affirmative, or negative; and first, how a universal affirmative is constructed.

Therefore we say that, for those who wish to construct of some whole subject taken universally what is the subject of that predicate which is constructed of it, that is, what is predicated of it universally for the sake of all its parts, one must look, in the discovery of the middle, to the antecedents of the predicate which are subjects to it, of which it is said or predicated universally, and of which that predicate itself must be predicated universally; and this is what is essentially under that predicate. For those things are consequents of the subject, concerning which subject it must be predicated, whatever things follow the subject itself, just as in the Predicaments it must be said through that principle: when one thing is said of another as of a subject, whatever things are said of the predicate will all be said of the subject. For if, among the antecedents of the predicate and consequents of the subject, one single thing is found which both follows the subject and precedes the predicate, through that as through a middle it is concluded that one of those two, namely that which is the predicate, necessarily inheres universally in the other, which is the subject; and a universal affirmative is concluded. And the example of this is that, if animal is the predicate and man the subject, the middle will be that which is consequent upon the subject and antecedent to the predicate, such as rational, through which animal is concluded universally of man.

The second rule to be observed is for concluding a particular affirmative, and it is this: because if someone wishes to construct some predicate of some subject, not because it inheres in every one, but because it inheres in some one particularly, one must look to some antecedent which both follow, namely both subject and predicate. For if it is antecedent to each of these, through it the predicate will be concluded of that subject particularly.

The third rule is for concluding a universal negative, and it is this: because if someone wishes to conclude that the predicate must inhere in no subject according to all parts, one must look to what is extraneous or repugnant to the predicate, in which the predicate itself must not inhere, or from which the predicate is necessarily removed, and to the things following the subject. For if what is repugnant to the predicate and what is consequent upon the subject are the same, this will be the middle for concluding a universal negative through the first figure in the second mode of the first figure, and through the first mode of the second figure, which consists of a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor, like the second mode of the first figure.

But the fourth rule is the converse of the third, namely that for concluding a universal negative one must still look to the consequent of the predicate and to what is repugnant to the subject; because if these are the same, this is the middle for concluding a universal negative in the second mode of the second figure, which has a universal affirmative major and a universal negative minor. And this is what Aristotle says: that when someone wishes to conclude that some predicate ought to inhere in none of the subjects, one must first look at what is repugnant, in which the predicate ought not to inhere, and one must look to the things following the subject, as the third rule says. And thus one must look to that to which the predicate ought not to inhere, which is the middle for concluding those things which do not happen to inhere universally in the subject. Or conversely these things are to be accepted as the fourth rule says, that is, one who wishes to conclude universally that the predicate does not inhere in the subject should look to those things repugnant to the subject which do not happen to be present to that subject, and compare such a thing which does not happen to inhere in the subject to the things following the predicate. For if these repugnant things and consequent things are the same with respect to one another, then it is concluded that one, which is the predicate, happens to inhere in none of the other, which is the subject. But these two rules had to be given concerning the middle through which a universal negative is concluded, because sometimes it is concluded in the first figure and sometimes in the second, and by one middle in the first mode of the second figure and by another in the second; on account of this one rule will not be able to regulate the middle.

The fifth rule is for concluding a particular negative: for then one must look to the antecedent of the subject and to what is repugnant to the predicate. For if those are the same, through such a middle a particular negative is concluded. And this is what Aristotle says in difficult words in this way: that if someone wishes to conclude that a predicate particularly does not inhere in some subject, he must consider the antecedents of that subject, which the subject itself follows, in which the predicate must not inhere in the conclusion; and he must consider what is repugnant to the predicate, which cannot inhere in that same predicate. For if, among things thus repugnant to the predicate and antecedent to the subject, something is the same, then through that middle it is concluded that the predicate does not inhere in some subject, that is, particularly.

But what has been said will perhaps be more manifest concerning each one of the proposed things which have been stated, if in general terms there is posited each one of the things to be inspected in discovery of the middle. Therefore let the predicate in all these be designated by the letter A. And let the consequents of the predicate be those in which B is, that is, let them be designated by the letter A. And let the antecedents of the predicate, by which or to which the predicate itself follows, be those in which the letter C is placed as a sign. But let the things repugnant to the predicate, in which the predicate does not happen to inhere, be those in which there is the letter D. And thus the predicate and the consequents and antecedents, and the things repugnant to the predicate, have been signed. Again, however, let the subject in all these be signed with the letter E. And let the consequents of the subject which inhere in the subject as consequent upon it be signed by the letter F. But let the antecedents of the subject, in which the subject itself inheres and to which it follows, be signed and be those in which the sign G is placed. But let the opposites, or things repugnant to the subject, which do not happen to inhere in the subject, be those in which H is placed as a sign.

One must consider in the antecedents of the predicate, which are C, and in the consequents of the subject, which are F, that if something of those which are C is the same as something of those which are F, the consequents of the subject, this will be the middle for concluding a universal affirmative, so that it will be concluded that predicate A necessarily inheres in every subject E through such a middle. For such a middle is in the whole first, and the last is in the whole middle; and a syllogism of the first mode of the first figure is made. For according to this, F indeed inhered in every E, and C inhered in every predicate A, because C has been posited as antecedent to A.

But if in the inspection of such things C, which is the antecedent of the predicate, and G, which is the antecedent subject, are found to be the same, this will be the middle for concluding a particular affirmative, so that it is concluded that predicate A necessarily inheres in some one. And the cause of this is that in such a position of terms, A follows that which is C wholly or universally, so that every C is A; but the subject which is E follows universally that which is G, because it has been posited that G is antecedent to the subject.

But if, in the aforesaid position of these terms, it is found that F, which is consequent upon the subject, and D, which is repugnant to the predicate, are the same, this accepted middle will be for concluding a universal negative, namely this, that predicate A will inhere in no subject E. For this is proved from a prosyllogism which is made to prove that no F is A. But these syllogisms are formed in the first mode of the second figure thus: no A is D; every F is D; therefore no F is A. And in the prosyllogism, if no F is A and every E is F, it follows that no E is A; and this indeed is made through syllogisms in the second figure. But if the major is converted thus, no D is A, and this becomes the major of the prosyllogism, the second mode in the first figure will be made. In the same way the same can be syllogized through one syllogism in the second of the first figure or in the first of the second, if D F, that is, the predicate and consequent of the subject, are posited as one term. But when it is said that through a prosyllogism it is syllogized that no F is A, it is not intended that it is truly a prosyllogism; rather, by this it is intended that by the given rule the universal negative is not syllogized immediately in the first figure, but rather in the first figure it will be syllogized through conversion of this proposition, which is, no A is D. And through this we intend to signify that it ought properly to be said, no A is D, and not as properly conversely, no D is A. For D, since it is as a property of A itself, ought more to be removed from A than conversely; nevertheless it can conversely be said by conversion, so that it is said, no D is A; and therefore such a syllogism is not made immediately in the first figure, but rather by means of the said conversion1.

Again, for concluding a universal negative in the second mode of the second figure, one must look into the consequents of the predicate, which are B, and into the opposites of the subject, which are designated by the letter H. For if B and H are the same, this will be the middle for concluding in the second mode of the second figure that predicate A will inhere in no subject E. The reason for this is that according to the higher position of terms, B, which is consequent upon A, inheres in every A, so that every A is B; but no B, which is the middle, will inhere in that subject in which E is. And this is because it has been posited that H, which is the opposite of the subject, and B, which is the consequent of the predicate, are the same. Since, therefore, B inheres in no E, because of opposition it follows that A inheres in no E.

But according to the fifth rule, for concluding a particular negative one must look to the opposite of the predicate and the antecedent of the subject, because if D, the opposite of the predicate, and G, the antecedent of the subject, are the same, through such a middle it is concluded particularly that predicate A will not inhere in some subject E. The reason for this is that A will not inhere in that which is G, the antecedent of the subject, because it cannot inhere in that which is D, which is the opposite of the predicate. But G is under E, because it is antecedent to it; and therefore it follows particularly that A will not inhere in some E, that is, that some E is not A.

But alongside the rules given, another rule not given in the preceding matters can be accepted for syllogizing the lesser extremity indirectly of the greater. For if one looks to the antecedent of the subject and to the consequent of the predicate, then, if what is G, the antecedent of the subject, is the same as what is B, the consequent of the predicate, the syllogism will be converted, concluding the lesser of the greater extremity. The reason for this is that in such a disposition of terms predicate A will indeed inhere in every G, because B, the consequent predicate, inheres in every A, and G, which is the antecedent of the subject, will inhere in that which is B, the consequent of the predicate. For it was given that B was the same as that which is G, that is, the consequent of the predicate was said to be the same as the antecedent of the subject; and from such a rule there does not follow a universal affirmative, namely this, that E necessarily inheres in every A, so that this is concluded, every A is E, but there follows a particular affirmative concluding indirectly in the first figure, namely that some A is E. And the reason for this is that the universal affirmative is converted to the particular which is concluded. From these things, therefore, the verification of all the rules introduced above is plain.

Notes

	According to that statement in book I of the Posterior Analytics, this predication, white is wood, is according to accident and unnatural; but this one, this wood is white, is according to itself and natural. (Juxta illud I Posteriorum, haec praedicatio, album est lignum, est secundum accidens et innaturalis: haec vero secundum se et naturalis, hoc lignum est album.) ↩
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But so that the things which have been said may be seen more clearly, a figure has customarily been described by the Ancients in which three times three, that is, nine, are the combinations of antecedents and consequents and opposites which have been stated. Of these, three are useless and six useful; and this is plain to see according to the things which have been said.

Now this is the figure: first let a line be drawn from A B, which is the predicate with its consequent, to F E, which is the subject with its consequent. Then under that, on the other side of the quadrangle, let a line equidistant from the prior one be drawn from A C, which is the predicate with its antecedent, to G E, which is the subject with its antecedent, and let the lines B C and F G be continued to the completion of the quadrangle. But in line B C let the middle point be taken and let A D be placed there, which is the predicate with its extraneous or opposite; and opposite it in line F G let the middle point be taken and let it be signed by H E, which is the subject with its opposite. And from angle B let line B H and line B G be drawn, and from point D let three lines be drawn, namely D F, D H, and D G. Similarly, from point A let two lines be drawn in the opposite direction, namely line C F and line C H. But the third line is the one which was drawn to the side of the quadrangle, which is line C G.

And in this figure the first line, which is B F, will signify inconstant combinations between A B on one side and F E on the other side, and they are useless, because from such a choice of antecedents and consequents there will result a second figure from two affirmatives, which does not happen. But line B H, from consideration of antecedents and consequents and opposites, contains the conclusion of a universal negative in the first figure and in the second, in the second mode of the second figure; and it is a useful and constant conjugation. But line B G is a particular affirmative indirectly concluded in the first figure through conversion of the proposition and conclusion.

But in the middle point of line B C, line D F, from consideration of antecedents and consequents, concludes a universal negative in the first figure and in the first mode of the second figure. But line D H is inconstant or useless from consideration of the antecedents and consequents of the predicate and subject and the antecedents and consequents of each, because from such a combination nothing follows syllogistically, because all will be negative, from which nothing follows in any figure. But line D G, from consideration of antecedents and consequents and opposites, concludes a particular negative in the first and second and third figures.

But of the lines which are produced from point A, one is produced to point F, and from this consideration of antecedents and consequents of opposites a universal affirmative is concluded in the first figure. Then line C H, when produced from consideration of antecedents and consequents, is inconstant or useless in all three figures, because the particular negative in terms is not converted. But line C G is constant and useful, because in it a particular affirmative is concluded, in the first figure indeed through conversion, and similarly in the third. But this disposition is described thus according to the terms posited in the preceding matters. Therefore in these considerations of antecedents and consequents there are nine combinations, of which three are inconstant, but the six remaining are constant or useful.

A.B. F.E. A.D. H.E. A.C. G.E. Inconstant, because from two affirmatives in the second figure a syllogism is made. Universal negative. Universal negative in the first figure and in the second figure and in the first mode of the second. In the second mode of each. Particular affirmative in the first figure. In the mode of the first figure. In the first. In the first. Inconstant because from two negatives a syllogism is not made. Particular negative in the first, second, and third figures. Universal affirmative. Inconstant in all figures, because the concluded particular negative is not converted. Particular affirmative in the first figure through conversion, and in the third.

Therefore it is manifest from these things which have been said that one must look to the aforesaid antecedents and consequents and extraneous things of both predicate and subject in each of the three figures, because through these things which have been said, as regards the ordering of the middle, every syllogism is made according to every figure. Nevertheless there is a special aptitude for choosing the middle of a universal affirmative for concluding a universal affirmative. For if, in order to conclude a universal affirmative, a consequent and subject must be taken which is antecedent to the predicate, the most universal of all the things existing, or according to the order of the things posited between subject and predicate, must especially be chosen, provided that it is antecedent to the predicate. And this most universal of all is that which is nearest to the predicate, because if the predicate inheres universally in the superior containing inferiors, then it will necessarily inhere also in the inferior; and what inheres in every animal will inhere also in man, and thus it will inhere in the subject itself. But if it does not inhere universally in the superior, from this it follows that it is prevented from inhering universally in some inferior. Similarly, if an antecedent to the predicate must be accepted, the most universal of all antecedents must be chosen, and this is what is nearer to the predicate itself, for the same cause which was stated before. And Aristotle indeed says these things thus: that one must refer each one of the consequents to the predicate and subject, and of the antecedents to each of those two, to the things that are most first and universal, and look to this: that E, which is the subject, must be referred more to K F, which signifies the less common joined to the more common and taken in it among the things following the subject, than to F alone, which signifies the less common accepted in itself. And if one must look among the consequents or antecedents of the predicate, it must rather be taken that A is referred to K C, which signifies the less common related to the more common, than to C alone, which is the less common accepted in itself. And the reason for this is that, in such a disposition of terms, if A inheres in that which is K F, that is, in the more common universally, then it will also inhere in that which is F, which is the less common accepted in itself; because what inheres universally in animal also inheres in man. And what inheres in F will also inhere in that which is E, because E the subject is contained by F, which is the consequent of the subject. But if it does not follow upon this which is superior, it is still possible that it yet follow that which is F, which is the inferior accepted in itself.

Similarly one must consider in that which is C, which is the antecedent of the predicate, and one must see in what things, or to what things, the same antecedent follows; because if something follows upon first and more universal things, then beyond doubt it follows upon all those things which are under them. But if it does not follow upon the things which are first and higher, nevertheless sometimes it happens in some cases that it follows upon lower things; and therefore those things which are more universal among antecedents and consequents must be considered more.

But note that, although the principles of perfecting the generation of syllogisms, which are being said of every and being said of none and the conversion of propositions, are diversified in syllogisms about inherence and about the mode of the necessary and contingent, and therefore it was necessary to give diversity in the generation of syllogisms about inherence and about mode, nevertheless there is one mode of finding the middle through antecedents and consequents in all these, and it is not diversified in this respect by diverse matter. And therefore according to such diversity a diverse art for discovering the middle ought not to have been given.

Again, someone will ask why there are several rules for determining or concluding a universal negative, and only one single rule for concluding a universal affirmative. But to this it can be said that the cause of this is that a universal affirmative is converted through something universally fitting each of the extremes, which indeed must be posited as middle; but a universal negative is concluded through a middle fitting one of the extremes alone and differing universally from the other extreme. Yet this difference and fittingness can exist alternately with respect to subject and predicate, so that there is fittingness with respect to the subject and difference with respect to the predicate, or conversely; and according to this these two rules had to be assigned, and the universal comparison of the middle to the extremes with negation causes this.

Again, however, it can be asked why a rule for concluding a particular affirmative is posited only in the third figure, when nevertheless it could also be concluded in the first figure. And to this it must be said that the rule which we posited for concluding a particular affirmative suffices for concluding it both in the first and in the third; because in the third it is necessary only to convert the minor, and in the second a particular negative is also syllogized1, and for the reduction of that it is necessary for nothing to be present except the conversion of one proposition.

Again, someone can ask about the terms which were posited in the preceding matters. For the middle in a syllogism is one, on account of which, in the inspection of the middle, one must look to one and not to many; but in the terms posited above one is taught to look to many and to choose many things for a middle, as it was said that F and C are sometimes taken for concluding that every E is A, and so it is in many other cases. And to this it must be said that one must look only to one thing according to the reality and according to the account of the middle, which nevertheless according to comparison is referred to many things; because if F and C are the same terms, then through them, as through one term, it is syllogized that every E is A, and not otherwise. And thus it is plain that the inspection is only toward one.

Again, it can be asked about this: when the aptitude for concluding a universal affirmative is taught, one is taught to inspect and choose the universal consequent of the subject that is most remote from the subject; but in the preceding matters, for concluding the same conclusion, it was said that it is useful to look to the consequent more proper to the subject. And to this it must be said that in the preceding matters we taught that the consequent of the subject is to be accepted absolutely, without comparing it to the predicate; but here it is taught that the consequent of the subject is to be chosen which is only an accident with respect to the predicate. For before it was said about antecedents universally and consequents; but afterward what was said fits consequents which, remaining the same, follow upon the subject and antecede the predicate.

Notes

	Note that he is speaking about the third mode of the second figure and not about the fourth. (Nota quod loquitur de tertio modo secundo figurae et non de quarto.) ↩
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That the art which has been previously introduced suffices for every problem of propositions to be concluded through syllogism is clear from this, which is already plain through the foregoing: because every syllogistic consideration is through three terms and two propositions. For the relation of the middle does not extend except to two terms, which are the extremes; and these, with the middle which has itself toward the term according to the relation of underlying or of predicating or according to both of these, cannot constitute more than two propositions. And thus in three terms and two propositions there is every inspection of the middle.

It is also plain from the things predetermined that a syllogism is made through some one of the three figures. But this is shown in order in every problem in this way: let a universal affirmative be accepted in the syllogism, as when it is concluded that predicate A inheres in every subject E. But this is concluded for this reason, because the middle is taken for this which is the same C, which is antecedent to the predicate, and F, which is consequent upon the subject; and such a middle is in the first mode of the first figure, namely such that it is consequent upon the subject, so that the middle is in the whole major, and the lesser is in the whole middle. But such a middle is always consequent upon the subject and is predicated universally of the subject, and is antecedent to the predicate, so that the predicate is predicated universally of it; and those two relations are signed together by two letters, C F, of which one signifies the antecedent of the predicate and the other the consequent of the subject, the extremities being A and E. For E has been posited as subject and A as predicate, and the syllogism is made thus: every C F is A; every E is C F; therefore every E is A. For thus the first figure is made in such a relation of the middle.

But if a particular affirmative must be concluded, we shall take a middle which is the antecedent of the subject and the antecedent of the predicate the same, as if we say that the middle is C and G the same. For C is the antecedent of the predicate, and G is the antecedent of the subject. But if the middle is antecedent to each, then the middle will be subjected to each, and thus according to the position of terms it will be in the third figure, thus: every G C is A, and every G C is E; therefore some E is A; and this is the first mode of the third figure according to the inspections of the middle introduced above, and let the middle be G C.

But if a universal negative must be concluded, the middle must be taken which is the same as the consequent of the subject and the opposite or repugnant of the predicate, as if D and F are the same. In this way both the first figure and the middle or second figure are made; but the second figure will be first and the first through conversion of the major1. For, as was said in the preceding chapter, D is more properly removed from A than conversely A is removed from that which is D, since D is as it were a property of that which is A. Hence this syllogism is not made immediately through the first figure, but through the second; and afterward in the first it is made through conversion of the major, thus: no A is D F; every E is D F; therefore no E is A. But through the first figure, if the major is converted, thus: no D F is A; every D F E; therefore no E A. For in the first figure, in the first proposition, the middle is subjected, as because A F inheres in no D F, but D inheres in every E. But the middle figure is made from this: D F indeed inheres in no A, that is, that no A is D F, but E inheres in every D F; for thus the first mode of the second figure is made.

But if a particular negative must be concluded, we shall take a middle which is the same as the opposite of the consequent or predicate and the antecedent of the antecedent or subject, as if D and G are the same. For then it is concluded that some E is not A, or that A does not inhere in some E; and such a syllogism is made in the last figure, and that consequent A will inhere in no G because G, which is the antecedent of the subject, is the same as the opposite of the consequent, and therefore it is universally removed from it, thus: no G D is A; every G D is E; therefore some E is not A; which is the second mode of the third figure.

Therefore it is manifest as if from induction that through the aforesaid figures every syllogism is made for concluding any problem whatsoever; and this indeed is immediately plain, that every ostensive syllogism is made through such inspections of the middle, and through the three aforesaid figures, and according to the six useful inspections of the middle which were determined in the preceding chapter.

But there are three other inspections of the middle that are utterly useless. The first among them is if the consequent of the subject and of the predicate are the same; for those things must not be chosen as middles which follow all things, both subjects and predicates. And the cause of this is that no syllogism at all can be made from such things in any of the figures. For to construct some affirmative problem does not happen syllogistically from consideration of consequents of the subject and predicate, because it does not follow, if something is predicated of the antecedent and that same thing is predicated universally of the consequent, that for this reason such a consequent is predicated of such an antecedent either universally or particularly. For such a disposition makes the second figure, in which no syllogism is made from both affirmatives. Similarly, however, privatively or negatively it does not happen that one extreme is said of another either universally or particularly from such a middle taken which follows both the antecedent and the consequent, because it does not follow, if the higher is said universally of something, that the lower is said universally

Notes

	The reason for this is that a subject is not predicated according to itself and naturally of an accident, nor is the subject predicated of a property; but it is rightly so conversely, as is gathered from book I of the Posterior Analytics. P. J. (Hujus ratio est: quia subjectum non praedicatur secundum se et naturaliter de accidente, nec subjectum de passione: sed bene e converso, ut colligitur I Posteriorum. P. J.) ↩
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But it does not happen that one conclude privatively or negatively, because from such an inspection of the middle there result two universal affirmatives, and in the second figure, in which the middle is predicated twice. But from such things nothing privative or negative follows; therefore it is plain that such an inspection of the middle is useless.

But it is manifest that there are also other inspections useless for making a syllogism, which in the preceding matters were said to be useless. For as has already been said, if those things are taken as middles which are consequents upon both extremes, it is useless. Again, the second useless inspection is if the middle is chosen from the things which follow the consequent and which do not happen to inhere in the antecedent, as its opposites. But the third useless inspection is if opposites of each are accepted, whatever things do not happen to inhere either in the predicate or in the subject, or in the antecedent and consequent. For no syllogism is made through these three inspections of the middle. For if the middle is inspected through those things which are the same things following the subject and predicate, as if B is taken as the same, which is consequent of the predicate, and F, which is consequent of the subject, the middle figure is made, having both propositions predicative; and this has no force for a syllogism. But if those things are accepted which follow predicate A and the opposites of the subject, which is E, again the inspection will be useless, because in this way the antecedent of the predicate is taken, of which A is predicated universally, and it is removed universally from E, because according to that the negative minor is taken in the first figure; and this does not happen, as was shown in the preceding matters. Hence if C, the antecedent of the predicate, and this opposite of the subject are taken as the same for the middle, the first figure will arise from such a disposition of terms, having the middle, which is toward the lesser extremity, negative; and this is a useless conjugation. But thirdly, again, if whatever things are repugnant to each, both to subject and predicate, are accepted for the middle, as D and H are when they are accepted for the same middle, both propositions will be privative either in the first or in the middle or in the last figure. But it has been held in the premises that from both negatives there will be no syllogism in any figure.

But from what has been said it is plain which things are to be taken as the same among the aforesaid antecedents and consequents, and which things are to be taken as contraries in the inspection of the middle. Hence it is plain that if the consequent of the predicate and the consequent of the subject are contraries or repugnant, a universal negative can be syllogized. Again, if the consequent of the predicate and the antecedent of the subject are contraries, a particular negative can be syllogized. But those two conjugations are not wholly suitable for the perfect manifestation of a conclusion; and thus they are in a certain way useful and in a certain way useless. Therefore these too are in a certain way removed from the art and in a certain way admitted. Of this there are two reasons. One is that every inspection is for the sake of finding one middle. But the middle of one and the same syllogism is not diverse; yet when they are contraries, there is no respect to one thing. Therefore it is plain that the middle was not suitably taken. Then also the second reason is for the same point: if contraries are accepted in the aforesaid way, a syllogism still is not made unless one of the contraries is consequent upon the predicate and extraneous to the subject; and when contraries are accepted, it can be hidden whether a syllogism is made, because it can be hidden which of the contraries is consequent upon the predicate and extraneous to the subject. Therefore for one accepting contraries in the aforesaid way, it can be hidden whether a syllogism is made or not. Hence even in those cases in which a syllogism happens to be made, because contraries are taken in this way, as has been said, or those things which, as repugnant, do not happen to inhere in the same thing, all are reduced to the two modes already stated, namely that the contraries are consequents of the predicate and extraneous to the subject. Therefore for one accepting contraries in the aforesaid way it can be hidden whether a syllogism is made or not.

But that these two inspections are unsuitable is proved in this way with respect to the first: because if B, which is the consequent of the predicate, and F, which is the consequent of the subject, are contraries, or such that they do not happen to inhere in the same thing, as disparate things, it is plain that such an inspection is not suitable for accepting the middle. For with these indeed taken there will be a syllogism, since A inheres in no E, but there will not be a syllogism from those very things which are said to be the middle, which are two contraries, namely the consequent of the predicate and the consequent of the subject, but rather from the aforesaid mode, namely that what is consequent upon one is extraneous to the other. For in such a relation of terms, B indeed, which is the consequent of the predicate, will inhere in every A which is the predicate of the first proposition and of the problem or question; and that same B will inhere in no E, since it is extraneous to the subject through the fact that it is contrary to F, which was consequent upon the subject, because what is repugnant to the consequent is also repugnant to the antecedent. On account of this it is necessary that B, which is the consequent of the predicate, be taken as the same as some H, because H is the sign of all those things which are repugnant to the subject; but it has been given that the consequent of the predicate is repugnant to the subject.

Again, however, in the second inspection, namely this, if the consequent of the predicate and the antecedent of the subject are contraries, as if B and G are contraries or repugnant, so that they do not happen to be present at the same time in the same thing, it will be syllogized that A will not inhere in some E, that is, a particular negative. For in this way the middle figure too will exist. But this is not true in the principal syllogism, but in the prosyllogism, thus: every A is B; no G is B; therefore no G is A. Then let the principal syllogism be made in the third figure, thus: no G is A; every G is E; therefore some E is not A. And thus it is plain that one does not syllogize through contraries as such, but rather insofar as one of them is the antecedent of the subject and extraneous to the predicate. For when B and G are taken as repugnant in that inspection, what is repugnant to G, which is the antecedent of the subject, is in some part repugnant to E G, which is the subject, because what is repugnant to the antecedent is in some part repugnant to the consequent. For according to this inspection in the prosyllogism B indeed will inhere in every A, so that every A is B, and the same B will inhere in no G, so that no G is B; on account of which it is necessary that B be the same as some of those things which are H, because H signifies the things repugnant to the subject. For it makes no difference with respect to the proposed intention whether it is said that B and G do not happen to inhere in the same thing as repugnant things, or whether it is said that B is the same as some H, because it is not repugnant to G except through this, that it is the same as some H, which is the opposite of the subject. For all things which do not happen to inhere in the subject have been taken as signified by H.

Therefore it is manifest that from these two inspections no syllogism is made unless they are reduced to the prior six useful inspections which were stated in the preceding matters. And it is plain that, if B, the consequent of the predicate, and F, the consequent of the subject, are contraries, it is necessary that B, the consequent of the predicate, be the same as some of the things which are H, which is the opposite of the subject, and that a syllogism be made through these insofar as they are contraries in this way which was said a little before. Therefore it happens to those inspecting in this way to consider another way simply useful, which concludes necessarily and openly, because in this inspection the identity of those things which are B and H, that is, of the consequent to the predicate and the opposite to the subject, is sometimes hidden.

Nevertheless an objection can be made about that inspection which takes the consequent of the predicate as contrary to the antecedent of the subject. For this seems to be useful, thus: no C H is E; every C H is A; therefore some A is not E. But to this it must be said that in this way beyond doubt it is useful for syllogizing the subject of the predicate, but it is not useful for syllogizing the predicate of the subject; and in this way it is counted useless.

Again it is asked why two inspections which are directed to contraries, since they are useful, are called unsuitable. For if it is said that they are unsuitable for this reason, because it can be hidden whether a syllogism is made through them or not, let it be proved that they are suitable in this way: if the opposite is from the opposite and the proposed from the proposed. But to look to one middle and to look to contrary middles are opposed; similarly, to syllogize an affirmative conclusion and to syllogize a negative conclusion are opposed. Therefore since an affirmative conclusion is syllogized through inspection toward one middle, a negative conclusion, on the contrary, is syllogized through inspection toward many or toward contraries. Again, an affirmative conclusion is syllogized through something fitting both extremes. Therefore by the opposite it seems that a negative is concluded through something differing from both; on account of this either the same thing will be accepted which is contrary to both extremes, or something fitting the minor and differing from the major will be accepted, or conversely something differing from the minor and fitting the major. For in this way the difference of either extremity to the other is accepted; and thus a negative conclusion seems to be syllogized by looking to many things which are contraries.

But to this it must be said that every conclusion is syllogized through inspection toward one thing. But to the objection one must say that that consideration which is directed to contraries is useless unless under one of the opposites on one side both of the opposites on the other side are contained. The example of this is that mortal contains under itself rational and irrational; and therefore it is not necessary, if rational and irrational are opposites, and mortal and immortal are opposites, and every irrational thing is mortal, that on account of this every rational thing also be immortal. And it is similar in the proposed case, because both a negative conclusion and an affirmative conclusion are concluded by looking to one middle; and thus under one of the opposites on one side both of the opposites on the other side are contained.

But you should know that although there are two formal dispositions in a syllogism, namely figure and mode, all these useless and unsuitable inspections of the middle sin against mode, and none against figure. And the cause of this is that figure is what results from the disposition of three terms in two propositions; when this is removed, no disposition toward syllogism remains. And therefore, when a syllogism is posited, a figure is posited, and no fault can be against it. There is also a similar cause why no inspection of the middle sins against quantity, because without quantity there is no syllogistic course from premises into a conclusion, and therefore it is supposed in every syllogism. But it is not so concerning quality, which is varied in this and that syllogism; and therefore it happens to sin against quality and not against quantity in the inspection of the middle.

Again, one must attend that, if one looks to the formal things which are figure and mode, the immediate differences dividing this common thing which is syllogism are ostensive and from hypothesis, or to the impossible. But if one looks to material things, then they differ: and first a syllogism in propositions of inherence is called ostensive; second, a syllogism to the impossible, which is directed to the position given in the opposite of the conclusion; and third, a syllogism in modal propositions, because modal propositions are related by addition to those of inherence. And according to these differences, the sufficiency of this art is shown separately in the ostensive syllogism, in the syllogism from hypothesis, and in the modal syllogism.
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But in the same way, with respect to this art of inspecting the middle, those syllogisms which lead to the impossible have themselves with ostensive syllogisms. This is proved from the fact that syllogisms to the impossible are also made through inspection of the things which follow and of the things to which it follows, that is, of consequents and antecedents. For consequents are the things which follow, and antecedents are those to which, that is, toward which, each follows, namely predicate and subject. For inspection is made both into the antecedent and into the consequent, both of predicate and of subject. And on account of this the consideration and the art are the same both in ostensive syllogisms and in those which are to the impossible. The cause of this is that whatever is shown ostensively is also shown through the impossible, when the opposite of the conclusion is taken with the other of the premises, which is manifestly true and conceded in the ostensive syllogism, and through the same terms, namely middle and extremes; and conversely, what is shown through the impossible is also shown ostensively1. For example, if it has been shown ostensively that A inheres in no E, so that the conclusion of the ostensive syllogism is that no E is A, and the opposite of this is taken with something true conceded in the ostensive syllogism, thus, every A is B, and this is manifestly true, and the opposite of the conclusion is assumed, some E is A, and something manifestly false is concluded, and from this it is inferred that the hypothesis given about the opposite of the conclusion is false; and from this it is inferred that it is true that no E is A. For if it is manifestly true that B inheres in every A, and it is given from the opposite of the conclusion that A inheres in some E, it will be concluded that B inheres in some E, which is not standing with the minor of the prior syllogism, from which follows the first conclusion that no E is A. Therefore it is plain that the universal negative is concluded both ostensively and through the impossible, and through the same art of inspecting the middle from antecedents and consequents and extraneous things. It is similar also in the other propositions which are conclusions of ostensive syllogisms.

For again, let a particular affirmative be shown through an ostensive syllogism, as that A inheres in some E, and let the opposite of that be accepted, namely this, that A inheres in no E, and let another proposition previously conceded and manifestly true be taken, and let it be this, that E inheres in every G. A false conclusion follows, namely this, that A will inhere in no G; for this is opposed to that which says that A inheres in some G, which was conceded in the ostensive syllogism, in which it was proposed that every G is A. But it is similar also in other propositions, such as the universal affirmative and the particular negative, which can be concluded ostensively. For always and in all propositions shown through the impossible from the inspection of consequents and antecedents to which consequents and opposites follow, and in each proposition concluded ostensively and led to the impossible, the consideration is the same with respect to inspection of the middle, whether someone wishes to syllogize ostensively or wishes to lead to the impossible, because both demonstrations are from the same terms, namely the ostensive ones and those leading to the impossible. For example, if it has been shown ostensively that A inheres in no E, it will be shown through the impossible that B inheres in some E, which is impossible, if it is granted that in the ostensive syllogism it has been taken in the major that E inheres in no B, and in the minor that B inheres in every A; for it is manifest that from this it follows that A inheres in no E.

Again, if it has been syllogized ostensively that A inheres in no E, if someone, giving the opposite of the conclusion and through hypothesis supposing it to inhere by deduction to the impossible, the thing which he had concluded ostensively will be shown, namely this, that A inheres in no E. For this is the intended conclusion, to which return is made from the impossible that has been concluded, thus: no B is A; every E is B; therefore no E is A. Let the opposite be accepted, some E is A, and let the impossible be syllogized thus: no B is A; some E is A; therefore some E is not B, which is the opposite of the minor previously conceded. But this is impossible; therefore what was first concluded will stand, namely this, that no E is A. It is similar, however, in all other cases. For in all syllogisms which lead to the impossible it is necessary to take a more common term, that is, another middle, from those terms or middles which are subjected in the ostensive syllogism, as in the aforesaid example, where in the ostensive syllogism the middle is B, but in the syllogism to the impossible, which is made in the third mode of the second figure, the middle is A. And therefore the extremes and the figure and mode are also changed; and to that term thus taken, different from the subjects in the ostensive syllogism, there is made a syllogism of falsehood which leads to the impossible and shows that the hypothesis is false. Therefore, when the proposition concluded in the ostensive syllogism has been converted into its opposite, and the other, whether major or minor, has itself similarly, and when the opposite of the given conclusion has been taken, an ostensive syllogism is generated, and through the same terms, yet otherwise disposed.

For those syllogisms, the one to the impossible and the ostensive one, differ in this: in the ostensive syllogism indeed both propositions are posited according to truth, because at least they are posited and conceded as true. But in that syllogism which is to the impossible, falsely through hypothesis or as false, one proposition is posited which is the opposite of the true conclusion. These things, however, will be more manifest in the second book of this science, when we speak about the syllogism which is to the impossible. But now for the proposed intention it is enough that it is already manifest from what has been said that in discovering the middle one must look to what we have stated among antecedents and consequents and extraneous things, both for those wishing to syllogize ostensively and for those wishing to lead to the impossible.

Nevertheless one must attend concerning what we have said, that everything which can be demonstrated ostensively can be demonstrated through the impossible, and conversely. For this seems false, because the principles in the fourth book of first philosophy are demonstrated through the impossible and cannot be demonstrated ostensively. But this is solved at once, because to be demonstrated ostensively is said in two ways. In one way, what is demonstrated through a cause is demonstrated ostensively; and in this way first principles cannot be demonstrated ostensively. In another way, what imitates the mode of showing is demonstrated ostensively, in this, that it is concluded by a direct syllogistic course through being said of every or being said of none; and in this way the ostensive syllogism is opposed in the genus of syllogism to the syllogism to the impossible. And in this way it is true that whatever is shown ostensively is shown through the impossible, and conversely. In this way principles also are concluded ostensively, because they would not be shown through the impossible unless it were supposed that the same conclusion whose opposite is taken had been shown ostensively.

It must also be noted that a syllogism through the impossible is one thing, and a syllogism to the impossible is another. For a syllogism to the impossible is one which, when the opposite of the conclusion which is principally intended has been accepted with the other of the premises previously posited and conceded as true, syllogizes the impossible. But a syllogism through the impossible is one which, from the falsity of the conclusion concluded through the syllogism to the impossible, returns and concludes that the hypothesis is false, and thus further that the proposed thing or conclusion of the first syllogism is true. And indeed the syllogism to the impossible does not take a middle different from the extremes of the conclusion principally proving and intended; nor is its middle the same as that of the ostensive syllogism. But the syllogism through the impossible accepts as middle the same thing that the ostensive syllogism accepts. For the middle of the ostensive syllogism in the syllogisms introduced above is B. But the syllogism to the impossible concludes or terminates the proposed thing to the term B. Therefore the syllogism through the impossible accepts a middle term different from the extremes of the conclusion to be proved; for it accepts the same middle term as the ostensive syllogism, and to that middle term a syllogism of falsehood, or one leading to the impossible, is made. For the syllogism to the impossible concludes the false thing terminated to that term which will be the middle in the ostensive syllogism. This is clear in an example thus: let it be demonstrated ostensively that no E is A, thus: every B is A; no E is B; therefore no E is A. For this is the middle different from the extremes, which is B; but the extremes are E and A. Then let the same be shown through the impossible, thus: every A is B; some E is A, for this is the opposite of the conclusion previously concluded; therefore some E is B. But it had been given that no E is B. In this syllogism the middle is A, which is one of the extremes of the first conclusion. Therefore in the ostensive syllogism some middle is accepted from the extremes of the conclusion principally to be proved, but not in the syllogism leading to the impossible.

Notes

	What is shown ostensively can also be shown through the impossible, and conversely. But on the contrary: first principles can be shown through the impossible, as was clear above, and nevertheless they cannot be shown ostensively. See the solution of this difficulty at the end of this chapter. P. J. (Quod monstratur ostensive, potest monstrari et per impossibile, et e contra. Sed contra: Principia prima possunt monstrari per impossibile, ut patuit supra, et tamen non possunt ostensive monstrari. Vide hujus difficultatis solutionem in fine hujus capituli. P. J.) ↩
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But in other syllogisms besides the syllogism to the impossible, which are also from hypothesis, as all syllogisms which are made according to transumption, or formed according to the topic from transumption, the inspection of the middle is the same. But we call transumption a translation from the less known to the more known, or conversely from the more known to the less known. It is also the same with respect to inspection of the middle in those syllogisms which are made according to one quality in diverse subjects, as in those which are formed according to the topic from similar, from lesser, from greater, from proportion, from cases and conjugates, and things of this sort; not indeed in the prior conclusions which are inferred from such hypotheses, but in the things transumed, that is, in those things to which one returns from transumption to the principal proposed thing. For in all these the consideration will be the same for inspection of the middle with respect to antecedents and repugnant things. But the mode of inspection for discovering the middle will be the same.

In such things, however, one must consider and divide by distinction in how many ways syllogisms from hypothesis are made, so that in each one, according to the difference and species of hypothesis, antecedents and consequents and repugnant things may be duly taken. But it also happens that certain problems are syllogized in another way than the aforesaid, as if the universal is syllogized through the particular, because they have themselves similarly in all cases, as if, if the soul of one man is mortal, it is inferred: therefore the soul of any man whatever is mortal. And thus from a hypothesis previously conceded, the universal is concluded through a particular inspection. But this is made when the antecedent of the predicate and the antecedent of the subject are the same, and the antecedent of the subject is convertible, namely so that it agrees with the subject alone and with every subject; the universal will be concluded through the particular. For example, if I say that according to the institution of terms posited above, C, which is the antecedent of the predicate, and G, which is the antecedent of the subject, are the same, and it is taken from hypothesis that G inheres in E alone, so that it is convertible, agreeing with every and only E, from this it will be inferred that G inheres in some E, and that G inheres in every E, and that A inheres in every E through C which inheres in every A, and consequently inheres in every E. And similarly a universal negative is inferred from a particular, if D, repugnant to the predicate, and G, namely the antecedent of the subject, are taken to be the same, and these two to be convertible; for then it will have itself similarly in all cases, and thus it will be concluded that, if some E is not D, A will inhere in no E, because from whatever the consequent is removed, the antecedent is also removed. Therefore it is manifest that in all syllogisms from hypothesis, as has been said, one must look to the discovery of the middle.

But one must attend here that transumption is said in two ways, namely generally and specially. Generally, transumption is in every case where passage is made from one thing to another, as from a conclusion not principally intended to a conclusion principally intended; and thus a syllogism to the impossible is from transumption. Transumption is also said specially as a transfer from the less known to the more known; and thus we speak here about transumption, and thus the syllogism to the impossible is from hypothesis and not from transumption, but is among syllogisms which are formed according to the topics introduced above.

Yet here one must attend that there are still other syllogisms, such as from falses, and the circular, and the conversive, and from opposites; all these are made according to the principles stated above in inspection of the middle. For the syllogism from falses is ostensive if the name of ostensive is extended broadly, namely so that every syllogism which from two propositions concludes one conclusion and there stops is called ostensive. Similarly the circular is ostensive if each of the circular syllogisms is considered according to itself. But the conversive syllogism and the syllogism from opposites are contained under the syllogism to the impossible or through the impossible, commonly taken; and thus it is plain that in every syllogism the inspection of the middle is in the same way.

In the same way it is also in syllogisms which are made from modal propositions, as in necessary and contingent propositions; for in these there will be the same consideration with respect to inspection of the middle, and through the same terms with respect to antecedents and consequents and repugnant things there will be a syllogism in the order of modal propositions of the contingent and of inherence. But that it is the same in necessary propositions and in simple inherence is plain through the antecedents which have been stated in the generation of syllogisms. In contingent matters, however, such contingent things must be taken, not only those which inhere by actual inherence, but also those which do not inhere and nevertheless are possible to inhere; for it has been shown that a syllogism about the contingent is also made through such contingent things. And similarly it will have itself with respect to inspection of the middle in all other predicaments, that is, modes of predicating, namely concerning the necessary, possible, impossible, true, and false.

Furthermore, from the aforesaid it is manifest not only that through this way or art of inspecting the middle it is possible for all syllogisms to be made, as has been said, but also, together with this, it is manifest that it is impossible for any syllogisms to be made through another way. For it was shown in the preceding matters that every syllogism is made through some one of the three figures; but the three figures determined with respect to the order of middle and extremes cannot be constructed or constituted through another way or art except through consequents and antecedents, to which each consequent follows. For from these are made the propositions of syllogisms and the taking of the middle of syllogisms. On account of this it is plain that it is not possible universally for a syllogism to be made through other things.

Therefore this method which has now been determined will be the same in all syllogisms and to be adapted to first philosophy and to the rational arts, such as logic and rhetoric, and to discipline in the teachable sciences of the quadrivium. For in all these, in the discovery of the middle, one must gather predicates which inhere and subjects in which those predicates inhere, and, once these are gathered, abound in very many; and one must consider these and their differences through the three terms, namely antecedents, consequents, and repugnant things. And the one destroying, who wishes to conclude a negative, must consider these things thus, that is, in one way, namely toward repugnant things; but the one constructing, who wishes to conclude an affirmative proposition, must consider otherwise, namely according to the relations of antecedents and consequents. And one who wishes to conclude according to the truth of the thing and according to those things which simply and actually inhere must consider these according to the truth of the thing which has been written about those things which simply and from necessity inhere. But for making dialectical syllogisms one must consider these things from propositions which say that something inheres according to opinion, because those are made from things which seem so to all or to many or to the wise or to the most notable.

Therefore it is plain that the principles of syllogisms with respect to formal and material things and inspection of the middle, taking them universally and in common, are the things which have been stated. And it has already been said how they have themselves toward the constitution of a syllogism, and it has been determined how or from what things they must be sought; and this has been done to avoid waste, insofar as in making a syllogism our intellect may not be confused by inspecting all those things which are said or can be said, and so that we may know that one must not look to the same things when we wish to construct something affirmatively and when we wish to destroy certain things negatively. Again, also so that we may know that one must not look to the same middles when by constructing we wish to conclude of every one, namely with a universal affirmative, and when we wish to construct by concluding about some one particularly; and similarly in destroying, when we wish to destroy universally, because the predicate is removed from all parts of the subject, or because it is removed particularly from some. But this is so that for the sake of brevity we may look to fewer things and to those things which have been determined. For from these the middle is found more quickly and more easily.

But here it must be understood that, although the same appropriated principles cannot exist for determining all predicates, as predicate as accident, as genus, as proper, and as definition, and if there were such an art, it would rarely be useful, as Aristotle says in the Topics, and although it is said in the Sophistical Refutations that although all things were of one generation, nevertheless it would not be possible for all things to be contained under the same principles, nevertheless there can be one universal and common method for the simple inference of a conclusion, insofar as the conclusion is inferred from the premises which have been determined here. And because of the proving syllogism which considers the special relations of terms, the other arts accepted under this one are not superfluous, as will be shown in the Posterior Analytics and in the Topics.



Chapter VII. That the art has now been had in common, but must be adapted concerning proper matters in individual sciences.

CHAPTER VII. That the art has now been had in common, but must be adapted concerning proper matters in individual sciences.

But although these things suffice for this art in common, which art is about a formal syllogism that infers and does not prove, for it is from terms taken through A B C, which signify everything and nothing, nevertheless in determinate sciences and arts, according to each of the things which are subjects of those sciences or arts, there are more inspections of middles proper or appropriated to each, as concerning the good, which is treated in moral matters, or concerning any discipline which is treated in the teachable sciences, such as arithmetic, geometry, astrology, and music. On account of this, the principles for discovering the middle which concern singular matters can be handed down, or happen to be handed down, through experience, which is commonly from memory of things sensibly accepted in one common thing through the collation of reason. But I say this by expounding it through an example, as through astrological experience astrological discipline is handed down with respect to discovery of the middle. For in this, when appearances have been sufficiently taken, that is, those things which appear to be antecedents and consequents and repugnant things, from which middles are taken for terminating astrological matters, in this way astrological demonstrations have been found. And similarly, with respect to discovery of the middle, any other art has itself which is from probable things experienced, and discipline which is from necessary things experienced.

On account of this, if inspections of middles are taken concerning those things which inhere, and the proper things concerning each of the things that we seek are taken, it is now ours, or now belongs to our faculty, as from things perfected by art, promptly to declare demonstrations concerning singular things. For if nothing is omitted according to the history or narration of the proper and singular things which subtly through an essential cause and truly according to nature inhere in singular things and properly, from the habit and faculty of a determinate science we shall have the ability to find, concerning every and any thing of which or about which there is demonstration, this demonstration which is about it, and thus to demonstrate about that which inheres in it. But concerning that of which demonstration is not naturally apt to exist, as of principles and of probable or rhetorical matters, it is also manifest from the things determined here to do this same thing concerning them for discovery of middles which are not middles of demonstrations.

Therefore let us say by way of epilogue that universally it has now almost been said in what way propositions must be chosen for discovery of any middle. And I say almost because of the science of the Posterior Analytics, which also is universal in its genus. Therefore it is not superfluous once this art has been posited, for it states common things in the genus of demonstrable matters. But let us pass through studiously the things that have been said, by describing through divisions and the difference of demonstrable and non-demonstrable matters in that business which concerns dialectic. For in the Topics these things have been said by passing through in common; but concerning the individual sciences they must be said not by passing through in common, but by lingering over the individual things.
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But because division through genera, which certain men posited for the discovery of the middle, is a certain small part of this method or way which has been stated, it is easy to declare. For certain men used to say that division, and especially division of a genus into species, which is essential and formal, is the art of finding the middle, because through division we shall find the definition, which is the middle in demonstrations. And this is not true, because although it contributes to the discovery of the definition, and with respect to this is a certain small part of this art, contributing to the declaration of a certain middle, nevertheless it is not sufficient for finding the middle insofar as it is middle, and insofar as from it the conclusion is concluded by syllogistic necessity. But in it there is some little part, because through division the parts of the definition are found. Hence division is like a weak syllogism, that is, one not having the perfect relation of the middle. For it begs what must be shown; and this is so because the middle is not perfect for inferring, since it is more common than the major extremity. For the antecedent cannot be inferred from the consequent except negatively. Hence division is not for inspecting the perfect middle; but if it syllogizes by an immediate and first conclusion, it always syllogizes something of the higher things which is more common than what is intended. For example, if it is said thus: every animal is mortal or immortal; man is an animal; therefore he is mortal or immortal. This is more common than the intended thing, which ought to be syllogized of man. Hence division either will beg the principle, or will take a middle more common than the intended thing, in which the intended or proposed thing exists only in potency.

But this first point escaped all those who used division for discovery of the middle. And they tried to persuade that through division a middle is posited, as though it were possible for a demonstration concerning substance, which is definition, to be made through division. But this is not true, because in demonstration the middle is the definition, and demonstration is not made about the definition itself; because concerning what a thing is through definition, there is no demonstration through division. And on account of this they did not understand that it does not happen that something is syllogized through this, for what is taken is more common than the intended thing. The example of this is that if a syllogism is made in this way, which they say is made through division: every animal is rational or irrational; every man is an animal; nothing follows syllogistically except that man is either rational or irrational, which is more common than the proposed thing, because for the definition of man nothing is taken of man except rational. But if it is syllogized thus: every animal is rational or irrational; man is an animal; from this it does not follow that man is rational; and if it is taken, what was to be proved is begged and is not proved.

Again, the definition is predicated affirmatively and universally of that of which it is the definition; and if it is concluded, it must be concluded universally and affirmatively. But a universal affirmative cannot be concluded through that which is more common than the intended thing, and through a middle which is more common than the major extremity. But the major extremity which must be concluded of man is not rational or irrational, but rational alone; and thus the middle is more common than the major extremity. And through this a universal affirmative is not concluded, as has been said; therefore neither is the definition concluded, because the definition is predicated universally and affirmatively. And therefore those who divide, that is, those who posit division for discovery of the middle, did not understand that it does not happen that a definition is syllogized.

Therefore it is plain that in demonstrations in which one must sometimes syllogize what a thing is through definition, the middle through which the syllogism is made must be less, that is, always less common than the major extreme; and the middle itself must not be predicated universally of the whole prior or major extremity, because what is predicated in this way of another is more common than it. And therefore a divisive syllogism is not made, because division, on the contrary, always works by positing the middle as more universal, since it is the greater extreme that must be concluded of the lesser, as was said a little before.

But this is plain in transcendent terms: let animal, which in such a syllogism is the middle, be that in which A is; but let mortal, which as the greater extreme must be concluded, be that in which B is; and because it is accepted through division, there must be two. Therefore let immortal, which is placed with mortal in the same division, be that in which C is; but let man, the lesser extreme, whose term, that is, definition predicated of him, must be taken, that is, concluded, be that in which D is. Therefore one accepting a syllogism through division accepts that every animal is mortal or immortal. But this is the same as if he says that whatever is A is universally either B or C, or that every A is B or C; and it is plain that this is more common than the intended thing, because only B ought to be concluded of D, and not B or C; and if it is taken that D is B, the thing to be proved will be begged and will not have been proved.

Again, he who under such division for concluding the definition of man always posits in the minor proposition that man is animal, because the middle is animal, on account of which he takes in the same minor proposition that A is predicated of D, because A has been posited as animal, and that D is man: therefore the syllogism concludes only that D is either B or C under disjunction. Therefore that man is either mortal or immortal must be taken separately without a proposition, and it will beg that which was to be proved. Indeed that animal is necessarily mortal or immortal is proposed in the major proposition; but that man, since he is animal, is mortal, or that he is immortal separately, is not necessary to conclude from that syllogism, but is begged. But this was what had to be syllogized according to the conclusion intended in the definition of man. But if one argued through division thus: man is animal, either mortal or immortal; but he is not immortal; therefore he is mortal; then it would have been proved. But this is not concluded from the introduced syllogism; for the introduced syllogism concludes from the things posited in it only that man is animal, mortal or immortal. And this is not part of the definition of man, whose parts must be concluded of man, the parts of whose definition are intended to be concluded of man as major extremities of a lesser extremity.

And again, for concluding another difference belonging to the definition of man, he accepts a middle more common than the major extremity, and by accepting the major extreme under division in the same way he concludes something more common than the intended or proposed thing, and will not prove from the things posited in the syllogism the proposed thing, but will beg it without proof. The example of this is as if we suppose the definition to be animal mortal having feet, and we ought to conclude this difference of man, having feet. For if we suppose A to be animal mortal, so that this whole, animal mortal, is the middle of the syllogism, and we call this difference, having feet, B, but call this difference, not having feet, C, and call man, who is the lesser extreme, D, as before, because we intend to conclude the parts of the definition of man, then one wishing to syllogize in this way, similarly as before, in the major proposition posits that A is either C or B, thus: every mortal animal either has feet or does not have feet. But in the major proposition he will take the predicate of D, for in the minor he takes universally that man is a mortal animal, thus: every man is a mortal animal. On account of this, from this syllogism there follows from the propositions posited in it that it is necessary that man be an animal having feet or not having feet. But this is not the conclusion intended for the definition of man, because in the definition of man it is not posited that he is an animal having feet or not having them, but that he is an animal having feet. Therefore the intended conclusion is that man is an animal having feet; and this is not concluded in that syllogism, but is begged and taken by begging, and is not proved. But this, namely that man is animal mortal having feet, was what again had to be shown, by proving through a syllogized conclusion, for the other difference of man which completes the definition. Therefore neither the first difference of the definition nor the final difference completing the definition can be concluded through the art of division.

For in this way, through all the parts of the definition to be accepted, it always happens to those who divide that they take a universal more common than the intended thing, so that the middle is always more common than the major extreme, concerning which it was necessary to show from the things posited in the syllogism that those extremes, through all the differences posited in the definition, which are the major extremities to be concluded of man as of the minor extreme, belong to man. But at the end, after all the differences have thus been concluded and gathered, it was necessary to infer that this whole gathered thing is man through definition, or whatever else it will be, which is asked, what it is, through definition. Therefore it is manifest that those giving an art of division for discovery or inspection of the middle say nothing plain which is necessary for concluding every proposed thing, for they make there to be an altogether different way for inspection of the middle than the one which we taught in the preceding matters. Nor are they of the opinion that aptitudes for concluding every proposed thing inhere in that way which was posited by us, but they think such aptitudes inhere in the way of division; and therefore they err and say what is false.

But it is manifest that also in other predicates apart from definition, such as genus, proper, accident, and things of this sort, which are determined in the considerations of the Topics, it does not happen through such an inspection of the middle to construct or destroy through such a way of division. For it does not happen that anything concerning accident, or concerning proper, or concerning genus, nor even in problems in which it is unknown whether it has itself in this way or that, that is, whether it inheres as proper, or as accident, or as genus, or in another way, can be syllogized as anything plain and necessary from the things posited in the syllogism through this way. For example, if it is asked in a problem thus: do you think the diameter is incommensurable? For the diameter is proposed to be a length. From things thus posited nothing is syllogized except that the diameter is either incommensurable or commensurable, thus: every length is commensurable or incommensurable; the diameter is a length. From this syllogism, because of the things posited, it does not follow except that the diameter is either commensurable or incommensurable; and this is nothing plain and certain. But if he takes that it is commensurable, then he will beg and take what had to be syllogized, that is, concluded through a proving syllogism. Therefore it is plain that through this way it does not happen to show any proposed thing; for this beyond doubt is the way of division which they posit. And it is plain that through this way, from the things posited in the syllogism, one cannot show whether the diameter is commensurable or incommensurable. And let the terms of the syllogism be posited as transcendent, which must be shown concerning all proposed things; and let that in which A is be length as the middle, but let B be the major extremity accepted under division, and let the diameter, which is the minor extremity, be E. But let the syllogism be formed thus: every A is B, because every length is incommensurable or commensurable; every C is A, because every diameter is a line or length; it follows that every C is B. But this is nothing certain and plain. Therefore this way is useless for inspection of the middle.

Therefore it is manifest that this mode of inquiry does not fit even every inspection of the middle, or rather that it fits no consideration, because it does not even fit that inquiry of definition, namely those considerations of definitions with which it seemed especially to agree. For in these it is useless, as has been shown. But if the way of division of a genus through differences and species is useless for inspection of the middle, though it seemed to be especially useful, it is plain that the ways which could be taken through other modes of divisions are more useless.

Therefore let us say, by way of epilogue for this treatise, that it is now manifest from the aforesaid from which inspections of the middle demonstrations are made, and how the middle must be inspected, and to what things one must look according to each proposition, universal or particular and affirmative or negative, to be concluded. And here the Ancients used to terminate the second περικοπήν, or section, concerning the generation of syllogism.
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But here it must be noted that, although divisive reasoning is a dialectical syllogism, and thus is from probable and better-known things, and therefore does not beg what is in the beginning. This is also plain, because if it is said thus: man is an animal, mortal or immortal; but he is not immortal; therefore he is mortal. For each of the premises is more common, and therefore better known than the conclusion; and therefore what is in the beginning is not begged, but proved. Again, the intention is through such a reasoning to prove that man is mortal; and this same thing is concluded; and thus division does not syllogize something more common than the intended thing. Although, I say, it is so, nevertheless before in division one of the dividing members is denied, and from



Continuation and end of Chapter IX

from the negation of that one the affirmative of the other is inferred; then it is not a dialectical syllogism, nor does it proceed from better-known things, nor does it conclude what is less common, but what is equal, because it concludes only that man is animal or mortal or immortal, as has been said. And therefore such a process has no force, because from a conclusion under disjunction without removal of one of the dividing members it begs that man is a mortal animal without disjunction and determinately; for this is what is intended in the definition.

Again it must be noted that, when it is said that in every reasoning concluding a universal affirmative the middle must be under the major extremity and not more common than it, one must understand that the middle is indeed as a part and as less common than the major extremity, because it has itself as a subject toward the major extremity, and thus is in the account of something inferior to it. Yet it is not always inferior and less according to reality; and this is plain from this, that the strongest demonstrations and strongest dialectical reasonings are made in convertible terms, in which the middle according to reality is not less than the major extremity according to reality, but only according to account.

Again it must be noted that, as we said, when we wish to conclude the parts of the definition concerning the defined subject, the intended conclusion is that that difference alone, which is essential to the subject, is concluded of it as the major extremity of the minor. Hence the major extremity is not the whole disjunct accepted in both parts of the disjunction, which nevertheless is concluded in the syllogism in which the major extremity is posited as the whole disjunct. And therefore in such a divisive syllogism there is always concluded what is more common than the principal intended thing, and the principally intended conclusion is begged without syllogistic proof. And with these things understood, what has been said in the preceding matters will be plain to anyone.
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CHAPTER I. For what reasons reduction must be treated, in how many ways reduction is made, and on the order of reductions.

But how we can reduce syllogisms, generated as has been said, into the aforesaid figures must be said or taught after these two things which have already been determined. For this consideration alone still remains concerning the generation of syllogisms, because a syllogism has not been perfectly generated unless it has been led to its final form. For if we have also inspected the generation of syllogisms in figure and mode, that is, have determined it by inspecting substantially, in the first περικοπῇ or section, and have from the art the power or faculty of finding the middle, as was determined in the second pericope, then further, in this third pericope, if we reduce made syllogisms, or teach how to reduce them, into the aforesaid figures as into their principles, our intended end, which was proposed in the first book of this science with respect to the perfect substance of a syllogism and the generation of syllogisms, will be had. For from this the substance and generation of a syllogism are sufficiently known, although certain things still remain to be said in the second book about the Modes and power of syllogisms, which are not about the substance and generation of syllogisms. This, therefore, is one and the first cause on account of which one must treat here the reduction of generated syllogisms.

But the second cause is one of usefulness, because if the reduction of syllogisms is well determined, it also happens from the determination of that reduction itself that those things which have been said about their generation and about discovery of the middle are confirmed and made more manifest. For from the things to be said here it will be clear that the things which have been said in the preceding matters have themselves as was said. For in order to hand down the goodness of perfect doctrine, everything that is true in some art and doctrine must be wholly, that is, in every way, manifest to that art and doctrine; because unless it is manifested in every way, it is not known perfectly, and what is not known perfectly does not perfectly rule and direct toward the end of the art.

For these reasons, therefore, one must treat the reduction of syllogisms, and especially for two further reasons, namely because unless a syllogism is reduced, it is not known to be perfect and generated according to its proper substance. And secondly, because this art is resolutory, and every resolution of syllogisms must be determined in it. For the resolution of syllogistic speech is fourfold: either syllogistic speech is syllogistic only in potency, or only in act. But I say that it is syllogistic only in potency when it is speech disputed or proposed without order, which nevertheless is reducible into a syllogism; and when it is reduced, it becomes actually syllogistic. But I call that actually syllogistic which stands under the form of a syllogism. Therefore one reduction is when speech syllogistic in potency is reduced to the formal act of syllogistic speech. But if it is wholly actually syllogistic, it still has to be reduced into figure and mode.

Therefore either there is an indifferent reduction of all figures, and into every figure reciprocally; and this occurs when the same speech is taught to be syllogized in several or all figures through some variation of the middle. And this is the second reduction of syllogisms, and concerning this twofold reduction it must be determined in this treatise. Or there is a differing reduction; and this occurs in two ways. For first there is a reduction of imperfect figures into the perfect one, which is the first reduction; or there is a reduction of modes into the most perfect modes, as all other modes both of the first figure and of the second or third are reduced into the two most perfect universal modes of the first figure. And concerning these two reductions enough has already been said in the first περικοπῇ or section.

One must also attend that, although that reduction which we first posited here among the four is first according to reality and the generation of syllogism simply, nevertheless it is not first in the way of teaching. For resolution from potency to act cannot be known unless act has first been known; and therefore it was necessary first to deal with the generation of syllogisms according to act, so that the act might be known through which this reduction could be known. A twofold reduction is annexed to the act of syllogisms to be known perfectly, namely the second and the fourth; and therefore concerning those two it was necessary to determine together with the generation of those syllogisms themselves, and afterward consequently one must speak about the two other reductions. Among these two there is also an order, because that which belongs to speech syllogistic in potency precedes, in relation to actual syllogistic speech, that which is the mutual reduction of figures to one another, so that it may be shown in what modes the same thing can be concluded by variation of the middle, because through these things little or nothing is done for the perfection of the syllogism according to its substance. And this is the cause why here we shall first determine the first reduction, and last touch upon the second.
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But in the reduction of speech, which has been disputed without the order of syllogism, to the form of syllogism, one must first try, that is, inspect by trying, to take out the two premised propositions, that is, to take them out from that very disputed speech; and this before one looks into the terms posited in that speech, so that the first resolution of that speech is made into propositions before it is resolved into terms. And the reason for this is that in every art one must begin from easier things. But it is easier to divide every composite into greater parts than into lesser, because the greater parts are nearer to the composite than the lesser; but composites are greater than the things from which they are composed, just as propositions are greater than the terms from which propositions are made. And therefore, when speech has been disputed on account of the form of syllogism, it must first be resolved into propositions rather than into terms, and the relation of propositions must be considered before the relation of terms.

When the propositions have been considered and taken from the disputed speech itself, one must consider, because of being said of every and being said of none, which are necessary principles of the syllogistic course of those propositions that have been taken from the speech, which proposition is in the whole, that is, universal and necessary, and which is in a part or particular. And if in the disputed speech both premised propositions have not been posited explicitly, one must consider the one who disputes in the speech as having one of those premises; and the other must be taken, which is enclosed in the understanding, as happens in an enthymeme. For sometimes such disputing speeches propose the universal and immediately infer from it, and do not explicitly posit the other proposition, which through understanding is proposed in the universal; neither do those writing, that is, describing the lines and figures which they intend to demonstrate, as in geometrical, arithmetical, musical, and astronomical matters, for in all these demonstration is made through described figures; nor even those questioning, that is, disputing interrogative speeches, as in probable dialectical matters and other sciences of this kind. And indeed they do this in the principal syllogisms themselves. Sometimes they explicitly propose the propositions from which the conclusion is reached in the principal syllogism, and nevertheless with respect to prosyllogisms they omit those propositions through which those propositions which belong to the principal syllogism ought to be concluded and proved; but certain other things which make neither for the syllogism nor for the prosyllogism they assume vainly. But I say vainly, because they make neither for the proposed point nor for the declaration of the proposed point.

Therefore one must first consider whether anything, that is, if anything, in that speech disputed in this way is superfluous and vainly added, and whether any of the necessary things has been omitted both for the syllogism and for the prosyllogism. And if something necessary has thus been omitted, it must be posited from the things understood in the disputed speech; and if something has been posited superfluously and vainly, it must be removed. And this must be done continuously until someone, thus resolving the disputed speech, comes to the two propositions of the syllogism or prosyllogism into whose form he intends to reduce the speech. For without these propositions, from which the syllogism is made, no one can reduce into the form of syllogism speeches that have been questioned or disputed in this way and are disputed without syllogistic form.

But in some such speeches it is easy to see what is lacking and what, pertaining to the propositions, has been omitted. Sometimes, however, it is hidden that something has been omitted, and such speeches disputed without the form of a syllogism seem to have been syllogized, because through them something, which is the conclusion, happens or follows from necessity of inference as in a syllogism. For the conclusion follows from the things posited in the speech, and therefore they seem to be syllogistic, because a syllogism is speech in which, when certain things have been posited, something follows from necessity from the things which have been posited in the syllogism; although nevertheless they have not been syllogized and do not have the form of syllogism, even though in this they have likeness with syllogism, because they have the form of syllogism in the complexing of propositions. The example of this is in this speech: if it is taken that when non-substance has been destroyed, substance is not destroyed, and that when the things from which something composite exists have been destroyed, the composite which is from them is also corrupted; for this speech is without the form of syllogism, and nevertheless it infers of necessity. For it follows necessarily that when non-substance has been destroyed, substance is not destroyed, because substance is composed only from substances. Similarly it follows necessarily that, when those things from which something substantially exists have been corrupted, that thing itself is also corrupted and destroyed. For when these things have been posited thus in the aforesaid speech, it follows that it is necessary that the parts of substance are substances, because when they have been destroyed, the substance composed from them is destroyed. Yet this speech has not been syllogized, because it has not been reduced to the form of syllogism, since it has the first proposition negative and the conclusion affirmative, which never happens in a syllogism, and it does not have the due complexing and order in the propositions. And therefore through the things which are taken in such a speech in this way, that speech has not been syllogized; but the due propositions for the syllogism and prosyllogism are lacking. But if what is lacking for the syllogism of this conclusion, by which it is concluded that the parts of substance are substances, ought to be supplied, one must propose thus: those things by whose destruction substance is destroyed are substances; but when the parts of substance have been destroyed, substance is destroyed; therefore the parts of substance are substances. And the first proposition of this syllogism is understood in the first speech introduced, but the minor in the second. Again, from this it is argued through a prosyllogism thus: the things which are and are not non-substance are substances; the parts of substance are and are not non-substances; therefore they are substances. And thus that speech has been reduced to the form of syllogism.

But if someone objects that the definition of syllogism seems to fit the said speech, and thus it seems to be a syllogism, for it is speech in which, when certain things have been posited, another follows from necessity, it must be said that it has a relation from matter and local relation, but it does not have the form of syllogism in mode and figure; and therefore it is not a syllogism, nor does it infer from the form of syllogism. Again, in a syllogism whatever is in the premises is in the conclusion except the middle; and this is not here; therefore it is not a syllogism. For the propositions are lacking, of which one ought to have itself as whole and the other as part, and of which two terms ought to constitute the conclusion.

Again, another example of speech disputed without the form of syllogism is if someone reasons in this way from a hypothetical syllogism: when there is man, it is necessary that there be animal; and when there is animal, it is necessary that there be substance; therefore from the first to the last, when there is man, it is necessary that there be substance. For this speech does not have the form of an ostensive syllogism, about whose form we are treating here, because that syllogism is simply one and of one form. For the form of a hypothetical syllogism has to be determined in the proper book on hypothetical syllogisms. For these propositions, concluding in this way from first to last, do not have themselves to one another according to figure and mode, as we have said they ought to have themselves in the ostensive syllogism.

For we are deceived in such matters, thinking that such speeches are syllogistic, because necessary inference happens in them from the things which are posited in them, as in syllogism. For syllogism also is a certain necessary thing of this sort, which is necessary by necessity of consequence from the things posited in syllogistic speech; but such a necessity of consequence is in more things than syllogism. And this is plain, because consequence is not converted between syllogism and such a necessary thing. For every syllogism is such a necessary thing, but conversely not every such necessary thing is a syllogism. On account of this, if something follows from necessity from certain things posited in speech, one must not immediately try to reduce it; rather first two propositions ordered in the due way must be taken, as we said, thus: every man is animal; every animal is substance; therefore every man is substance. For here there is no fault except in the order of propositions, which is at once corrected thus: every animal is substance; every man is animal; therefore every man is substance. And then the speech has been reduced into the true form of syllogism. Such, therefore, is the reduction of speech not syllogized into propositions in which actual syllogistic form stands, as is plain to anyone inspecting.
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Then, after such speech has been reduced into propositions, by proceeding further in this way in reduction to syllogistic form, it must be divided into terms duly having themselves toward the constitution of the figure. But the middle which touches the extremes and which is the middle of the terms must be posited as such a thing that it is said either subjectively or predicatively or in both ways in both propositions; for it is necessary that the middle be in both propositions in all three figures. Therefore if in resolution and reduction it is found that the middle is in two propositions and is subjected in one and predicated in the other, or that it is predicated affirmatively in one while something else is denied of that middle in the other proposition, it will be the first figure, and the speech has been reduced to the form of the first figure. But if it is predicated, and in one proposition that middle itself is denied of some extreme, major or minor, it will be the middle figure, which, as has been held, does not conclude affirmatively; and therefore it is affirmed in one and denied in the other, and then the speech will be reduced into the form of the second figure. But if the middle is such that in each proposition the other extremes are predicated of it as of a subject, as happens in an affirmative syllogism, or has itself so that one of the extremes is predicated of it as of a subject, but the other extreme is denied of it as of a subject, then according to such a disposition of terms it will be the third or last figure. For thus, as was predetermined, the middle had itself in the last figure.

Similarly, with respect to inspection of middle and extremes, it has itself also when the propositions are not universal, as in particular syllogisms of the three figures; for the determination of the middle is the same as to position between the terms or before the terms or after the terms in universal and particular propositions. But from these things it is plain that in any disputed speech, if someone has not said the same thing frequently, that is, twice, that speech does not become and is not actually a syllogism, because in such speech the middle has not been taken as mediating and uniting the extremes; and therefore the speech is not actually standing under the form of syllogism.

But because from the premises in the generation of syllogisms we have which proposition is enclosed, that is, concluded, in each figure separately in one or in several figures, for we have in what figure the universal affirmative is concluded, since it is concluded only in the first, and in what figure the universal negative is concluded, because it is concluded in the first and second figures, and we have in what figure the particular is concluded, because the particular affirmative is concluded in the first and third, but the particular negative is concluded in all figures. It is manifest that in some disputed and concluding speech one must not look indifferently to all figures, but in each proposition which is concluded from such or such a speech, one must look to the proper figure which concludes that proposition. But whatever propositions are concluded at once in several figures or in all figures, in these we know by the very position of the middle to which figure they ought to be reduced, because according to the nature by which it looks to the extremes, it is posited either between or before or after the terms.

It must also be observed that it frequently happens that one is deceived about syllogisms, as has already been said, because of the necessary consequence which is similar in such speeches and in syllogism. But sometimes error in the reduction of syllogisms happens because of the likeness of the position of terms in universals and singulars; and this must not escape us, because if this is hidden, the speech cannot be reduced into syllogistic form. For example, if A, the major extremity, is said or predicated of B the middle, and B the middle is predicated or said of E the minor extremity only according to vocal subjection and predication, and there is not there being said of every, which perfects the consequence of the syllogistic course, then, when the terms have themselves in this way, so that the middle is subjected in the first proposition and predicated in the second, there will seem to be a syllogism in such terms. Yet this is not true, because one of the propositions does not have itself as the whole and the remaining one as its part.

Therefore from such a simple position of terms nothing necessary follows through the speech, nor is a syllogism made in this way, because there is not there being said of every or being said of none, from which the consequence of one from another is made. But this is plain in examples, if transcendent terms are determined to singulars, which cannot receive a distributive sign. For let that in which A is, the major extremity, be to be always, that is, to be incorruptible, as a universal is incorruptible. But let that in which B is, the middle, be intelligible Aristomenes, that is, this discrete thing which is understood by the name Aristomenes. But let that in which C is, the minor extremity, be Aristomenes simply, signified under the name Aristomenes. For when such a position of terms has been made, it is true in the major proposition that A, the major extremity, inheres in B the middle: for intelligible Aristomenes always is, that is, Aristomenes is always that which is understood through Aristomenes, because he is always what he is; and this is what is understood by Aristomenes. But B the middle, when such a position has been made, is also C, because it is true that Aristomenes is intelligible Aristomenes, that is, Aristomenes is what is understood through Aristomenes, that is, what is signified through the name. But A, the greater extremity, does not inhere in C the lesser extremity in the conclusion by virtue of any syllogistic consequence; and this is because Aristomenes, in whatever other way he is taken, is corruptible, that is, sensible and singular, because only sensible and generable singulars are corruptible. And therefore he cannot receive a distributive sign according to being said of every or being said of none. But with the terms having themselves in this way, because the middle cannot be distributed universally, it was said in the generation of syllogisms that no syllogism was made, because from particulars or indefinites or singulars no syllogism is made in any figure. But if there must be a syllogism, one must take the major proposition A B universally through a universal distributive sign, which cannot be done in a discrete singular term. For this reason this is false, that is, incongruously proposed, which proposed every intelligible Aristomenes to be always, because it says that that which cannot be distributed is distributed through a universal sign, since Aristomenes is corruptible, that is, sensible and singular.

Here one must attend that certain men quite well expound this in the same sense a little otherwise, insofar as they say that intelligible Aristomenes, as they say, is intellective or wise Aristomenes, and one understanding many things; and the rest are not changed from the aforesaid exposition. And this is the exposition of Alfarabi and true. But certain men here, dreaming, have invented many things about which we are not concerned; for it is certain that if a name is singular and fits one alone and has no part, it cannot be distributed for parts; and if an adjective of the subject is added, it does not receive community from that, but rather the adjective receives the discretion of singularity from the singular underlying it. And therefore with the adjective, by reason of the adjective, it cannot be distributed; and therefore one must not be concerned with the dreams of those men.

But another example, equal in power with the introduced example, for showing the same thing is this. For again let in another example C indeed be Micales simply, signified by the discrete name itself; but let that in which B is, the middle, be musical Micales, just as in the other example there was intelligible Aristomenes; and let that in which A is, the major extremity, be to be corrupted tomorrow or in the future. Therefore in such a position of terms it is true that B the middle is predicated singularly of C the minor extremity in the minor proposition, because Micales is musical Micales. Again also A the major extremity is predicated of B in the major proposition, because musical Micales will be corrupted tomorrow, that is, in the future; and therefore he is singular and sensible. But that A is predicated of C in the conclusion by virtue of consequence is false, because although in subjecting and predicating the middle there seems to be the disposition of the first figure, nevertheless the terms are not susceptible of the distributive sign by which there is being said of every, through which syllogisms of the first figure are perfected. But this second example, with respect to that which we intend to show through it, is the same as the prior one which was introduced a little before; for it is true and fitting if it is said universally: musical Micales will be corrupted tomorrow, because a discrete name, neither by itself nor with an adjective, is susceptible of distribution.

Therefore this fallacy or error in such terms occurs in that there almost seems to be there a disposition of figure in the position of terms, because nothing is lacking except being said of every or of none, which is the principle of syllogism according as it is constituted in the form of the perfect mode of the syllogism in itself. For we grant that such a disposition of terms is sometimes syllogistic, because with respect to the form of the figure there seems to us to be no difference between this inhering in this without distribution and this inhering in every this with distribution; and therefore we are deceived in that we judge the form of syllogism to be there where there is the form of syllogism in a certain almost-way.
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But frequently it happens or occurs that there is falsity in the resolution of two propositions into three terms, because the terms posited in the propositions are not well expounded in the due way, or terms are posited according to the exigency of another proposition which is posited in the same syllogism, in which they are expounded otherwise; and thus they are expounded in one way in one proposition and in another way in another. The example of this is that if A is health expounded in the abstract, B is sickness, and C is man, then the middle, which is sickness, is compared to the major extremity as abstract to abstract; and in this way it cannot be compared to the minor extremity, which is man, but rather it will be compared to it in the concrete, because it is its subject. When such a disposition of terms has been made, it is true to say that A happens to inhere in no B, because health inheres in no sickness, since the opposite is removed from the opposite; and again it is true to say in the minor that B inheres in every C, for every man is susceptible of sickness. And from such a relation of terms to one another it seems to happen by consequence that health happens to inhere in no man. But the syllogism is formed thus: of necessity no sickness is health; but every man is sick; and from this it does not follow: therefore of necessity no man is healthy, although it seems to follow. The cause of this is that the terms are not well, that is, uniformly, expounded in each proposition. For in the major proposition, in which the terms are taken in abstraction, they ought to be taken in concretion; and then the major would be false with the mode of necessity, for then the major would be this: of necessity no sick thing is healthy, which is false. But if the major is changed into the concrete and is accepted as contingent, then both premises will be true and the conclusion will follow as contingent thus: it happens that no sick thing is healthy; but every man is sick; therefore it happens that no man is healthy.

Therefore it is plain that the cause of error is that the terms are not well expounded according to the locution which fits the propositions. For they are taken in the major according to abstraction and in the minor according to concretion; and this is plain because if the terms which are accepted in the major according to the very relations of abstract health and sickness are transmuted to concretion, then there will not be a syllogism, because the major with the mode of necessity is false, so that healthy is posited for health and sick for sickness; then it will not be true to say that the healthy does not happen to inhere in the sick. But not happening to inhere is equivalent to necessarily not being. But with the major taken in this way in concretes and with the mode of contingency, a syllogism is not made to a conclusion about necessarily not being, but to a conclusion about the contingent; and this contingent is what is not impossible to be. And this is plain, because health happens to inhere in no man in this way, in which it is not impossible that no man actually be healthy. Thus, therefore, it is plain how this error is avoided in the first figure.

Again, in the middle figure there will similarly be falsity from the same cause in the taking of terms, because also in the second figure, when terms are thus varied through abstract and concrete, in the major proposition it happens by syllogistic consequence that sickness inheres in no health, and in the minor it happens that health inheres in every man; and from this there seems to follow in the conclusion that sickness inheres in no man, thus: no sickness is health of necessity; every man is healthy; the conclusion about the necessary does not follow, that every man necessarily is not sick. But if both true premises are taken in concrete terms, and so that one is about the contingent, a conclusion about the contingent follows, as before.

But in the third figure, when terms are varied in this way through abstract and concrete, the conclusion which is about the contingent will be false while the premises are true, one namely taken about the contingent and the other about inherence, thus: health happens to inhere in every man, or every man happens to be healthy; likewise sickness happens to inhere in every man, or every man happens to be sick. For it does not follow from this that every sickness happens to be health. And the cause of this is that contraries happen to inhere concretely in the same thing which is the middle and subject, even if not at the same time; nevertheless on account of this one of the contraries does not happen to inhere in the other. For it is plain that health and sickness, discipline and ignorance, and, to speak wholly or universally, all contraries happen to inhere in the same subject. But contraries cannot inhere in one another in the abstract, because in that way the contraries are the contrary relations or habits or dispositions themselves. This, however, is manifest in the aforesaid terms, as has been said, when they are varied through abstract and concrete; for when several contraries, taken concretely, happen to inhere in the same subject, then it follows that they also happen to inhere in one another when taken concretely, as the healthy happens to inhere in the sick, and the sick happens to inhere in the healthy.

Therefore it is manifest that in all such cases there is a fallacy of reducing the proposition into terms because of the depraved exposition or taking of terms, because if these terms, which are abstract according to relations or dispositions, which are not contrary, are transmuted to concretes. But here one must attend that, if such an argumentation is made, of necessity no sickness is health; every man is sick; therefore no man is healthy, the conclusion indeed follows about inherence, but it does not follow by virtue of syllogism, but through the topic from opposites. For such a conclusion follows from the minor alone, even if the major is removed; hence it is plain that it does not follow by syllogistic power, because the syllogistic course is especially from the major proposition. Again, if it is argued thus: of necessity no health is justice; therefore no healthy thing is just, this conclusion follows through the topic from conjugates, but not by syllogistic power. For everywhere the syllogistic relation fails through variation of terms from concretes into abstracts and conversely. Again, if someone argues thus: of necessity no health is sickness; but every man is healthy; and says that this major is of necessity and the minor of inherence, and therefore a conclusion about the necessary ought to follow, it is plain that there is no mixture, because in such a mixture the minor, which is of inherence, ought to be essentially under the major; and this is not in the syllogism which has been introduced.

It must also be attended that Aristotle says this is false: of necessity no healthy thing is sick. And the cause of this is that, although it is customarily distinguished by composition and division, and is said to be true in the composite sense and false in the divided sense, and likewise what is formed from such a proposition is said, namely this: that no healthy thing is sick is necessary. For in the sense of composition the negation is material to the mode, and the mode falls upon the negation and upon the whole composition of the dictum. Nevertheless this did not move Aristotle to say that it is false in this matter, where he speaks about abstracts and concretes; rather this moved him: that one of the contraries never inheres in anyone in such a way that the formal potency for the other to inhere is not left, because otherwise there would not be motion from contrary to contrary. And therefore this, every man is healthy, and likewise this, no man is healthy, is contingent to either side; but this contingent to either side is opposed both to the necessary and to the impossible. And from this it follows that this is false: that no healthy thing is sick is necessary, because every healthy thing being sick is contingent.

But if someone objects saying, that no healthy thing is sick is true and cannot not be true; therefore it is necessary. It must be said that it does not follow, because the cause why the sick can inhere is in the subject through formal inception. But if there were in the subject a cause why sick could not inhere, then it would be true that it was necessary, as when it is said: man being an ass is false and cannot not be false; and similarly man not being an ass is true and cannot not be true; it follows that it is necessary. And thus it is plain in what way this is false: that no healthy thing is sick is necessary.

It must also be attended that when it is said that in such variation of terms through concrete and abstract there is error in the second figure as in the first, and that in it a conclusion about the contingent follows as in the first, thus: it happens that no healthy thing is sick; every man is sick; therefore it happens that no man is healthy. This seems not to have force, because in the preceding matters about the mixture of contingent and inherence it was said that such a mixture has no force where the affirmative is of inherence and the negative of contingency, but conversely.

Nevertheless this error which is determined here is common to the first and second and third figure in whatever way it is varied in propositions, that is, whether the affirmative is about inherence or the negative, provided that there is such a variation there of concrete and abstract. But this is true: that if a mixture of contingent and inherence is made, the negative must be about inherence.

Again it must be noted that in the third figure, in such variation of terms, it happens that, while the premises are true, the conclusion does not follow; and this is because the relation of terms is varied in the minor and in the conclusion. For in the minor they are concrete, but in the conclusion abstract; and abstract is not predicated of abstract, as was plain in the preceding matters. But with these things thus noted, the things that have been said are plain.
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For in such a reduction of propositions into terms, one must not always seek terms that are simple or incomplex, which are signified by one name, so that the exposition of reduction is made through such alone. And the first cause of this is that often there will be such terms in propositions for which one simple name has not been posited, and in such cases one must use a circumlocutory speech in place of a simple name; on account of this it is also very difficult, that is, more difficult than in other cases, to reduce syllogisms of this sort. The second cause of the same is that sometimes it also happens that one is deceived in a syllogism because of a reduction of this sort into a simple term, and especially in demonstratives, when there is a syllogism of immediates. For let A, the major extremity, be two right angles by equality; let B, the middle, be triangle; and let C, the minor extremity, be isosceles or equal-legged. When such a position has been made, it is plain that A inheres in that which is C through the middle B; but the same inheres in that which is B not through another middle but immediately, because between a property and its proper subject there is no other subject as middle. For a triangle has two right angles per se and not through a middle. On account of this there will not be some middle between A and B when A is demonstrated of B, namely a middle that is the simple name of the subject. Nevertheless in such a demonstration there must be a middle, because every syllogism has a middle through which the extremes are concluded; and this middle will be a definition or some speech defining or declaring, or the name of the subject or of the property, which middle is the cause of the coherence of the major and minor extremity. Therefore it is manifest that the middle must not always be taken as this simple something or as designated by a simple name.

But one must know that a proposition is called immediate in two ways. In one way, from immediation of cause, namely because it does not have a cause through which it can be demonstrated; and in this way principles are immediate. In another way it is called immediate by the naming of the middle subject; and in this way to have three angles equal to two right angles is immediate to triangle and not to isosceles1.

But if someone objects by saying that every proposition has some cause of its truth, and thus has a middle through which it can be demonstrated, and thus seems to be mediate, one must say that this is true, but such a middle is not a middle through which it can be demonstrated, because the middle through which demonstration is made is better known and prior to that which is demonstrated through it; and such a middle is not the cause of the truth of principles.

Notes

	Nevertheless it must be noted that a third member could be added, namely that a proposition can be called immediate by immediation of sense, concerning which Themistius speaks in book 1 of the Posterior Analytics on that part, “but of an immediate syllogistic principle,” etc. P. J. (Notandum tamen quod posset addi tertium membrum, scilicet quod propositio dici potest immediata immediatione sensus, de qua Themistius, in 1 Posterior. super illa parte, immediati autem principii syllogistici, etc. P. J.) ↩
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In the reduction of propositions into terms, one must also take such terms as those which are always predicated of one another according to the straight case according to one and the same likeness, so that the first is predicated of the middle in the straight case, and the middle is predicated of the last according to the same case; and this must similarly be observed in non-being, which is signified in a negative. But this must be varied as many times as something is said or predicated according to cases, and as many times or in as many ways as it is true that one thing is said or signified of another. An example of this, that an oblique term is subjected and a straight term is predicated, is when we say that of contraries there is one discipline; for then one syllogizes with an oblique subject. For let A, the major extremity, be there being one discipline, and let B, the middle, be contraries to one another. Therefore A, when such a position has been made, inheres in B not with such predication made in the straight case, as it could be said that contraries are one discipline, but we say for this reason that A inheres in B, because it is true that there is one discipline of them when they are subjected genitively.

For sometimes in the propositions of a syllogism it happens that the first is said or predicated of the middle according to the straight case, but the middle is not said of the third, namely the minor extreme, according to the straight case, but according to some oblique case; as when we say, sophia or wisdom is a discipline; but wisdom is of the good; the conclusion from these is that there is a discipline of the good. And here the first is predicated of the middle according to the straight case, but the middle of the last according to the oblique, and the first is concluded of the last according to the obliquity of the last. And further it is plain that the good is not discipline according to the straight case; but sophia is discipline, so that each is referred to the other according to the straight case.

But sometimes the middle is said of the third or minor extreme according to the straight case, while the first is not predicated of the middle according to the straight case, as if it is proposed that every discipline is of some quality, or that every discipline is of some contrary. But good is said according to the straight case, and contrary and quality according to the straight case; for every good is of some contrary, and every good is a quality. The conclusion from these is that there is discipline of the good. And thus the first is predicated of the middle obliquely in the first proposition; and similarly in the conclusion the first is predicated of the third or last according to obliquity: the conclusion is not that good is discipline or quality, but of what quality; nor contrary, but of a contrary, in the aforesaid acceptance of the terms. But discipline is said to belong to all such things according to the obliquity of the genitive; and this is not said, that good is discipline in the conclusion, because the conclusion also is not according to predication of the straight case, but according to the obliquity of the genitive.

But sometimes neither is the first predicated of the middle according to the straight case, nor the middle of the third, so that the first is sometimes said of the third in the conclusion according to the straight case, and sometimes is not said of it according to the straight case; as if we propose thus, that of whatever there is a discipline, of that there is a genus; but there is a discipline of the good; the conclusion is that there is a genus of the good. And it is easy to see that the first of the middle in the first proposition, and the middle of the third in the minor proposition, are not predicated according to obliquity in such a way that none of the three is predicated of any of the three in the premises and conclusion according to the straight case. But if it is proposed thus, that that of which there is a discipline is a genus according to the straight case or predication of the straight case, and it is assumed that there is discipline of the good, it will be according to predication of the straight case that the good is a certain genus. Therefore it is plain that by proposing in this way the first predicate is indeed predicated of the extreme according to the straight case in the conclusion, but the terms are not predicated of one another in the premises according to the straight case.

In the same way variation of terms according to cases occurs in non-being, which is signified in a negative. For negatives do not always signify this, that this does not inhere in this according to the obliquity of the dative case, or that this is not this according to the accusative; but sometimes they signify this, that this is not of this according to the obliquity of the genitive, or this is not to this according to the obliquity of the dative. For example, if we propose thus: there is no motion of motion, or there is no movement of movement genitively, or no generation of generation; but of pleasure or delight there is movement or motion or generation; and we conclude, therefore pleasure is not generation or movement, as Plato said, that every pleasure is generation. Or again, when we propose thus, that every laughter is a sign according to predication of the straight case; but of a sign there is not a sign according to the obliquity of the genitive; and we conclude, therefore laughter is not a sign according to predication of the straight case. Similarly also in other negatives, in which the proposed proposition is destroyed or denied not according to the straight case, but because the genus or some other predicate is said of that subject in some way according to the obliquity of some case.

Again, if we propose in the obliquity of the dative by saying that for God there is not an opportune time, because nothing can be advantageous to God in time or simply; but summer is for God; concluding that summer is not an opportune time. For in proposing terms in this way, summer must be posited as the minor, opportune time as the major, and God as the middle; but each proposition must be taken according to the cases of the noun. For simply this is so also universally.
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we say of all: since terms always also must be placed in propositions according to the due cases accepted according to the declensions of nouns, as in the nominative there is man, or good, or the contrary of man, or of good, or of contraries. But propositions must be taken according to the case of each noun, and afterward predications accepted according to an oblique case must be reduced to those which are according to the nominative: for either it is taken in the dative, as when we say "to this," or "this equal to this"; or in the genitive, as when we say "this of this," as "the discipline of contraries," and "the double is double of the half"; or in the accusative, as when we say this accusatively, as "striking" or "beating" or "seeing this" or "this man"; or in the nominative, as when, proposing, we say that man is animal; or if in any other way, according to another case, the same noun, declined into diverse cases, is found posited according to the proposition of some syllogism, posited in the subject or in the predicate.

But that this predicate belongs to this subject, and that this predicate is true of this subject, must be taken as many times or in as many ways as, in the book of the Predicaments, predicaments or predicates have been divided and distinguished; and each of those must be accepted either as "whereby," that is, according to something inhering in the subject, or simply and universally. Furthermore, those predicates must be accepted either as simple, that is, incomplex, or as complex. Similarly also one must proceed in negatives, which signify not-being. But all these things must be considered diligently, and in the resolution, in each of them, that which is better must be determined, that is, what is more useful and suitable for the reduction of syllogisms or for the resolution of propositions into terms.

Here it must be attended that, although an oblique case is not a part of an enunciation, nevertheless it is a part of a proposition, because although nothing is enunciated about the thing itself, nevertheless it contributes to this, that the subject is subjected to the predicate in this or that way, or the predicate belongs to the subject in this or that way, from the fact that it is the determination of one of them in the enunciation which is referred to the thing; it is not so. And this must be investigated more subtly in the book On Interpretation. And although in this way an oblique case is the subject in a proposition, nevertheless it is not subjected to act or distribution, because it is a determination of the subject or predicate, as was said; and because it is subjected with respect to another predicate, and says the mode of inhering. But this mode of syllogizing from oblique cases did not have to be handed down above in the generation of syllogisms, because it does not make a diversity in form from those things which were handed down in the preceding matters in the syllogistic process, but it does make a diversity in reduction.

But as to what certain people object, that such a syllogism ought to deceive on account of the diversity of the middle, which causes deception, as when it is said, "of all opposites there is a discipline; the healthy and the sick are opposites."

Again, because the disposition of the first figure does not hold unless the minor is taken under the middle; but if I speak thus, "philosophy is discipline; philosophy is of the good," the minor does not seem to be under the middle.

To one objecting in this way it must be said that such diversity according to the nominative and the oblique is only according to accidental matters; and this does not vary the essential relation of the middle to the extremes in the first figure, and therefore it does not impede the syllogism.

To the other point it must be said that in the first figure the minor is not always taken under the middle as subsisting under the same in a predicamental line, but as being truly related to it in whatever way; and therefore good is taken well enough under wisdom, but in an oblique case, and in this way the syllogism is good.

It must also be noted that, although the conclusion ought to be like each premise in something, nevertheless this likeness is not attended here with respect to oblique cases; and therefore, although in each premise the terms are in an oblique case, they can be in the nominative in the conclusion.

It must also be attended that no mention has been made of the ablative; and this is because the Greeks lack the ablative, from whom this science was derived. But in place of the ablative they put the genitive, and sometimes the dative, according to diverse requirements of constructions. But an indicative speech is not made through the vocative.

It must also be known that that variety of syllogizing is not diversified through the three figures according to every variety of modes and figures; nevertheless, according to the examples introduced, it is plain that such a syllogism is made in all figures. For that example, "there is no motion of motion," makes a syllogism of the second figure. But the final example, that there is not an opportune time for God, makes a syllogism of the third figure; and the other examples are according to the mode of the first figure.
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Before the difficulty of reduplication is determined, or the difficulty which comes from the reduplication of the middle over the extremes, it is useful to know what reduplication is and how it ought to be made. Therefore let us say that reduplication is a repeated enunciation of the middle over an extreme, so that the cause of the inherence of the predicate in the subject may be noted. And therefore reduplication is a property beginning from the predicate, proceeding into the subject, and in that subject making manifest the cause of the inherence of the predicate. On account of this, in a syllogism it is indeed the middle's part to be reduplicated; but the reduplication ought to be made with respect to the predicate which is the major extreme, thus: man is animal insofar as he is man. But it is otherwise concerning distribution, which begins by dividing from the parts of the subject and terminates those things thus divided in the reception of the predicate; and therefore it is always added to the subject in syllogisms. Hence reduplication says the same thing as this condition, "according as the thing itself": for man is animal according as he himself is man, and according to the name it refers the subject over the predicate, so that the inherence of the predicate may be determined according to the cause. On account of this the predicate cannot be reduplicated, because the locution will be false; for if man were animal either according as he is animal, or according as the animal itself, it would follow that man was every animal. This, therefore, is reduplication, and this is the usefulness of reduplication. With these things held, let us show how the reduplication of the middle is made in syllogisms of the first figure.

Therefore let us say with Aristotle that in propositions of syllogisms of the first figure the reduplicated middle itself, under reduplication, must be placed with the first or major extreme, and the reduplication of the middle is not to be joined to the middle which is the subject in the first proposition. But I say this by explaining: if a syllogism concluding in terms is made, that there is discipline of justice, because it is good, that is, according as it is good, then that reduplication, "because it is good" or "in that it is good," must be placed with the first extreme. For let A be an extreme with reduplication joined to it, and let it be discipline, because good or insofar as good. But let that in which B, the middle, is placed be called good absolutely, with no reduplication joined to it. Therefore, with such a position of terms made, A is truly predicated of B, for discipline belongs to the good because it is good or insofar as it is good; but B also will be said of C with such a position made, for justice is what is good per se and not by accident. And this syllogism is formed thus: every good is disciplined because it is good or according as it is good; justice is good; therefore justice is disciplined because it is good. Therefore in this way the resolution of propositions into three terms is made, so that the major term is the predicate of the first proposition with the reduplication of the middle joined to it, and the middle is absolute, and so also is the minor extreme.

But if this reduplication, "because good," is placed or joined to B, that is, to the middle, there will not be a syllogism. For A, the major extreme, will indeed be true of B, because it is true that good because it is good is disciplined; but B will not be true of C, the minor extreme, in the second proposition. For to predicate good, because or according as it is good, of justice is indeed false, because in this way justice would be every good, which is false. And it is also unintelligible, because it would follow that the same thing is the cause of itself, which is not intelligible; for reduplication says a cause, which, if it were placed with the middle, would note that the middle was the cause of itself.

It is similar if in some syllogism it is shown or concluded that the healthy is disciplined because it is good, or according as it is good; let such a syllogism be made by the reduplication of the middle joined with the major extreme, thus: every good is disciplined, because it is good, or according as it is good; every healthy thing is good; therefore every healthy thing is disciplined insofar as it is good. But in these terms "disciplined" is not denominated from discipline which is disciplinary science, but from discipline which is the ordering and composing of morals; and this is more express in Greek, because disciplinary science is called in Greek ἐπίστημον, but moral discipline is called in Greek φειδώ. Likewise it is made in a syllogism in which it is concluded that a goat-stag is opinable in that it is non-existing, and it is formed thus: the non-existing is an opinable being in that it is non-existing; a goat-stag is non-existing; therefore a goat-stag is an opinable being in that it is non-existing. For insofar as it is non-existing it is not a being according to truth, but according to opinion alone. It is similar in the syllogism in which it is concluded that man is something corruptible in that he is something sensible, and it is formed thus: the sensible is corruptible in that it is sensible; but man is sensible; therefore man is corruptible in that he is sensible. For in all predicates or sayings of syllogistic propositions, the reduplication of the middle must always be placed and joined to the extreme, that is, to the major extreme which is simply called the extreme. For if the reduplication is joined to the middle, then in the first figure it will make the minor false, because reduplication signifies that the term to which it is joined is held universally; and therefore, since the middle in the first figure is the predicate of the minor proposition, the predicate of the minor proposition would have to be referred universally to the subject, as if it were said that justice is good insofar as it is good, justice would have to be every good, which is false. But when in the major proposition the reduplication of the middle is made thus, "every good insofar as it is good is disciplined," it is not signified that the middle must be accepted universally under the major extreme; and this is suitable and does not falsify the proposition.

Again it must be noted that, although a syllogism is made with the reduplication of the middle over the major extreme and with the reduplication of the minor over the middle, as will be shown in the following chapter, nevertheless in no one of the figures can a syllogism be made with the reduplication of the major extreme. And the cause of this is that in every figure the major extreme is concluded of the minor, and the predicate would have to be reduplicated over the subject in the conclusion, which is contrary to the nature and position of reduplication, as has already been determined a little before. Again, if the reduplication of the major extreme were made over the middle, then in the first and in the third figure the reduplication of the predicate would be made over the subject, which has already been said to be impossible. In the second figure also the major extreme, although it is subjected, cannot be reduplicated over the middle in each proposition, because the subjects of the major and minor have opposition in the second figure.

It must also be attended that, although in the examples introduced only affirmative syllogisms have been posited, nevertheless reduplication both of the middle and of the minor extreme is also made in negatives. And concerning the reduplication of the middle this is the example: nothing to-be-chosen is evil insofar as it is to-be-chosen; every good is to-be-chosen; therefore no good is evil insofar as it is to-be-chosen. But an example of the reduplication of the minor extreme is this: no body insofar as sick is healthy; every sick thing is a body; therefore no sick thing is healthy insofar as it is sick. For special mention need not be made concerning negatives and the other modes of reduplication, because in the affirmatives which have been stated, all the other modes can be understood; for it is not difficult to form syllogisms of this kind.
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But in the reduplication of the minor extreme over the middle, first it must be noted that there is not the same position or disposition of terms in the propositions when something has been syllogized simply, without reduplication, as there is with a reduplication restricting to this something, that is, to a subjective part, either in the way in which it is with respect to a restriction made to some essential mode, or in the way in which it is with respect to a restriction made to a part in a mode or an accidental part. But I say, by explaining what has been said, that the disposition of terms is different on the one side and on the other. For they are disposed in one way when it is concluded of something that good simply is disciplined without reduplication, and in another way when it is concluded of something that it is disciplined good because it is good, or insofar as it is good. For if it has been shown simply, without determination of reduplication, that good is disciplined, the middle must be posited as being without the addition of reduplication. But if it ought to be shown that good is disciplined because it is good, or insofar as it is good, then the middle must be posited as some being, that is, some being to which being disciplined belongs per se.

The example of this is that we posit the major extreme to be discipline or disciplined with the reduplication of some being to which being disciplined belongs. But let that in which B, the middle, is placed be some being, to which being disciplined belongs, and not being simply. But let that in which C, the minor extreme, is placed be good absolutely. And this is if we posit the major extreme, which is A, to be discipline or disciplined with the reduplication of the minor extreme; and this is that it is disciplined not from the fact that it is being, but because or insofar as it is something whose discipline is per se and according to itself, and let that be honorable or also profitable. But let that in which B, the middle, is placed be being not absolutely, but some being contracted to something of which there is discipline per se. But let that in which C, the minor extreme, is placed be good absolutely and accepted without reduplication. For then it is true that A is predicated of B, for there was discipline of some being insofar as it is some being, namely studious. But B, the middle, is also predicated of C, the minor extreme, because we posited that that in which C is placed was good; and from these A is concluded of C in the conclusion, that is, that discipline belongs to the good because it is good. And this is the reduplication of the minor extreme over the major, thus: every studious thing is disciplined insofar as it is good; every good is studious; therefore good is disciplined insofar as it is good. For when we say "some being" and not "being simply," a sign is given of a proper and determinate substance contracted through reduplication, as is good insofar as studious; for useful or pleasurable good does not pertain to the discipline of morals, which is called φειδώ, as was said a little before. Thus, therefore, resolution is made in a proposition which is with reduplication of the minor extreme.

But if being, which is the middle in the syllogism, is placed with the major extreme which is called the extreme being in the syllogism, and is placed simply and without reduplication, there will not be a syllogism concluding with the reduplication of the minor extreme over the major, as if being indeed were the middle and were not contracted by reduplication to some being to which the major extreme belongs per se. For then there will not be a syllogism with reduplication; for then it will not be concluded that discipline belongs to the good because it is good, but it is simply concluded that discipline belongs to the good, thus: every being is disciplined; but good is being; therefore good is disciplined.

But if someone objects that it has been determined above that one must not seek the subject from this, that it follows all things, whereas here before this we posit the subject from this, that it follows all things, that is, being, and so there seems to be a contradiction in what has been said, it is not difficult to solve. For we do not seek being in its commonness as the subject, but some being, as profitable or studious; and such a being is called being simply not from the commonness of being, but because it is taken without reduplication. From those things, moreover, which we have already said in universal syllogisms, it is also manifest that even in particular syllogisms, with respect to terms taken with reduplication and without reduplication, the terms are to be taken similarly as in universal syllogisms, namely that when there is reduplication of the middle, in such reduplication the major ought to be taken with the reduplication of the middle joined to it; but when there is reduplication of the minor extreme, then one of the terms must be posited as the major extreme, and the other as the middle with the reduplication of the minor extreme.

But here it must be attended that in the first figure one can syllogize with each reduplication, namely both of the middle over the major extreme and of the minor extreme over the middle, as was shown a little before. But in the second figure one can syllogize with reduplication of the minor extreme, and not with reduplication of the middle. In the third, however, conversely, one syllogizes with reduplication of the middle, and not with reduplication of the minor extreme. And this is plain in this way. For if in the second figure there were reduplication of the middle, either it would be made with respect to the middle, or with respect to something else among the extremes. And it is plain that it would not be with respect to the middle, because the middle is the predicate, and reduplication placed with it would make the predicate be held universally, and the proposition would be false. For that reduplication would be made thus: no evil is to-be-chosen insofar as it is to-be-chosen. Or it would be placed with the major extreme, which is subjected in the major to the middle term; and this too is unsuitable. For thus it would be made: no evil insofar as it is to-be-chosen is to-be-chosen; for here opposition is signified to be the cause of the opposite. Nevertheless, reduplication of the minor extreme can be made in the second figure, and it concludes with reduplication of the minor, thus: no evil is to-be-chosen; every good is to-be-chosen insofar as it is good; therefore no good is evil insofar as it is good. In the third figure, however, one can conclude with reduplication of the middle, thus: every to-be-chosen thing is good insofar as it is to-be-chosen; and every to-be-chosen thing is expedient or studious; therefore some expedient thing is good insofar as it is to-be-chosen. But with reduplication of the major one cannot conclude in the third figure. For either the reduplication would be placed with the major extreme, which is predicated in the major proposition, or with the subject which is the middle; and in either way the proposition will be false, as it is easy to see in the terms just introduced. For this is false: every to-be-chosen thing is expedient insofar as it is expedient; and similarly this: every good is expedient insofar as it is expedient. For many things are both to-be-chosen and good which are not expedient.

But if against these things that have been said, namely that in the second figure no syllogism can be made with reduplication of the middle, someone objects that a syllogism of the second figure descends from the second mode of the first figure by conversion of the major proposition, and therefore, if in the second mode of the first figure one syllogizes with reduplication, the major proposition should be converted and one should syllogize with the same reduplication in the second figure. If, I say, someone objects in this way, it must be said that the major cannot be converted while the reduplication of the middle remains; rather it is converted with the principal terms accepted without reduplication. For it is well said: no evil is to-be-chosen, and conversely no to-be-chosen thing is evil. Similarly it is well said: no evil is to-be-chosen insofar as it is evil. But conversely it is not well said: no to-be-chosen thing is evil insofar as it is evil.

But if it is further objected against this that, according to this, what has been said, that a universal negative is converted in terms, is not general, then it must also be observed in conversions that terms stand under the same determinations in the converting proposition and in the converted one. And so if reduplication has been placed with the predicate, once the proposition is converted the same reduplication would be with the subject which before had been the predicate; and this cannot stand. Hence it must be known that certain dispositions dispose the subject and predicate according to that which they are according to reality, and not according as they are subject and predicate, as white and black and things of this kind; and such dispositions remain in conversion. But certain dispositions dispose the subject according as it is subject, and the predicate according as it is predicate; and such dispositions do not remain with subject and predicate except as long as they remain subject and predicate, and they do not remain in conversion. And such is the disposition of the subject to the distributive sign; and therefore, in the converted proposition in which the subject does not remain subject, the disposition does not remain. Hence "every man is animal" is not converted into this, "some animal is every man," but into this, "some animal is man." Similarly this, "no ass is man," is not converted into this, "man is no ass," but into this, "no man is ass." The same is true of reduplication, which is, as was said, a disposition beginning from the predicate and completing itself in the subject, because it belongs to the predicate by comparison to the subject; and in the converted proposition, where the predicate ceases to be predicate, the reduplication itself fails. And therefore it has to be converted thus: no evil is to-be-chosen insofar as it is evil; therefore no to-be-chosen thing is evil insofar as it is to-be-chosen, so that the reduplication of the subject to the predicate is always made; otherwise the proposition will be false, and sometimes nugatory.

From these things it is also plain why in the first figure the reduplication of the middle is not placed with the minor extreme: for the minor extreme in the first figure is not predicated of the middle; but the reduplication of the middle with respect to the predicate must be denied in the first figure.
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But in order that the resolution of premised propositions into terms may be made more easily, one must sometimes accept things that have the same force but are better known, and names for names and expressions for expressions, yet in such a way that the better known is always accepted for the less known, both in names and in expressions. And so one must sometimes accept a name, and sometimes an expression, yet in such a way that a simple name is always accepted in place of an expression, provided, as was said above, that simple names are found which can be taken. For if they are not found, then the better known expressions must be accepted as terms; for in this way the exposition of the terms into which propositions are resolved is easier.

But the example of this is as follows: if these two expressions are said, "the suspectable is not the genus of the opinable," and "what is opinable is not the same as some suspectable," that is, as a species of suspectable, because "some suspectable" is suspectable contracted to a species, just as "some animal" is animal contracted to a species; and therefore the same thing is signified in each expression, and therefore one can be accepted for the other, so that the better known is accepted for the less known. For nothing prevents the same thing, signified in different ways in speech, from being less known under one word and better known under another. Yet this must be observed in this way: in place of the expression stated, the terms to be posited are suspectable and opinable; for if suspectable is not predicated of opinable universally and without conversion, it will not be its genus.

Yet in this resolution one must beware lest the middle term taken with reduplication of the minor, or the major term taken with reduplication of the middle, be reduced to a simple term with the reduplication left behind. For reduplication must remain with the term to which it is joined, as was said in the preceding matters, because it says the cause of the inherence of the predicate in the subject. And the example of this is that it is not the same thing for pleasure to be good simply without contraction made through reduplication, and for pleasure to be some good through contraction of reduplication. And therefore the terms must not be posited similarly or in the same way. But if a syllogism is made concluding that pleasure is good without reduplication, then it must be posited that the term is good simply. But if a syllogism ought to be made concluding that pleasure is some good contracted through reduplication, then the term must be posited not simply, but as some good determined through reduplication, as is plain in the examples introduced in the preceding chapter.
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Again there is a difficulty in the resolution of a proposition from those things which in a syllogism must be joined to the subject, as distribution is, or the distributive sign, because unless the major is universal in the first figure, there will not be a syllogism; and this sometimes generates difficulty in the resolution of propositions into terms. For it is not the same to be according to reality, nor is it the same to say in speech, "to that to which B, the middle, belongs, as to the minor extreme, to this same B, the middle, A belongs to every," and to say, "to the minor extreme to which B belongs to every, A, the major extreme, belongs to every universally." For when it is said, "to which B belongs," it does not make a universal proposition, but a particular or indefinite one; and therefore then perhaps a universal affirmative does not follow. But when it is said, "to every one to which B belongs, A belongs to that same every one," it makes the minor a universal affirmative and the conclusion a universal affirmative. And this is plain, that to enunciate in those two ways is not the same. For nothing prevents B, the middle, from belonging to C, the minor extreme, and not belonging to every universally, but indefinitely or particularly; as if, explaining in terms, we say that in the minor proposition B, which is the middle and predicate, is beautiful, but C, the minor extreme, is white. For beautiful is not predicated universally of white; for some white thing is beautiful, and some white thing is not beautiful. But if beautiful belongs particularly to some white thing, then it will follow indefinitely and simply that beautiful belongs to white and white is beautiful, but perhaps beautiful does not belong to every white. But on account of this I say "perhaps," because in essential terms it follows that if it belongs, it belongs to every, as if man is animal, it follows that every man is animal, because there is one account concerning all. But in accidental terms this does not follow; for in these it can belong in such a way that it does not belong to all.

But as we have already said concerning the middle, that it is related in this twofold way to the minor extreme, so the major extreme is related in a twofold way to the middle, namely as belonging and as belonging to every. Therefore, if A, the major extreme, belongs to B, the middle, simply and not universally, so that A does not belong to every one of that of which B is said or predicated, in this way the major cannot be universal in any way, that is, whether the minor is universal or particular: universal indeed if B, the middle, belongs to every C, the minor; particular, however, when B, the middle, belongs to some C, the minor extreme. And whether the minor is universal or particular, and the major is particular or indefinite, no conclusion at all follows in the first figure. For from such propositions it is not necessary, by syllogistic necessity, that A, the major extreme, either belong to C indefinitely, or not belong, or belong or not belong not to every, or particularly, in the conclusion when the major extreme is concluded of the minor, because in the first figure, when the major is not universal, nothing can be concluded. But if A, the major extreme, truly belongs universally to everything whatever of which B is said, as of the minor extreme, then it happens or follows syllogistically that A, the major extreme, is said and predicated in the conclusion of every one of that of which B, the middle, is said in the minor proposition; and then a syllogism is made in the first figure. But if A is said not of every, but particularly of something, in the major proposition, of which B is said in the minor proposition, then nothing prevents B, the middle, from belonging in the minor proposition to that which is C, namely the minor extreme; and it follows that A, the major extreme, belongs to that same minor extreme in the conclusion not to every, namely particularly not to belong, or even does not belong at all, that is, universally does not belong. Therefore the particular affirmative major proposition is not syllogizable, and therefore it need not be resolved into terms; but the universal one is syllogizable.

And then it is plain that the resolution of two syllogizable propositions stands in three terms, since then the terms are so related that the major is universal; because of whatever B, the middle, is said as every or universally, as of the minor extreme, A, the major extreme, will likewise be said of that same every one, that is, universally. But this is the same thing as if it were said that of whatever B is said or predicated for all, that is, universally, of all those A also is said universally; and if B is predicated universally of every one of something, as of C, A likewise will be said of those universally. But if B, the middle, is not said of every minor, then it is not necessary that in the conclusion A be said of every minor extreme. This, therefore, must be considered diligently in resolution.

But here it must be attended that, although it has been determined that from a particular major in the first figure no syllogism is made, nevertheless it is not superfluous here to speak about this particular, about which something has been said, because this particular, about which something has been said, has a certain likeness with the universal, and someone could think that because of that likeness a syllogism would be made from it. For when it is said, "to that to which B belongs, to that every one A belongs," the middle is signified to be taken under the extreme, and the lesser under the middle, and A belongs universally to the things contained under B, although it is not signified that it belongs universally to every B. And therefore it is truly particular and not syllogizable as a major proposition in the first figure; and therefore this impediment had to be determined here.

It must also be noted that modes of signifying of this kind can also be made in the negative, thus: to that to which no B belongs, to no one of those A belongs; or to that to which some B does not belong, to no one of those A belongs; or to that to which every B belongs, to no one of those A belongs; or to that to which some B belongs, to no one of those A belongs. And again: to that to which every B belongs, to some one of those A does not belong; or to that to which some B belongs, to some one of those A belongs or does not belong; and it can be varied otherwise in many ways, about which there is no need to speak one by one, because from what has been said about the universal affirmative, how there is an impediment about it and that this must be removed, it is understood in the same way in all other non-syllogizable propositions, as when the minor is negative in the first figure, or when both are negative or both particular, and things of this kind, when they are taken in likeness to syllogizable propositions, although nevertheless they are not syllogizable.
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But when, in the resolution of propositions into terms, terms are sometimes accepted in abstraction which had been posited in concretion in the proposition, and sometimes in the nominative which had been posited in an oblique case in the proposition, it is not necessary that some inconvenience occur on account of expounding the terms in such a way. For when one syllogizes in oblique cases or in concrete terms, we do not intend to syllogize about those terms which we posit, but about those which are understood through these, namely the nominative and abstract terms1. Hence we do not labor by syllogizing in such a way that the term posited is the very "this something" which is syllogized; rather, we do as is done in geometrical matters. For the geometer says that whatever line has been described is a foot long or straight, and a magnitude or length without breadth, although nevertheless such a line is not of this kind, because perhaps it is neither a foot long nor straight nor without breadth; yet in demonstrating he uses the described line in this way, because he does not demonstrate concerning that line drawn out or described, but concerning the line which is understood through that one when he syllogizes from such things.

For altogether and universally, what in propositions of the first figure and others does not have itself as a universal whole, and as taken universally toward a part taken under it, so that the other thing which is taken under it has itself toward that under which it is taken as part to whole, from none of such things does the demonstrator or the one syllogizing show or syllogize; because from things not related to one another in this way no syllogism is made. But when from such terms of propositions we make an exposition in resolving it into terms, we use exposition in this way or in such a mode, so that the one who learns or responds may perceive or understand, namely, so that he may both learn the impediment which he intends and remove it. For we do not assume those terms in the proposition as if without these it could not be demonstrated through terms taken otherwise, as it is demonstrated from those from which a syllogism is truly made, but because it is more easily understood in these than in others.

Notes

	Compare Posterior Analytics I, text/commentary 25. (Cf. I Posterior. tex. com. 25.) ↩
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But in a syllogism which is not simply one, but is called one because its parts are ordered to one principal conclusion, just as a prosyllogism and a syllogism are called one syllogism because they are ordered to one final conclusion, this sometimes makes an impediment in the resolution of two propositions into three terms. And therefore let it not escape us that, in the same syllogism which is not simply one, but one and the same in this respect, that several things are ordered to manifesting one conclusion, not all conclusions, namely those which are in a syllogism thus one, composed of prosyllogisms and a principal syllogism, can be terminated through one and the same figure. For that syllogism has many conclusions, although a syllogism which is simply one has only one conclusion. And the several conclusions of such a syllogism, which is not simply one, cannot all be terminated through one and the same figure. Rather, on the contrary, one conclusion is terminated through some one figure, but another conclusion is terminated through another, as is plain in the second mode of the third figure, in which the major is concluded in a prosyllogism through the first or second figure, but the minor through the first only, and the principal conclusion through the third. But it is evident from the art introduced above that resolutions of propositions into terms must also be made according to the property and figure of each conclusion.

But since not every proposition is concluded in every or in any figure, but rather in one figure, whatever concluded propositions have been disposed, this can be manifest to anyone from the conclusion, in which figure each proposition is to be sought. For the universal negative is concluded in the first and second figure, and the universal affirmative in the first only, and the particular affirmative in the first and third; but the particular negative in all. It can also be known by comparing the extremes to the middle: for if the middle is between the extremes, it is the first figure; but if it is before the extremes, it is the second figure; but if it is after the extremes, then it is the third figure. And according to this, resolutions of propositions into terms have been made.
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Again there is one impediment in resolution, not in the resolution of a syllogism simply, but in the resolution of an ostensive syllogism refuting toward the destruction of some definition. Hence with respect to definitions which are in the number not of incomplex things, but of complex expressions, whenever they have been refuted and blamed through a syllogism with respect to some one term inconveniently posited in the definition, one need only posit that term to which the definition has been refuted, among all those terms which are posited in the term which is the definition, and one need not posit the whole definition or definitive expression. In the resolution of such things, it happens less that one is disturbed by the length, namely once it is taken away, which would be present if the whole definitive expression were posited as the term.

But the example of this is that, if it is said that water is a humid drink, and someone wishes to reprehend this definition and to show that humid drink is not the difference of water, one need not posit the whole in the syllogism, but the defined thing with that difference which he reprehends, as water and drink, thus: nothing which happens accidentally to something should be posited in its definition; but being a drink happens accidentally to water; therefore, according to essential definition, water is not drink.
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Furthermore, because syllogisms from hypothesis have their consequence from a local relation, and not from the order of terms and the position of propositions in a syllogism, therefore one must not try to reduce syllogisms from hypothesis into three terms in this way. For in syllogisms from hypothesis there is not, or it does not happen, to reduce from those things which are posited in the syllogism, because they are not posited from the order of three terms, but rather from a local relation. For such syllogisms from hypothesis have not been shown through the relation of terms by an ostensive syllogism, which alone has the true form of syllogism. Rather, in those which are made through relations, there are certain concessions according to the pleasure of the respondent, as when it has been conceded that if in one thing it has itself so, it is so similarly in all. For example, if someone posits that, if some one power is not of certain contraries, it follows from this that there is not some one discipline of contraries either; and, with this conceded, he disputes by introducing certain contraries, as the healthy and the sick, or the healing and the sickening, that they are not of one power, because if they were of one power, they would be of one action; and if they were of one essential action, it would follow that they were the same; and so the same thing would at once be healing and sickening; and from this he says that it has been shown that there is not one power of all contraries, because there is an instance in the healthy and the sick. But from this it has not yet been shown that there is not one discipline of contraries, although from the very relation of the thing it is necessary to confess that of those things of which there is not a power, of those there is not also one discipline. Yet one is not compelled to confess this from a syllogism, but rather from the condition, that is, from the confession stated, namely this, that if it is proved that there is not one power of contraries, it has been proved that there is not one discipline. Therefore such a reasoning must not be reduced by that reduction which is the resolution of propositions into three terms. But it is proved well syllogistically that if there is not one power of the healing and the sickening, then there is not one power of all contraries; for thus perhaps there was and is an ostensive syllogism concluding this. But that which is inferred from this, that there is not one discipline of all contraries, is a condition from confession and local relation, and not from syllogistic consequence.

It is similar also in those syllogisms which, through an impossible given by the respondent in the opposite of a conclusion truly syllogized through an ostensive syllogism, by which opposite, taken with the major or minor, it is led to the opposite of the other premise, which also is impossible. For these useful syllogisms, since they do not infer from the disposition of terms in a figure and from the mode of combination of propositions, but argue from the position of the one giving the opposite, are not, or cannot be, resolved by such a resolution by which propositions are resolved into terms. And one of the premises, which has been given in the opposite of the conclusion and is placed as the other proposition in the syllogism leading to the impossible, is not according to reality and the disposition of figure and mode according to the real order of the middle to the extremes; but in such a syllogism the conclusion is always drawn from a condition given in the opposite of the conclusion, which did not have the same order of terms with the premises, such that the middle either was between the extremes, or before them, or after them.

Yet these syllogisms which lead to the impossible differ from the previously mentioned syllogisms from hypothesis, which are founded upon likeness, as was said before, in this: that in those which proceed through likeness the respondent must first confess the position, that as it is in one case, so it is in the others, because according to reality this does not have necessity; and therefore then one syllogizes toward the respondent's position. Therefore in those, the respondent must first confess whether they ought to concede or ought not, the respondents themselves. An example of this is that, if it ought to be concluded that there is one discipline of contraries through this, that there is one power of them, then one must first confess that there is one power, and one must concede that there is one discipline of all contraries through this, that of certain things there is one power and one discipline through the fact that it has itself similarly in all, as in one. But in a syllogism leading to the impossible they will concede this of necessity, even if they do not confess it, because they are compelled through this principle, that contradictories are not true at the same time, and that of all things one of them is true. Therefore they will concede necessarily, because from the very opposition of contradiction the false is immediately manifest from the thing itself; for it does not stand with the other of the premises, because contradictories cannot be true at the same time. The example is that, if this unsuitable thing is granted, that a diameter is commensurable, which is the opposite of this true statement, a diameter is not commensurable, this leads to the manifestly false result that odd numbers are equal to even numbers, or become even, which is impossible according to reality and not only according to concession.

There are several modes of syllogisms from hypothesis, as was said in part in the preceding matters, and those are diverse modes in which the conclusion is reached from a condition and not from the disposition of terms in figure and mode. And all those modes must be diligently examined, and the differences in which they differ from one another and from an ostensive syllogism must be diligently noted, and one must see which can be reduced into terms and which cannot. But what the differences of these syllogisms are, and how often or in how many modes syllogisms which are from hypothesis are usefully made, we shall say later in the second book of this science and in the proper book On Hypothetical Syllogisms. But now, as much as pertains to the present intention, let only this be manifest to us: that hypothetical syllogisms of this kind are not to be resolved into terms according to the disposition of figure; and we have already said for what cause resolution of this kind cannot be made.

But if someone asks why this is, that in a hypothetical syllogism, which is made through likeness for the construction of a universal through a particular, one must use a preconfession, whereas in a syllogism to the impossible, with respect to the destruction of a particular, one need not use any preconfession, the reason for this is plain, namely this: that when the particular has been destroyed, the universal is necessarily destroyed, whether someone confesses it or not; but the positing of a particular does not of necessity posit the universal, and therefore in that case one must use a preconfession, or the conclusion does not follow.

But if someone again objects and says that every genus of argumentation has to be reduced to syllogism, but a syllogism from hypothesis is a certain genus of argumentation, therefore it is reduced to syllogism. Again let it be argued: of whatever opposites there is not one power, there is not the same discipline; of contraries there is not one power; therefore neither is there one discipline. Here there is a syllogism from hypothesis reduced into the form of an ostensive syllogism. And if someone says that it is not a syllogism in the first figure because it has the minor negative, let the same thing be formed in likeness to affirmation, thus: of whatever things there is the same sense, of these there is one discipline; but of opposites there is the same sense; therefore there is one discipline.

But to these and all similar things it must be said that every true syllogism infers from those things which are posited in the syllogism in the disposition of terms and the mode of combination of propositions, and not from some condition or local relation of antecedent to consequent, or conversely. And therefore a syllogism from hypothesis, according to this mode of syllogism, is not truly a syllogism, because it does not have such a disposition of terms and complexing of propositions; and therefore it also cannot be reduced by this reduction. And as to what is objected, that every genus of argumentation is reduced into syllogism, it must be said that it is true, but each genus of argumentation is reduced into its own syllogism appropriated to it. And therefore argumentation which has force from hypothesis is reduced into a hypothetical syllogism, and another, which has its power from the disposition of terms, is reduced into a categorical or ostensive syllogism. And through this it is plain that from the argumentation which he introduces, nothing is formed immediately except a hypothetical syllogism, thus: of whatever things there is the same sense, of these there is the same discipline; but of contraries there is the same sense; therefore there is the same discipline. For there the argument proceeds from the positing of the antecedent; and therefore such conclusions are said not to be syllogized by a syllogism which truly has the form of a syllogism.
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TREATISE VIII. ON THE REDUCTION OF SPEECH SYLLOGIZED IN ONE FIGURE INTO ANOTHER FIGURE.

CHAPTER I. On the reduction of the first figure into the second, and conversely.

Next one must speak about a proposition syllogized in one figure, how it happens that it is reduced into another figure. Therefore let us say that such reduction occurs only in propositions which are concluded in several figures. For if such a proposition is concluded in one figure, it can be reduced into another in which the same proposition also is concluded. On account of this the first mode of the first figure is not reduced to another, because it is concluded only in the first figure. Similarly the affirmative syllogisms of the first figure, as the third of the first, cannot be reduced into the second figure, because the second figure concludes only negatively; but the negatives of the first, namely the second and fourth, are reduced into the second, because the second of the first is reduced through conversion of the major into the first of the second, and likewise a syllogism of the second figure is reduced into the first figure through conversion of a proposition and sometimes through transposition. Nevertheless not all syllogisms can be reduced through conversion of some proposition, because the fourth of the second cannot be reduced in this way. But this will be manifest in what follows.

Therefore let us begin from the second of the first, which consists of a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor, thus: if A belongs to no B, but B belongs to every C, it is concluded in the second of the first that A belongs to no C. But if the universal privative or negative major proposition is converted, then, with the position of the middle now varied, there will be a syllogism in the middle or second figure; for in such a position of terms B will belong to no A, so that no A is B, but C will belong to every B, and it is concluded in the first of the second that C belongs to no A, which is the same conclusion that had previously been concluded through the second of the first.

Similarly the reduction of a syllogism of the first figure into the second is made when the syllogism is not universal but particular, as in the fourth of the first, which consists of a universal negative major and a particular affirmative minor. For example, if we say that A belongs to no B, and we say that B belongs to some C, then in the fourth of the first it will be concluded that A does not belong to some C. Then, again, with the universal privative major simply converted, a syllogism is made in the third of the second, thus: no A is B; some C is B; therefore some C is not A; and this is the same conclusion which was previously syllogized in the first figure in the fourth of the first.

Conversely also, among those syllogisms which conclude in the second figure, there is reduction into the first; and indeed the two universal syllogisms of the second figure are reduced into the second of the first, while of the particular syllogisms of the second figure only one, namely the third, is reduced. And this is plain by example. Let the first of the second be formed thus: that A, the middle, belongs to no B, and the same A belongs to every C, thus: no B is A; every C is A; it is concluded in the first of the second that no C is A. But if B is converted by the universal privative major, then, with the position of the middle varied, there will be the first figure; for then, with such conversion made, B belongs to no A, and A will belong to every C, and it is concluded that no C is B, as before through the second of the first. But if the predicative or universal affirmative proposition is toward B, that is, toward the major extreme, that is, if the major is universal affirmative, as it is in the second of the second figure, but the privative or universal negative proposition is toward C, the minor extreme, namely so that the minor is universal negative, then in the same way, through conversion of the universal negative minor, it is reduced into the second of the first figure. But then, through transposition of the propositions, the first term or major must be placed toward C, which previously was the minor extreme; and this is not done except by transposition of propositions. The cause of this is that the minor proposition in the first figure cannot be negative. For with the terms disposed in this way, this same A will belong to no C, but B will belong to every C, and A will belong to every B, thus: no A is C; every B is A; it will be concluded through the second of the first that no C is B; and then let the conclusion be converted, no B is C, and it will be the same as was concluded in the second of the second. In this way, therefore, reduction has itself in universal syllogisms.

But if there is a particular syllogism of the second figure, when the universal privative is toward the major extreme, as in the third of the second, the resolution of that syllogism will be made into the first figure. For example, if we say in the major proposition that A, the middle, belongs to no B, and the same A belongs to some C in the minor proposition, then it is concluded through the third of the second that some C is not A. Then, with the privative major converted, because of the variation of the middle, it will be the first figure. For according to this, in the major proposition A as predicate will belong to no A, but A will belong to some C, thus: no A is B; some C is A; it will be concluded that some C is not B through the fourth of the first, which is the same conclusion that had previously been concluded through the third of the second.

But when the predicative is toward the major extreme, as in the fourth of the second, then resolution to the first figure cannot be made through conversion; as if we say in the fourth of the second that A as predicate belongs to every B and the same A belongs not to every but to some C, thus: every B is A; some C is not A; it will be concluded through the fourth of the second that not every, or some, C is not B; and then reduction cannot be made by conversion, because the universal affirmative major proposition is converted only particularly. And if it is converted in this way, both premises will be particular, and from such premises no syllogism is made.

But it must be attended that the reduction of figures of this kind, about which we are speaking here, is different from that about which we spoke in the preceding matters, when the generation of syllogisms was treated. For there we reduced the imperfect syllogisms of the second and third into the first, and the particulars of the first we reduced into the universals of the first, because in the first of the first the most perfect thing is being-said-of-every, and in the second of the first the most perfect thing is being-said-of-none, through which every syllogism having direct and ostensive confirmation is confirmed first and principally. But here, treating through the reduction of figures, we intend nothing other than to show the conformity of figures and how one arises from another by variation of the middle and the extremes in the position of the two propositions. On account of this, for showing what we intend here, it is not necessary, for the reduction of each individual syllogism, nor through exclusion of instances, to verify this reduction, because in certain cases reduced in this way from figure into figure, the conformity of figures has been sufficiently shown.
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CHAPTER II. On the reduction of particular syllogisms of the first figure into the third, and conversely.

Now, following out this reduction which has been stated through the individual figures in relation to one another, and again resolving syllogisms of the first into the third and conversely, we say that not all syllogisms which are in the third figure are resolved into the first, because the fifth of the third cannot be resolved through conversion of a proposition, but is reduced through the impossible; and concerning that reduction our intention is not here. But both particular syllogisms of the first figure are resolved into the third; and this is plain first in the third of the first. For let A, the major extreme, belong to every B, the middle, but let B, the middle, belong to some C, the minor extreme; through the third of the first it is concluded that some C is A. Therefore, since the minor proposition, which is particular affirmative, is converted simply in the terms, namely this, some C is B, then conversely some B is C, while A belonged to every B in the major proposition; wherefore, or because of this, with the middle varied through conversion of the minor, the third figure is made.

It is similar also if it is the fourth of the first, which is a privative syllogism, because that too is reduced by conversion of the minor proposition, which is particular affirmative. For the fourth of the first is such: no B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is not A. And if the particular affirmative minor is converted, then the syllogism will be such: no B is A; some B is C; and it is concluded that some A is not A through the fourth of the third; and the conclusion of each syllogism is the same.

But among the syllogisms which are in the third figure, which is the last among the figures, there is only one, namely the fifth of the third, which is not resolved into the first figure through conversion of a proposition. And the cause of this is that in it the privative minor proposition is not posited universally so that it can be converted, but the minor is universal affirmative and the major is particular negative. But all the other syllogisms of the third figure are resolved into the first figure. And this is plain in the first of the third, which consists of two universal affirmatives. Thus let both A, the major extreme, and B, the minor extreme, be predicated of every C, the middle, thus: every C is A and every C is B; through the first of the third it will be concluded that some C is. Therefore, when the universal affirmative is converted into a particular, it follows that C will be converted to each, namely A and B particularly. Therefore it follows that A will belong to some B, because if the minor is converted, it follows that A will belong to some B through the third of the first, thus: every C is A; some B is C; therefore some A is B. And thus the first figure will exist, the first mode of the third having been resolved into the third of the first, since A will belong to every C in the major, but C will belong to some B in the minor; and it follows that some B is A.

It is similar concerning the reduction of the fourth of the third into the first figure, which also is affirmative and is reduced into the third of the first. For the fourth of the third consists of a universal affirmative major and a particular affirmative minor, and is reduced into the third of the third through conversion of the minor, thus: every C is A; some B is C; therefore some C is A. And therefore there is a similar account in the first and the fourth, because in the particular affirmative minor proposition in the fourth, B is converted to C, that is, the predicate into the subject.

It is similar also in the third of the third, in which the major is particular affirmative and the minor universal affirmative; for example, if we say that B, the minor extreme, belongs to every C in the minor, but A, the major extreme, belongs to some C in the major, then the resolution will be made by converting the major and by transposition of the propositions. And therefore B must then be posited as the first term or major because of the transposition of the propositions. For then, with such conversion and transposition made, B will belong to every C, but C will belong to some A; and then it follows in the third of the first that B belongs to some A. And because a particular affirmative is converted, the conclusion will also be converted, so that B will belong to some A; and thus through conversion of the major, transposition of the propositions, and conversion of the conclusion, there will be the third of the first figure.

And if there is a privative syllogism in the third figure, if both terms taken in the major and minor proposition are universal, as in the second of the third, which consists of a universal negative major and a universal affirmative minor, one must take it similarly with respect to reduction into the first figure. For let B belong to every C in the minor proposition, but let A belong to no C in the major. Therefore, through conversion of the universal affirmative minor, C will belong to some B, but in the major A will belong to no C; on account of this, in such a syllogism C will be the middle, and such a syllogism will be made: no C is A; some B is C; therefore some B is not A, which is the fourth of the first. And thus the second of the third is reduced into the fourth of the first.

It is similar also in the sixth of the third, because it is similar with respect to reduction if the universal major in a syllogism of the third is privative, as it is in the sixth mode of the third, and the minor is particular affirmative. For according to such a disposition, A belongs to no C in the major, but C will belong to some B in the converted minor; and it will be concluded through the fourth of the first that some B is not A.

But if the privative major proposition is taken particularly and the minor is universal affirmative, as it is in the fifth of the third, there will not be a resolution of that syllogism into the first figure through conversion of either proposition. And the example of this is that, if A indeed belongs to every C in the minor, but A does not belong to some C in the major proposition, then there will not be reduction by conversion, because there is no proposition there which can be converted except the universal affirmative minor, which is the B C proposition. If it is converted, each of the premised propositions will be particular; and from two particulars nothing follows in any of the three figures. Thus, therefore, the third is reduced into the first, and the first into the third.

From these things that have been said, it is manifest that for resolving these two figures, namely the first and the third, into one another, the minor proposition, which is toward the minor extreme, must be converted; for when this has been converted, the middle will be varied in each figure, and a transmutation of one figure into the other is made.

But it must be attended that an instance seems to be against those things which have been said about the third mode of the third figure, in which reduction is made through conversion of the major. But this can be solved more quickly and easily by saying that what has been said in the conversion of that mode is understood of those which have the major universal. It could also be said that that proposition is called the minor in which, after conversion, the middle is predicated and the minor extreme is subjected.

But if it is asked why the first figure is reduced into the second through conversion of the major rather than through conversion of the minor, to this it must be said that the first figure and the second agree in the position of the middle and in the position of the minor extreme, but differ in the position of the major extreme; and that proposition must be converted which is toward the major extreme. The cause of this also is that the second figure descends from the first through conversion of the major proposition, as was said in the preceding matters.
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But of these two particular syllogisms which are in the middle figure, one, namely the third, is both resolved by conversion and resolved into the third; but the other, namely the fourth, is not resolved into the third figure by conversion. For in the third, where the major is a universal negative which can be converted, the syllogism is resolved into the third through conversion of each proposition. For if A, the middle, is said in the major to belong to no B, and the same A is said in the minor to belong to some C, each proposition is converted; and then, with the major converted, B will be said to belong to no A, and C is said to belong to some A, and then A is the middle, thus: no A is B; some A is C; and it is plain that it is the third figure.

But in the fourth of the second, which consists of a universal affirmative major and a particular negative minor, namely when in the major proposition A is said to belong to every B, and the same A is said not to belong to some C, then no resolution can be made. And the cause of this is that from conversion it happens that neither of the converted propositions is universal, because the universal affirmative is converted only particularly; but from two particulars no syllogism is made.

Conversely, however, syllogisms which are in the third figure are resolved into the middle figure with respect to the negative modes, because the second figure concludes only negatively; and therefore the second and sixth of the third are reduced into the second figure, but not the first and third and fourth, because those have affirmative conclusions. But the second and sixth are reduced into the second through conversion of each proposition. Therefore, when the universal privative is the major, as if it is said that A belongs to no C, and in the minor that B belongs to some C, as in the sixth of the third; or if it is said in the major that A belongs to no C, and in the minor B is said to belong to every C, as in the second of the third: then in the conversion of each proposition, C will belong to no A, which is the converse of the major, and the same C will belong to some B from the conversion of the minor; and the second figure has been made in the third mode of the second figure.

But if the particular proposition is privative and the major, as it is in the fifth of the third, it cannot be resolved into the second by conversion of a proposition, because a particular negative is not converted in terms; and if the universal affirmative which is the minor is converted, both premises will be particular, and from such things no syllogism is made.

And from these things it is manifest that the same syllogisms, namely the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third, are not resolved in these figures, that is, the middle and the third, which also were not resolved into the first from the second or third. It is also manifest for all other syllogisms of the second figure and third reduced into the first figure through conversion of propositions, that only those two are enclosed or reduced through the impossible, because they cannot be reduced through conversion of propositions. Therefore from the aforesaid it is manifest how syllogisms must be reduced, and from this it is manifest that all the figures are resolved to one another and how this is so.

But it must be attended here that, although only the fourth of the second and the fifth of the third have been said to be reduced through the impossible, by this it is not excluded that all the other syllogisms can be reduced through the impossible; rather this has been said for this reason, that although the others can be reduced both by conversion and through the impossible, the two named syllogisms are reduced only through the impossible.

It must also be attended that, because the second figure and the third disagree in the position of each extreme and also in the position of the middle, therefore in the reduction of one of those figures to the other, each proposition must be converted.

Again it must be noted that, although reduction through the impossible is a certain reduction, nevertheless nothing is determined here about it, because reduction through the impossible is only the showing of an argumentation, and is not conversion to a figure; rather it is conversion of a proposition and the showing of argumentation and a change of the position of terms in their place, and through this it shows the form of a syllogism, which is the figure or change of figure.
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TREATISE IX. ON THE EXCLUSION OF THE ERROR OF THOSE SAYING THAT THE NEGATIVE CONCERNING A FINITE PREDICATE IS THE SAME AS THE AFFIRMATIVE CONCERNING AN INFINITE PREDICATE.

CHAPTER I. On their difference from one another.

But because the terms of syllogisms into which they are resolved are sometimes finite and sometimes infinite, and when they are infinite they seem to be negative, so that certain people used to say that such terms were universally convertible with negatives, one must here insert something about the consequence of such terms. For although in the book Perihermenias something has been said about the account of opposition with which it deals there, nevertheless, because it was said there incidentally and incompletely, it must be determined here more sufficiently.

Therefore let us say that it makes a difference, in constructing in an affirmative syllogism or destroying in a negative syllogism, to suppose whether the affirmative concerning an infinite predicate and the negative concerning a finite predicate signify the same thing or something diverse; as if we say, "this is not," and "this is non-this," and refer these two to some same subject; and this is as if we were to say that "not to be white" signifies the same as "to be non-white." For these do not signify the same, which is proved thus: the proposition which is "to be non-white" is not the opposite negation of the proposition which says "to be white," because both of these are affirmative; but the negative of that which is "to be white" is "not to be white," when both predicates, namely the affirmative and the negative, are referred to the same subject. The first reason for this is this: these aforesaid things are related to one subject in propositions of inherence just as they are related in modal propositions. For as "it is possible to walk" is related to "it is possible not to walk," so that which is "white" is related to that which is "non-white." But "it is possible to walk" and "it is possible not to walk" can be true at the same time; on account of this it follows that one is not the negation of the other. Therefore neither is the one which says "is non-white" the negation of the one which says "is white"; but its negation is this, "is not white." Therefore the one which says "is non-white" does not signify the same as the one which says "is not white." This is plain from this, that these two predicates, "knows good" or "is knowing good," differ in nothing in signifying, just as neither do these predicates differ, "can walk" or "is able to walk." On account of this it follows that their opposites differ in nothing. But the opposites are "cannot walk" and "is not able to walk." But if it is granted that the one which says "is not able to walk" signifies the same as the one which says "is able not to walk," then the things which have been said to be opposites will belong to the same thing at the same time, namely "is able to walk" and "is not able to walk," if this is the same as what is "is able not to walk," because the same thing can at the same time walk and not walk, just as the same thing is at the same time knowing good and knowing non-good, although it is not at the same time knowing good and not knowing good. But an opposed affirmative and negative will never be at the same time in the same thing. Therefore it follows that to be non-good and not to be good are not the same according to signification. The reason for this is that, for all proportional things according to equipollence and convertibility, this is the proportion: that if one belongs to something, the other also belongs to the same. And thus, if to be non-white were the same as not to be white, then to whatever one belonged, the other would also belong to the same.

The second reason for proving the same thing is this, and it is founded on the fact that an affirmative concerning an infinite predicate posits something, but a negative concerning a finite predicate posits nothing. This is plain through this, that to be non-equal and not to be equal are not the same. For underlying the one which says "to be non-equal" is something which indeed is unequal when it is compared to magnitude. But underlying the one which says "not to be equal" there is nothing, whether it is compared to magnitude or not, because negation leaves nothing of the things which affirmation posited. And this is so because not every being or non-being is equal or unequal, since what is not quantified is neither equal nor unequal. But everything that is, or is not, either is equal or is not equal; for of any being or non-being one of the contradictories is true. And just as unequal posits something by reason of privation, so an infinite term posits something, although what it posits is infinite.

Furthermore, the third reason for the same point is this: these two propositions, "it is non-white wood" and "it is not white wood," are not together in one signified thing. This is plain, because if it is non-white wood, it is plain that wood is supposed to be, although it is deprived of white. But when it is said "it is not white wood," it is not necessary that wood be, because negation removes the whole. For it is true to say of an amphora that it is not white wood, since it is neither wood nor white; but it is not true to say of an amphora that it is non-white wood.

Therefore from these three reasons it is manifest that the proposition which says "is non-good" is not the negation of the one which says "is good." Therefore, if of every one being or non-being there is a true affirmation or negation, and it is now plain that the one which says "is non-good" is not a negation, it is clear that it will be an affirmation in some way; for it is an affirmation concerning an infinite predicate, which is a certain mode of affirmation. But of every affirmation there is some negation. Therefore it follows that of this one also, which says "is non-good," there is some negation; and it is the one which says "is not non-good." Therefore it is plain that an affirmative concerning an infinite predicate and a negative concerning a finite predicate do not signify the same in the terms or consequences of syllogisms.

But here it must be noticed that, when it is said, "of anything whatever, to be equal or not to be equal is said," distribution is made for any being and non-being, just as when it is said that of anything whatever there is a true affirmation or negation. But when it is said that "not of anything whatever is it said to be equal or to be non-equal," the distribution is made in the same way; and therefore it cannot be said of anything whatever, because non-equal posits something, as was said in the preceding matters.
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But affirmative propositions concerning an infinite predicate and negative propositions concerning a finite predicate have toward one another this order of consequence which we shall state. Let to be good be that in which A is placed; let not to be good be that in which B is placed; let to be non-good be that in which C is placed, and let this be taken under B, both by the position of place in consequence and by essential position, as a species is accepted under a genus; but let not to be non-good be that in which D is placed, which is accepted in the same way under A as C is accepted under B. With such a disposition of terms made, to everything that is or is not, either A or B will belong, because between them there is simple contradiction; and these two will belong to no same thing at once. Again, in this way, either C or D belongs to everything, and to no same thing at once, because between C and D there is contradiction concerning an infinite predicate. Again, it follows that to whatever C, the infinite predicate, belongs, to that same thing B, the negated predicate, must necessarily belong. This is proved from this: because if it is true to speak infinitely about something, that it is non-white, it will be true to speak negatively about the same thing, that it is not white. For it is impossible for something at the same time to be white and to be non-white, and it is impossible at the same time to be white wood and to be non-white wood. On account of this, if the affirmation will not belong to something, the negation must belong.

And although in this way negation follows upon privation, nevertheless it is not converted so that privation also follows upon negation. Hence C, which is the privative, does not always follow upon that which is B, which is simple negation; and there is an instance: that which is altogether not wood is neither white wood nor non-white wood. And so, upon this, "it is not white wood," it does not always follow that it is non-white wood.

But in the opposites of these there is consequence in the contrary way, because to whatever A belongs, which is the simple affirmation, to all that universally D belongs, which is the negation of the infinite predicate, because everything that is white is not non-white. But that A is the antecedent and infers D is proved from this: because if of anything whatever one of the contradictories is true, and C and D are contradictories, one of those will be said of A. Therefore either C or D will be verified of it; and because C is not verified of A, since something cannot at the same time be white and be non-white, it follows that this which is D, which is contradictory to C, will belong. And this is plain in the terms, because of that which is white it is true to say that it is not non-white. But conversely A does not always follow upon D, because of that which is altogether not wood it is not true to say that it is A, which is white wood. On account of this D can be true of something of which A is not true; for that which is altogether not wood is not non-white wood, and nevertheless it does not follow that it is white wood. It is also plain that A and C, which are contradictory, belong to no same thing, although B and D sometimes can belong to the same thing, because neither is opposite to the other; for B is the simple negation of the finite predicate, but D is the negation of the infinite predicate, and these two negations are not opposite.

But just as it has been said that, according to consequence, infinite predicates are related to subjects according to the position of opposition or consequence, so also predicates said privatively are related to positive finite predicates, as unequal is related to equal, and just to unjust. And this is plain if it is posited in consequence in terms: let equal be that in which A is placed; non-equal as negated that in which B is placed; unequal as privated that in which C is placed; let not unequal be that in which D is placed, which are the same terms that belonged to finite and infinite terms. And therefore from these follow four conclusions: namely, that upon the affirmative of the privative predicate there follows the negative of the finite predicate, and not conversely, as, "it is unequal; therefore it is not equal," and not conversely. And, on the contrary, upon the affirmative concerning the finite predicate there follows the negative concerning the privative predicate, and not conversely, as, "it is equal; therefore it is not unequal," and not conversely. And that the affirmations which antecede are incompossible concerning the same thing, as, "it is equal," "it is non-equal"; and that the negations are compossible concerning the same thing, as, "it is not equal" and "it is not unequal," or "not equal."

But the same is so if the terms are accepted in contingent matter. With respect to this, moreover, it is the same that negations and affirmations differ in the same way concerning an infinite predicate and concerning a finite predicate; and this whether they are accepted in the plural number or in the singular number. But I say that in several they are taken from a number of things, of which the predicate belongs to some and does not belong to others; for this must be in contingent matter, and it is accepted in the whole plurality universally with a universal distributive sign. For in many such or universal things, of which the predicate belongs to some, as in an affirmative, but does not belong to others, as in a negative, there is a similar difference of the affirmation concerning the finite predicate and of the negation concerning the finite predicate, toward the affirmation concerning the infinite predicate and its negation concerning the infinite predicate. For a negative concerning a finite predicate is simply true, whether it is taken in the plural or in the singular, thus: not all animals are white; or in the singular with universal disposition, thus: not every, or not each, animal is white. For both of these are true in contingent matter. But those concerning an infinite predicate in the same matter are false; for both of these are false, namely that each or every animal is non-white, and likewise, accepted in the plural, that all animals are non-white. Therefore it is plain that, since these are true but those are false, they differ from one another. It is similar also if it is taken universally in the singular number. Hence it is plain that the proposition which is "every animal is white" does not have as its contradictory opposite the one which says "every animal is non-white"; for both of these are false together in contingent matter. But this will be its contradictory: not every animal is white.

And it must be attended that what has been said holds only in contingent matter, and not in necessary or impossible matter. For if it is said, "every man is non-ass" and "no man is ass," these are true at the same time. Again, when this consequence is said to be good, "it is non-good; therefore it is not good," and not conversely, it must be understood that this consequence holds in common terms, insofar as these predicates can in common be compared to one subject, whether taken universally or not universally, provided nevertheless that a comparison of these predicates to the same subject is made both in the antecedent and in the consequent proposition. Hence in universals it follows well, if the universal sign is taken on each side, thus: every man is non-good; therefore not every man is good; or therefore every man is not good. Similarly it also follows in non-universals: man is non-good; therefore man is not good.

Yet in these the consequence from the infinite predicate to the negated predicate seems to fail, and this is shown in terms thus: I see a non-man; it does not follow, I do not see a man. And if someone says that the aforesaid consequence holds only with the substantive verb, and not with an adjective verb, even with this granted it still seems not to hold; for it does not follow: Socrates was non-just; therefore Socrates was not just. Similarly it does not follow: Socrates will be non-white; therefore Socrates will not be white. If perhaps it is said that this consequence must be understood with the substantive verb in the present, and not in the past or future, even if this is also conceded, it still seems not to hold. For it does not follow: it is non-double; therefore it is not double; just as neither does it follow: it is non-equal; therefore it is not equal.

But concerning things of this kind it must be noted that the aforesaid consequence holds only in predicates which say absolute forms, as white, black, and things of this kind do, and it does not hold in relatives. And therefore it must be noted that, in order that the negative term may follow from the infinite term, the consequence must be made with the substantive verb in the present and in absolute terms and not relative terms1. Again it must be noted that, when it was said that these two negations, not to be good and not to be non-good, can belong to some one thing at the same time, it must be understood that those two negations, although they cannot belong at the same time to anything actually existing, because there is not some being to which either not being just or not being non-just does not belong, and these two belong to no being at the same time, nevertheless they belong at the same time to a non-being, because that which is not is not just and is not non-just. Yet two others, namely not to be white wood and not to be non-white wood, can belong at the same time to the same existing thing, as to a stone. Again it must be understood that a privative term and an infinite term are so related to one another that the infinite term follows upon the privative: for the privative term posits a potency toward its aptitude, but deprives the form; but the infinite term posits neither of these. And therefore it follows: if it is unjust, therefore it is non-just; but it is not converted, because more is removed by the infinite term than by the privative.

But since it is now clear that the negative concerning the finite predicate and the affirmative concerning the infinite predicate signify different things, as is plain when it is said "is non-white" and "is not white," for one of these is an affirmation and the other a negation, from this it is manifest that through the whole of what has been said, we also intend that there is not the same mode of demonstrating or showing these two through a syllogism, because one is shown through the negative and the other through the affirmative. This can be seen in an example, because this will not be shown in the same way, "whatever is animal," or "every animal is not white," or, if it is accepted with a mode, thus, "whatever is animal can be not white," as that other concerning the infinite predicate, as when it is said that it is true to say, "whatever is animal is non-white." For this, that it is true to say that something is non-white, is the same as what is said, that this is non-white, because true adds nothing over inherence. But the same mode of demonstrating these two is in figure and mode: that it is true to say this to be white, and that it is true to say this to be non-white, even if the propositions are taken universally; for both of these are affirmative, and, if they are universal, they are shown through the first figure in the first mode of the first figure. For that which I call "true," which is a certain mode, is ordered similarly to that which is "is," which is the mark of composition2.

In this, however, it is similarly ordered that the negation of the mode makes a negative, just as the negation of composition does in the proposition of inherence, and the affirmation of the mode makes an affirmative, just as affirmation of composition does in that which is of inherence. For of that proposition by which we say that it is true to say that something is white, its opposed negation is not the one by which it is said that it is true to say this to be non-white, but the one by which it is said, it is not true to say white; and therefore these cannot be shown by a syllogism in one mode. But if this is to be concluded which says that it is true to say that whatever is man, or every man, is musical or non-musical under disjunction, then in the major proposition this must be taken: that whatever is animal, or every animal, is musical or non-musical; and by assuming that every man is animal, it has immediately been shown that every man is musical or non-musical. And thus it is plain that every man being musical and every man being non-musical are shown affirmatively in the first mode alone of the first figure. But this, "whatever is man is not musical," or "every man is not musical," and similarly this, "every man is not non-musical," are shown negatively, when they are universal, according to the three modes stated above which conclude a universal negative, namely the second of the first and the first and second of the second figure. Thus, therefore, it is plain how negative propositions concerning a finite predicate are related to affirmative propositions concerning an infinite predicate, and how they are concluded differently.

Notes

	Limitations of that rule: from an affirmative concerning an infinite predicate to a negative concerning a finite predicate the consequence is valid. P. J. (Limitationes illius regulae, ab affirmativa de praedicato infinito ad negativam de praedicato finito valet consequentia P. J.) ↩

	And therefore some say that true and false are not modes. And from this also is plain the verification of that rule, that from every proposition it follows that its dictum will be true. (Et ideo dicunt aliqui quod verum et falsum non sunt modi. Et ex hoc etiam patet verificatio illius regulae, quod ex omni propositione sequitur suum dictum fore verum.) ↩
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Simply or universally, when A and B are related in this way, that is, some consequent and the opposite of that same consequent, as animal and non-animal, that these two cannot belong at the same time to the same thing because they are contradictories; but to everything that is and is not, one of these necessarily happens to belong, because of anything whatever one of the contradictories is said; and again when C, the antecedent, and D, the opposite of the antecedent, are related similarly through the opposition of contradiction, so that they can belong at the same time to none, but to everything that is or is not, one of them must belong, as man and non-man are related; and it is said that C, the antecedent, is followed by A, the consequent, without conversion, as animal follows upon man and is not converted: then it is necessary that upon that which is B, namely the opposite of the consequent, there follow D, namely the opposite of the antecedent, and it is not converted. And this is to say: if some consequent follows upon some antecedent without conversion, then upon the opposite of the consequent there follows the opposite of the antecedent, and it is not converted; as, if animal follows upon man, upon non-animal there follows non-man, and it is not converted that upon non-man there also follows non-animal. Again, in such a consequence, both A, the consequent, and D, which is the opposite of the antecedent, can belong at the same time to the same thing, as the same thing can be animal and non-man, as an ass. And in the same consequence B, which is the opposite of the consequent, cannot belong to the same thing with C, the antecedent, just as the antecedent and the opposite of the consequent cannot belong to the same thing, as that the same thing be man and non-animal. But these are the four consequences. The first is between antecedent and consequent. The second is between the opposite of the consequent and the opposite of the antecedent; each of these follows affirmatively without conversion. The third is between the opposite of the antecedent and the consequent, which can belong to the same thing. The fourth is between the opposite of the consequent and the antecedent, which cannot belong to the same thing.

But the second of these consequences, namely that upon the opposite of the consequent there follows the opposite of the antecedent, should be shown first. Therefore, first proving these consequences, let us say that upon B, the opposite of the consequent, there follows D, namely the opposite of the antecedent. For this is manifest from here, or from the things that will be said. For it has been said that one of the contradictories which are C and D, that is, the antecedent and the contradictory opposite of the antecedent, necessarily belongs to everything, both to that which is and to that which is not; and to whatever one of them happens to belong, to that the other does not belong, because they belong together to none. It follows that to that to which B belongs, C can in no way belong; and this is because C, the antecedent, at the same time infers A, the consequent. For to that to which the antecedent belongs, the consequent must belong, as to that to which man belongs, animal must belong. But A and B cannot belong at the same time to the same thing, because animal and non-animal are not the same. Therefore it is manifest, since either A or B was said of D and A is not said, therefore B will be said of D; and thus it has been proved that the opposite of the antecedent follows upon the opposite of the consequent.

Again, since it has already been supposed that C, the antecedent, is not converted with that which is A, the consequent, as man and animal are related, but to everything which is or is not, either C or D can belong, because C and D are contradictorily opposed, then it follows that A, the consequent, and D, the opposite of the antecedent, can belong to the same thing. For the opposite of the antecedent is not opposed to the consequent; and things which are not opposed through affirmation and negation can belong to the same thing. For things that are contrary or disparate are denied of one another, because in such things the affirmation of one is the cause of the negation of the other; and this is the third consequence.

But B, the opposite of the consequent, and C, the antecedent, cannot belong to the same thing; and this is because A follows upon C, and if the opposite of the consequent were verified with the antecedent, it would also be verified with the consequent, and thus contradictories would be true at the same time, and so the impossibility which was stated would occur.

It is also manifest from these things that neither is B, namely the opposite of the consequent, converted with that which is D, which is the opposite of the antecedent, just as non-animal is not converted with non-man. And this is because A, the consequent, and D, the opposite of the antecedent, can belong to some one thing at the same time; for an ass is both animal and non-man.

But although these consequences are true and general, nevertheless sometimes in an order of terms of this kind, because antecedents are not ordered to consequents in the due way, one happens to be deceived, because, as we said, opposites according to contradiction are not taken rightly, of which contradictories one must necessarily belong to everything that is or is not. For example, if I say that if A, the consequent, and B, contradictorily opposite to the consequent, as animal and non-animal, cannot belong at the same time to some same thing, nevertheless to whatever one of those contradictories cannot belong, the other must belong. Again similarly, C, the antecedent, and D, contradictorily opposite to the antecedent, are related to each other as contradictory opposites; and therefore in them it is true that one of them is said of everything, and both are said of none. But it was said in the preceding matters that for everything to which C follows, to that A, the consequent, follows, because whatever antecedently belongs to the antecedent antecedently belongs to the consequent. And thus the opposite of the consequent is not verified with the antecedent, but with the opposite of the antecedent, as non-animal is non-man and is not man. And if the opposite of this is said, then it follows that to that to which D belongs, B belongs of necessity, that is, that non-man is necessarily non-animal, which is false, because an ass is non-man and nevertheless is not non-animal.

But this is proved in this way: let the negation of both of these together be taken, namely of A, the consequent, and B, the opposite of the consequent, as if I say that the negation of this is taken, "man is animal and is non-animal," as if I say, "non-man is animal and non-animal," and let that negation of both be marked by F. And again, of those which are C and D, of the antecedent and the opposite of the antecedent, let the negation be taken, as if I say that the negation of both of these together, man and non-man, is taken, as if I say, "it is not man and non-man"; and let that negation which in this way is somehow in many things be marked by the letter H. Then, with such a position made, it is necessary for everything that is or is not that either A, the consequent, belongs to it, or F, the negation of the consequent and of its opposite; and thus F is the negation of A, and also similarly the negation of B, which is opposite to A; and similarly H will be the negation of C and also of D, because each negation will be a negation of two things. Therefore it follows that to everything that is and is not, either A or F must belong; for either affirmation or negation must belong to everything that is or is not. And again, to everything that is or is not, either C or H must belong, because those too are opposed as affirmation and negation. Again, to everything to which C belongs, to that the consequent A underlies, because to that to which the antecedent belongs, the consequent must belong; on account of which it seems to follow that to that to which
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to everything F, the negation of the consequent, belongs, to all of that H, the negation of the antecedent, also seems to belong. For let it be argued thus: if A follows upon C and not conversely, since the opposite of A is F and the opposite of C is H, then through the consequence from the contrary just shown, upon F, the negation of the consequent, there follows H, the negation of the antecedent, if the opposite of F is B; because F was also the negation of that which is A and of that which is B, and by the same reasoning the opposite of H is D, because H was the negation both of C and of D. On account of this, since H follows upon F through the consequence made from the contrary, by the same reasoning B will follow upon D. Therefore, by arguing from the first to the last, if A follows upon C, B follows upon D; and it seems that upon the opposite of the antecedent there follows the opposite of the consequent.

Again, since of the two which are F and B one or the other seems to belong to everything that is or is not, because one is related to the other as its negation, for F was the negation both of A and B; and this same thing is similarly so in H and D, because H is the negation of D; and then it seems that to everything one of those belongs, and to none do both belong at the same time. H, the negation of the antecedent and of the opposite of the antecedent, follows both that which is F, that is, the negation of the consequent and of the opposite of the consequent; and the same H also follows that which is D, the opposite of the antecedent. For we know this through the consequence made from the contrary. And thus it seems that, if A follows upon C, it seems also that B, the opposite of the consequent, follows that which is D, the opposite of the antecedent; and so it seems that upon the opposite of the antecedent there follows the opposite of the consequent.

But this is false and contrary to the things that have been said above. For in those things which are related as opposite of antecedent and opposite of consequent, there will be consequence from the contrary, that is, that just as the consequent follows upon the antecedent, so conversely from the contrary the opposite of the antecedent follows upon the opposite of the consequent.

Hence it must be said to the objection which seems to prove that upon the opposite of the antecedent there follows the opposite of the consequent, that F and A are not contradictories, nor are F and B contradictories. For F is not the negation of A itself, nor is it the negation of B itself, but they are two diverse negations; and therefore perhaps it is not necessary that either A or F belong to everything, or also F and B, because they are not contradictories. For that which is F is not the negation contradictorily opposed to that which is A, because if it were its contradictory negation, it would be the same as that which is B, since there cannot be two contradictorily opposed negations of one thing. For thus the contradictory negation of good is non-good. But this which is F, which is the negation both of the consequent and of the opposite of the consequent, is like the negation which says that something is neither good nor non-good; and the negation of this is not the same as that which says non-good. Similarly also in D and C it must be said that that which is H is not the contradictory negation of that which is C or D, because the negations which have been taken, namely one in the opposite of the antecedent and the other in the negation of the antecedent and of its opposite, are two and not one. And therefore, if one is opposed contradictorily to the antecedent, it follows that the other is not contradictory; and thus it is plain that the sophism introduced does not proceed.

Here, however, it must be noted that of a copulative proposition, which is joined from two joined elements contradictorily opposed, as "Socrates runs" and "Socrates does not run," there cannot be one negation unless the negation is referred to the conjunction, as if it is said thus: "Socrates runs and Socrates does not run, this copulative is false; therefore its contradictory is true," namely this, "not: Socrates runs and Socrates does not run." The sense of this is: this copulative is false, "Socrates runs and Socrates does not run"; and then it is plain that neither part of the copulative is negated through the negation placed before it. But if the negation placed before it is carried to the things conjoined and not to the conjunction, then, since there is one negation of one composition, the negation will stand in the first part of the copulative and will not be carried to the second; and then the sense is, "Socrates does not run, and Socrates does not run." And thus again the negation is not of the two at once and of each, but only of one, namely of the affirmative part in the copulative.

But if someone asks whether there is a negation of negation, on account of what has been said here, that there are two negations F and B: certain people try to prove this by the fact that of every affirmation there is a negation; but every proposition is in some way affirmative, because every proposition is affirmative of its dictum; and therefore it can be negated. Again, because a supervening negation removes the negation found; but to remove is to negate; therefore it seems that negation negates negation, and thus there is a negation of negation.

Against this it seems to be that, if there is a negation of negation, then by the same reasoning there is a third negation of that negation, and a fourth of the third, and this will go on to infinity. Again, every negation is of some pre-existing affirmation; therefore what is negated has previously been affirmed. But negation is not affirmation; therefore negation is not of negation.

To this it seems one must say that negation can be negated, and thus in some way there is a negation of negation. Yet the second negation is not truly, according to reality, a negation, but rather an affirmation according to reality and a negation according to word or speech; and therefore a third negation cannot be added, because if a third negation is added, it does not find a negation but an affirmation. Nor should it be denied that such an addition of negations can be made, but each will be of an affirmation according to reality, as has been said. But although in nature like constructs and does not destroy like, nevertheless in reasonings negation destroys negation because of the necessity of this principle: "of anything whatever, affirmation or negation."
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ON THE POWER OF THE GENERATED SYLLOGISM.

TRACTATE I.

ON THE POWER OF THE SYLLOGISM TAKEN ACCORDING TO THE PROPOSITIONS.

CHAPTER I.

On the power taken according to the form of the premises.

Therefore in how many, or in how great, figures (namely in three), and through what propositions joined in quality and quantity, and through how many propositions (namely through two), and when with respect to useful conjunctions, and how every syllogism is made (with respect to the distinctions of modes in the figures): moreover, to what middle terms, antecedents, consequents, or opposites one must look when constructing through an affirmative syllogism, or destroying through a negative one, and how one must seek concerning any proposed matter according to each syllogistic art: moreover, by what way of resolution we take the terms or propositions which are the principles of the syllogisms in individual cases, we have already gone through sufficiently in the preceding book (which is about the completed generation of the syllogism), according to all the substantial things of it, as to the generation of the syllogism according to its own substance. Therefore it remains now to speak about the power of the generated syllogism with respect to the conclusions which it can infer, just as also in natural things, after a thing perfected in substance, the first consequent upon it is its power, which follows the perfection of the substance. Therefore next we shall speak of the power of the generated syllogism. But first we shall speak of the power of the syllogism with respect to the propositions laid down as premises, which is taken from the form of those propositions themselves.

Beginning, then, we say that some syllogisms are universal, constituted from both premises universal; others, however, are particular, constituted from one premise particular. All universal syllogisms indeed have the same power, namely that they syllogize several things (that is, several conclusions), one immediately, and another from the conversion of the conclusion, which always brings in its own converse. But among particular syllogisms, those which are predicative, or which conclude affirmative conclusions, conclude several conclusions. Those, however, which are negative conclude one conclusion only.

And the cause of this is that certain propositions concluded in universal and particular syllogisms are converted simply, or by accident in their terms, as a universal affirmative is converted into a particular, and a particular affirmative is converted simply, and a universal negative is converted simply. But certain concluded propositions are not converted in their terms, as a particular negative is not. For a conclusion, because it is a proposition enunciating something of something, admits conversion, just as another proposition does. On account of this certain syllogisms (such as universal affirmative and negative syllogisms, and particular affirmative syllogisms) syllogize several conclusions, because they syllogize the principal conclusion and its converse. An example of this is that, if it has been shown and concluded that A belongs to every B or to some B at the same time, together with this, from the conversion of the conclusion, it will have been shown that B belongs to some A. For a universal affirmative is converted into a particular, and a particular is converted simply. Similarly, if it has been shown and concluded that A belongs to no B, from the conversion of the universal negative it will have been shown that B belongs to no A. This conclusion, however, is other than the prior one which the syllogism immediately concludes; nevertheless in some way it is a conclusion of the syllogism that has been made, because the converse is contained substantially and implicitly in that which is converted into it. But if in some particular syllogism it has been concluded or shown that A does not belong to some B, it is not necessary through the syllogism that B should not belong to some A, because something can belong to every instance of something: for some animal is not a human being, and yet every human being is an animal; and thus the converse of the particular negative cannot be true, namely, some human being is not an animal, because it is contradictory to that which says, every human being is an animal.

Therefore this cause, namely that the conclusion is converted, is the first and common cause for all syllogisms of concluding several conclusions: because whatever syllogism concludes some proposition, that syllogism substantially has in itself also the converse of the conclusion; and therefore from its substantial constituents it also concludes that converse. But if the conclusion cannot be converted, then through its substantial constituents it concludes only one conclusion; and this is the power both of universal and of particular syllogisms.

But if someone says that what has been said, that all universal conclusions, affirmative as well as negative, are converted, seems to have an exception, because a universal negative concerning the contingent-not-necessary is not converted, as was held in the prior book. Similarly also what has been said, that a particular negative is not converted, seems to have an exception, because a particular negative concerning the contingent-not-necessary is converted.

To these matters different people reply in different ways. Some say that for the most part the universal affirmative and negative, and the particular affirmative, are converted, while the particular negative is for the most part not converted, although an exception is found rarely and in few cases. Others say (which nevertheless comes back to the same thing) that in every matter, necessary, contingent, and impossible, considered in common, those conversions which have been stated do occur, although in some special contingent matter they do not occur. Still one must attend to this, that when it is said here that the converted proposition and that into which it is converted are the same proposition, when conversion of the conclusion occurs, this is not understood with respect to the form of the proposition which is considered in the arrangement and position of the terms, but with respect to the substance of the terms; and this is according to the matter of the propositions. For in this way one is in the other, and when one has been concluded, the other too has been concluded in it.

Concerning universal syllogisms there is still another way to say how one and the same syllogism has several conclusions in potency, although according to act it concludes only one. For in the first figure, in which the middle is placed between the extremes and is subjected in the first proposition and predicated in the second, taking first the first and second universal syllogisms, of all those things which are under the middle, and of all those things which are under the minor extreme, which is subjected in the second proposition and distributed universally, there will be the same syllogism for all of those; and the major extreme is concluded of all those things. For example, if I say thus: every animal is a substance; every human being is an animal; therefore every human being is a substance. And let something be taken under the middle thus: every sensible thing is a substance; every human being is sensible; therefore every human being is a substance. Or if something is taken under the minor extreme thus: every human being is a substance; every risible thing is a human being; therefore every risible thing is a substance. Such a syllogism is made if that which is taken under the middle is placed in the middle as subject is in predicate, so that what is taken under the middle is subjected to that which was the middle in the first syllogism. For then it will be the subject of the minor proposition, and it will be the minor extreme of which the major extreme is concluded. And if that which is taken under the minor extreme is placed as the subject of the conclusion, then it too will be the minor extreme and the subject in the minor proposition; and then, through that which in the prior syllogism was the minor extreme taken as middle, the major extreme is concluded of that which has been taken under the minor; and in the same way, concerning that which is taken under the middle, through the middle itself the major extreme is concluded; and this is easy.

An example of this in transcendent terms is as follows: if we say that this conclusion, every B is A, has been concluded through C as middle, whatever things are taken under B, the minor extreme, or under C, the middle, it is necessary that A be concluded as said or predicated of all those things. Thus, if D is taken under B, D will be in the whole of B, because every D will be B, and B is in the whole of A, so that every B is A; and so it is concluded through the same syllogism that D is in the whole of A. Again it will be similar if E is taken under C as middle: for then E will be in the whole of C and C in the whole of A, and it is concluded that E is in the whole of A.

Likewise it is so in the second mode of the first figure, in which a universal and privative syllogism is made, as if it is said: no animal is a stone; every human being is an animal; therefore no human being is a stone. Whether something is taken under the middle or under the minor extreme, the removal of the major extreme from all those things will follow; and it is easy to form syllogisms of this kind.

But in the second figure, in the first and second mode (which are universal syllogisms), it is not possible for the major extreme to be syllogized of the things taken under the middle, because the middle is a predicate, and under a predicate, according to syllogistic procedure, nothing can be taken. But the only thing syllogized is that the major extreme is concluded of that which is taken under the conclusion (that is, under the minor extreme, which is the subject of the conclusion 1), because that too is the subject of the minor proposition which is universally distributed in the two first syllogisms of the second figure; and therefore something can syllogistically be taken under it, of which the major extreme is negatively concluded, as in syllogizing thus in the first mode of the second figure: no stone is an animal; every human being is an animal; therefore no human being is a stone. And something cannot be taken under the middle, since it is a predicate and stands according to itself; but under human being, risible can be taken thus: no stone is an animal; every risible thing is an animal; therefore no risible thing is a stone. It is similar in the second mode of the second figure. Therefore it is clear that in the second figure only that which is under the conclusion (that is, under the minor extreme which is the subject in the conclusion) can in this way be syllogized negatively, so that the major extreme will be concluded negatively of it; for the middle in the second figure cannot stand for the parts which are taken under it.

An example of this in general or transcendent terms is as follows: if we say that A as middle belongs to no B in the major proposition, the conclusion will be that B belongs to no C. But if D has been taken under C, the minor extreme, it is manifest that B, the greater extreme, does not belong to that either, because otherwise it would not be denied universally of C; for what is universally denied of a superior is denied of every inferior of it through a syllogism. But if some things are taken under A as middle in the second figure, although perhaps the greater extreme is removed from them and does not belong to them, nevertheless this cannot be plain or manifest through the syllogism, as if we say that E is taken under A as middle. But that A belongs to no C has been shown through the first syllogism; that B does not belong to that same A (which says the converse of the major proposition), however, has been taken and not demonstrated through the syllogism; and on account of this it cannot be concluded through the syllogism that B, the greater extreme, does not belong to E, which has been taken under the middle.

In particular syllogisms of the first figure, concerning the things which are under the minor extreme subjected in the conclusion, it is not, or it does not occur as, necessary to syllogize anything through the syllogism. The cause of this is that the proposition is particular, and nothing can be syllogistically taken under a particular 2; hence the minor extreme would have been taken particularly in relation to those things which could be taken under the minor extreme. For through the syllogism the major extreme cannot be concluded of the things contained under the minor extreme. But of the things which are taken under the middle, the major extreme will belong in all cases, because in those syllogisms which are in the first figure the middle is in the whole of the first or in none; and therefore it is necessary that the major extreme be verified of all these things, or be removed from all those things. Nevertheless the major extreme is not concluded to belong to these things which are under the middle through the first syllogism, but rather through the syllogism implicit in the first syllogism, as was said in what preceded, in which that which is under the middle, by being subjected to the middle, becomes the minor extreme, of which the major extreme is concluded through the middle. An example of this is in the third mode of the first figure: if A, the major extreme, is said to belong to every B, the middle, in the major proposition, and B, the middle, is said to belong to some C in the minor, then there will not be a syllogism of that which is placed under C, the minor extreme, because it is possible for the major premise to be particular in the first figure. But of that which is assumed under B as middle, there will indeed be an implicit syllogism in the first syllogism; but this will not be on account of that syllogism which was previously made, but, as we have said, on account of the one which is implicit in it.

Likewise in the particular syllogisms of the other figures: in all figures, in particular syllogisms, there will not be a syllogism of that which is taken under the minor extreme, which is the subject in the conclusion. But of the other term, which is the middle, there will indeed be a syllogism directed to the contents; nevertheless this is not through the syllogism, but such things were being shown through an indemonstrate and unconcluded proposition, just as was said also in the universal syllogisms of the first figure; or, if there will be in those a syllogism directed to things taken under the minor extreme, then there will be one also in those syllogisms which are particular. This is the meaning of Aristotle's words, and in it there are several doubts and opinions.

CHAPTER II.

On the solution of the doubts and the diversity of opinions which concern the power that has been introduced.

Here, first, it must be noted that whatever has been said about the power of concluding several conclusions on account of the converse of the conclusion is without doubt true, and should be set down as proved. But concerning those things which have been said about the power of concluding the major extreme of the things contained under the middle, or the minor extreme, some have doubted. For some say that there is a syllogism simply, and there is a syllogism implicit in it. A syllogism simply is one which stands by itself in three terms and two propositions. But a syllogism implicit in that one is one which is taken from the understanding of the major proposition, which is always universal in the first figure. For example: every B is A, every C is B, or some C is B. Or if the major is universal negative: no B is A, every C is B, or some C is B. And this is a syllogism simply. But the implicit one is the one which is made from the understanding of the major proposition: for when every B is A is said, or, placing it in terms, every human being is an animal, the sense is: everything is an animal which is a human being. And according to this, this proposition contains two things in itself. For through the fact that it is said, everything is an animal, the major proposition is taken, which is directed to the major extreme. But through the fact that it is said, which is a human being, the minor is taken. And the syllogism made from those two propositions is called an implicit syllogism; and the taking under the middle occurs through the fact that it is said, which is a human being. But the taking under the major occurs through the fact that it is said, everything is an animal.

These authors say that the implicit syllogism is called the same as the syllogism simply, or the explicit syllogism, because what is implicit is contained by understanding in what is explicit, and that in this way one syllogism, just as the implicit is one in the explicit, concludes several conclusions by taking things contained under the middle or under the minor extreme. But because in this way those things which are above the major extreme are not implicit in the major proposition, for this reason they are not said to be able to be concluded of the major extreme through the same syllogism, although they can be concluded through another syllogism, when the superior is taken as middle and the major extreme is taken as minor in this way: every animated body is a substance; every animal is an animated body; therefore every animal is a substance.

These same authors also say that this is the cause why in the second figure the major cannot be concluded of the things contained under the middle through a syllogism implicit in the major: it is not implied in the major proposition. For when I say, no stone is an animal, here only the removal of the middle from the extreme is signified, and not conversely; and therefore here it is not signified that the extreme is removed from the middle or from the things contained under the middle. Rather it is signified that it is removed from the things contained under the minor extreme because of the opposition of the major extreme to the lesser extreme; and therefore by the force of the implicit syllogism it is removed from those things, but not from the things contained under the middle. But if the major is converted thus, no A is B, there it would be signified that the greater extreme is removed from the things contained under the middle; but that converse is not implied in the major, and therefore it is taken apart from the first syllogism as if indemonstrate, explicitly or implicitly. And if it is syllogized that the greater is removed from the things contained under the middle, this will be done through a syllogism implicit in the converse of the major, and not in the major.

But if it is asked of these authors why in the second figure the major is said to be taken as indemonstrate for concluding that the major extreme is removed from the things contained under the middle, rather than in the first figure, where even when the major is concluded of the things contained under the middle, the major proposition is not demonstrated through a syllogism, but is taken, they say that the major, from the order of its terms, states the order and the power of concluding the greater extreme of the middle; and because of itself it is related to this, for this reason it is related to that more immediately by the force of demonstration. But in the second figure it is not related to that through the order of its own terms, but mediately, namely through its converse; and therefore the major in the second figure is rather said to be taken as indemonstrate than in the first.

But if it is further asked of these authors why this power, namely of concluding that the greater is removed from the things contained under the middle from an indemonstrate proposition, is determined rather in a syllogism having a universal negative major, as the first mode of the second figure has, than in the second mode of that same second figure, in which the major is a universal affirmative, they say that in the syllogism of the second figure in which the major is affirmative there is no taking under the middle of that of which the greater extreme may be said; but when the major is negative, the extreme is removed from all the things contained under the middle. And therefore this is said of the first mode and not of the second.

But if it is further asked of these authors why in particular syllogisms of the first figure the major is said to be concluded of the things contained under the middle, but not through a syllogism, although nevertheless in the major of particular syllogisms there is an implicit syllogism, and thus the major has been implicitly proved through the explicit, and can be inferred from it, and so seems to have been demonstrated through a syllogism according to a certain mode, these authors say that without doubt in such cases the major has been implicitly demonstrated; but because it has not been concluded through the first explicit syllogism, therefore it is not called indemonstrate, but is said not to have been concluded through it, that is, through the syllogism which was previously made. Concerning particulars of the second figure, however, with respect to the taking under the middle, they say the same thing that was said in universal syllogisms of the second figure, namely that they take the major proposition as indemonstrate; they do not syllogize through the taking of the conclusion which has been demonstrated; and thus they proceed from what is indemonstrate.

But if it is further asked about particulars of the third figure, in which sometimes the major is particular, then, as it seems, a syllogism of the major extreme is made toward those things which are taken under the middle; and it seems that then, according to this reply, the major in the first figure could be particular. To this these authors say that when the major is particular in the third figure, the major extreme cannot be syllogized of the things contained under the middle, because of the cause which has been stated before; but it can be syllogized only in those cases in which the major is universal. They further say that, when the major extreme is particular in the third figure, it is possible to syllogize the minor extreme of the things contained under the middle; but in all cases the major proposition is taken as indemonstrate, and the proposed thing is not concluded through the previously made syllogism, explicit or implicit in that one which is radically the same syllogism as that one. These authors also say that in no particular syllogism of any figure can the major extreme be concluded of the things contained under the minor extreme; and in all cases the cause is the same, namely because the major cannot be particular in the first figure. This is the first opinion concerning that power.

The second opinion is that some say this doctrine of this power has been given concerning the ostensive syllogism taken most strictly, and concerning the syllogism from hypothesis taken most broadly. For here only that syllogism is called ostensive whose premises have all been shown through a syllogism; and every syllogism whose premises are not shown through a syllogism is here called from hypothesis 3. And in this way that syllogism is ostensive which, when something has been assumed under the conclusion of the first syllogism, concludes the major extreme of it through the conclusion of the first syllogism posited as major; for that syllogism proceeds from a demonstrated proposition. But the one which assumes under the middle in order to conclude the major extreme of it assumes the major of the pre-existing syllogism, which is indemonstrate, and therefore is from hypothesis; and therefore it is said that such a syllogism concludes from an indemonstrate proposition. And those who say this hold that the prosyllogisms of syllogisms, from which the propositions that are premises of the first explicit syllogism are shown, proceed continuously up to first principles, in which there is a stopping point; and if somewhere there is a stopping point in the prosyllogisms before first principles are reached, the syllogism will still be from hypothesis, until all principles up to the first have been unfolded.

But if it is asked of these why it is rather said to be made toward the things contained under the middle in the second figure from an indemonstrate proposition than in the first, they say that in the major of the first figure nothing is lacking except its descent. But in the major of the second figure both showing and conversion are lacking for the syllogism to become ostensive; and thus that syllogism in the second figure is more from hypothesis than in the first. And when it is said that a syllogism is not made, because an indemonstrate proposition is taken, it is said for this reason alone: that an ostensive syllogism is not made there, because it proceeds from a proposition not shown ostensively. And this indeed many have said subtly, and it has some truth.

But if it is asked to what use this double power is ordered, namely the power of taking under the middle and of taking under the minor extreme, one must say that it is useful for exercise both to the dialectician and to the sophist. The second power also, that of taking under the minor extreme, is useful in part for demonstrations, insofar as those demonstrations are increased in subsequent assuming.

Alfarabi seems to set down the easiest opinion about this doctrine. He says that a syllogism is one in power when it is strengthened through the same "being said of every" or the same "being said of none"; and therefore in the first figure, in "being said of every" there is included only what is under the term, and not what is above it. And therefore those things which are above the major extreme cannot be concluded of the major extreme or of the middle or minor through "being said of every" which is in the first syllogism; and if they are syllogized of the major extreme, this must happen from what is indemonstrate by the "being said of every" of the first syllogism, and they cannot be referred to the power of concluding which is in that syllogism. Likewise in the second figure: because through "being said of every" and "being said of none" which are in the second figure, nothing can be taken under the middle, but only under the minor extreme; and therefore in that figure nothing can be concluded of the middle or of those things which are under the middle. And if it is done, it will be from what is indemonstrate, because it must not be known through the "being said of every" or "being said of none" which is in the first syllogism, since it is not contained in power within it; and therefore it is assumed from what is indemonstrate.

In particular syllogisms, however, a syllogism of the major extreme cannot be made toward those things which are under the minor extreme, because those things contained under the minor extreme cannot be taken through "being said of every," since the minor proposition is particular. Nevertheless the major extreme can be both affirmed and denied of the things contained under the middle, yet not through that which is in the previously made syllogism in power, through the "being said of every" which is in it; because the middle in the first proposition is universally subjected and in the second proposition is particularly predicated. And if something is taken under the middle, concerning this the major extreme is not concluded universally; and if what was taken were directly under the middle, the middle would be concluded universally under the major; and this is not done. Therefore it is clear that what is the greater extreme is not concluded of the things contained under the middle through that which is in power in the first syllogism.

And the letter of Aristotle seems to agree more with this exposition. For if something is taken under the middle particularly, the major extreme is not concluded of it except through the middle subjected universally to the major extreme and predicated particularly of the minor. But that which is taken under the middle will then be the minor extreme of which the middle must be predicated particularly in particular syllogisms. But an inferior which is predicated particularly of something causes its superior to be concluded particularly of that thing; and if that conclusion has been taken as major in a prosyllogism in which the greater must be concluded of the things contained under the middle, then the syllogism will be from two particulars, and will not be valid. And therefore such a syllogism is not contained in power in the prior one, but will be assumed outside "being said of every," which perfects the first syllogism. Therefore this is what different authors have handed down concerning this doctrine.

In these two opinions, namely the first and the third, a syllogism is always said to be one, explicit and implicit, through the power in it, because they are radically one, and the conclusion of the implicit syllogism is in the explicit one in power; and in this respect it is said that there are several conclusions of one syllogism.

But the second opinion belongs to those who say that the second book of the Prior Analytics is divided from the first by this: that in the first book determination is made concerning the ostensive syllogism, but in the second concerning the syllogism from hypothesis, which they say is made whenever a conclusion is reached not from a demonstrated proposition, which is the conclusion of the first syllogism, taken with another proposition, but the major is taken from the position and consent of the respondent; and demonstration is lacking in it. Nevertheless the first among these opinions is subtler and more common. But the third needs study in order to be verified, and especially in particular syllogisms.

CHAPTER III.

On the power by which, according to matter, the true is syllogized from the false.

Since a syllogism is made from the combination of two propositions, the propositions through which the syllogism is made either are, or can happen to be, disposed so that both are true; and it is, that is, it can happen, that they are so disposed that both are false; and it is also the case that they are so disposed that this one, namely one, is true, but that one, or the other, is false. But the conclusion following from all these modes is either true or false in all these modes. For since true and false in consequence can be compared with one another in four ways, namely that the true follows from the true, and the false from the false, and the true from the false, and the false from the true, we need to show only how the false does not follow from the true, and how the true follows from the false, because this is not known, and is difficult, and is the power of the syllogism. For how the true follows from the true, and how the false follows from the false, is easy and is sufficiently manifest from what was said in the first book about disposition in terms and propositions.

Therefore it must first be said that from truths it is not possible to syllogize a falsehood. Although some object against this, saying that if a false conclusion is concluded from two wholly false propositions in the first mode of the second figure, the contraries of those two propositions, which will be wholly true, should be taken, and the same false conclusion will be syllogized from those two wholly true propositions in the second mode of the second figure; and thus a falsehood follows from truth. But to this one must say that, when the premises are wholly false in the first mode of the second figure, it is necessary that the extremes be disparate; and thus one extreme will truly be able to be removed universally from the other. On account of this, with the premises so disposed, it is necessary that the conclusion be true; and so what is supposed in the question is false, namely that a falsehood could be syllogized from two wholly false premises. But from falsehoods it is possible to syllogize a truth; nevertheless it does not happen that those propositions which are put in such a syllogism are the cause of the true conclusion as one stating the reason why. Rather they are the cause because, or insofar as, a true conclusion follows from falsehoods; for in respect of the cause by which premises are causes on account of why, there is not a syllogism from falsehoods that concludes a true conclusion. But for what cause this happens will be stated in what follows.

Before it is determined how truth follows from falsehood, however, it must be determined whether this is possible, that truth follows from falsehood. For this seems impossible, because the conclusion is the effect of the principles laid down as premises, and cause and effect ought to be of one genus. Also, because truth is a being and falsehood is non-being, and nothing except being can be the cause of being. Also, because truth and falsehood are opposites, and one of opposites is not the cause of the other. Further, when it is said that truth follows from falsehood, the false cannot be the cause of what is inferred, but of the inference. But if it is the cause of the inference, this is either because it is the cause according to matter, or because it is the cause of the inference according to form. If according to matter, then again it does not follow from falsehood simply, but by reason of the matter and as now; and this is not to follow always and simply. But if it is the cause of the inference according to form, the contrary seems to be the case, because, while the same form remains in other terms, it will be possible to syllogize a falsehood from falsehoods. For if I say thus: every stone is an animal; every human being is a stone; therefore every human being is an animal. Both premises are wholly false, and the conclusion is true. But if it is proposed thus: every stone is an animal; every piece of wood is a stone; therefore every piece of wood is an animal. The premises will be wholly false, and the conclusion false. And nevertheless the same form remains in both cases. Therefore the same thing according to the same form will cause opposites.

To these and similar points, then, it must be noted that falsehood cannot be the cause of truth with respect to the thing concluded, as has been necessarily proved. But premises can be the cause of the inference of a true conclusion in two ways, namely either per se or by accident; and they cannot be the cause per se, but by accident they can be the cause of such an inference. For they are not the cause of the inference of truth insofar as they are false premises, but from the side of the matter, just as two odd numbers are the cause of an even number, because an even number is sometimes divided into two odd numbers and is composed from two odd numbers, as six from two threes; and they do not constitute six insofar as they are odd, but through the matter through which they are two parts of even number. Thus false premises constitute a true conclusion, not insofar as they are false, but through the matter insofar as each, through the term placed in it, is a middle element of the true conclusion. Speaking in this way, cause and effect are in some respect of one nature. And in this way falsehood is not the cause of truth as constituting it, but as having in itself something through which it is constituted according to matter. And in this way non-being, having in itself something of being, can be the cause of being by accident. In this way also it is clear that false premises are the cause of the inference of a true conclusion, not with respect to form, but with respect to the disposition of the matter in the terms placed in the propositions taken as premises, as was just said. Here, however, one has to determine concerning a syllogism from falsehoods insofar as it is in potency to the form of the probable and of the apparent, and abstracts from both; for thus, considered in common, it belongs to the science of this book of the Prior Analytics. But in probable matter it is considered in the Topics, and in apparent matter it is considered in the Sophistical Refutations.

And here it must be attended to that a syllogism from falsehoods can be considered in two ways: namely with respect to a conclusion in common, whether it is true or false; and thus it concludes by syllogistic necessity, just as any other species of argumentation does. For whenever there are three terms in two propositions according to figure and mode, it is necessary that some conclusion follow. It can also be compared to the conclusion of truth; and thus it does not conclude by necessity, because it errs in matter.

Again it must be noted that the matter of a syllogism is twofold. One matter belongs to a syllogism insofar as it is a syllogism, and this is three terms and two propositions; and this cannot be lacking to a syllogism if it is a syllogism. The other is the matter of an ostensive and probative syllogism; and in this way a syllogism from falsehoods lacks determinate matter, and therefore with respect to this it is a syllogism in a certain respect and not simply; for it has the form in the mode and figure of an ostensive syllogism, but it does not have the matter. Hence also according to matter there follows both "of every" and "of none" in a syllogism from falsehoods in the same figure and mode, thus: every stone is an animal; every human being is a stone; there follows, every human being is an animal. But "to belong to none" is thus: no animal is a stone; every piece of wood is an animal; therefore no piece of wood is a stone.

From these points it can also be clear how a syllogism from falsehoods with respect to a true conclusion is called a syllogism quia, or because, and is not called a syllogism propter quid, or on account of why. For it is called a syllogism because inasmuch as it is taken according to an accidental and remote cause. For the essential and proximate cause of the inference of a necessary conclusion is the due disposition of the premises in figure and mode, and this is the formal cause; but the accidental and very remote cause of that inference is the material power of the three terms in constituting any conclusion whatever, as was said before. And according to the first of these causes, a syllogism from falsehoods does not infer truth, but it does infer according to the second; and therefore it is a syllogism quia.

The usefulness of this syllogism is in this: that this power of it is considered, and a thing is not perfectly known unless every power of it is known. For it is useful both to the dialectician, insofar as falsehoods take on probability, for in this way the dialectician often argues from falsehoods; and it is useful to the sophist, insofar as falsehoods have appearance. And these matters also belong to knowing the substance of the syllogism itself, insofar as false principles are compared to any conclusion whatever in common, whether true or false.

CHAPTER IV.

How universal syllogisms of the first figure are made from falsehoods, and that falsehood does not follow from truth.

First, therefore, we shall show that it is not possible to syllogize a falsehood from truths; for this will be manifest from the things we shall say. For if we take the relation of antecedent to consequent, it is necessary that when the antecedent exists, the consequent exists, and, when the consequent has been destroyed, the antecedent is destroyed, as was shown in what has gone before. For if A is the antecedent and B the consequent, when A exists it is necessary that B exist; and when B does not exist, it is necessary that A not exist.

If, therefore, A the antecedent is true, it is necessary that B the consequent be true. Or if the opposite is granted, it happens or follows that the same thing is and is not at the same time. But this is impossible, because then contradictories would be true at the same time. For if it is said that, while the antecedent is true, the consequent can fail to be, then, since the consequent is in the antecedent in act and in understanding, it follows that, if the antecedent exists, the consequent exists; but it has been said not to exist, and so it both is and is not at the same time. Further, if, when the consequent does not exist, the consequent is universally taken away for all things contained under it, and the antecedent is contained under the consequent, then when the consequent is removed the antecedent is removed; but it is posited to exist; therefore it both is and is not at the same time. If this is so, since the premises are like a principle and antecedent in relation to the conclusion, if the premises are true the conclusion must be true; if the conclusion is false, both premises or one of them must be false.

But this must be guarded against: lest, because we have said that A, which is only one term, is a principle and antecedent, someone think that something follows syllogistically from one thing. For this does not happen, because nothing can follow syllogistically from one term; for that which happens or follows syllogistically is the conclusion. But those things through which it happens that the conclusion follows in this way are at minimum three terms and two intervals or propositions, because two propositions are made from the ordering of three terms when the middle is referred to each of the extremes, either as subject of both, or as predicate of both, or as subject of one and predicate of the other. If, therefore, such true premises are taken, so that in the major the middle is taken under the major extreme, so that there is nothing to which B the middle belongs without A the greater extreme belonging to that same thing, so that A belongs to every B, and the lesser extreme is taken under the middle, and C is what is taken under B, so that to whatever C belongs B belongs to that same thing, it follows syllogistically that to that to which C belongs, A belongs; and this conclusion cannot be false when the premises are disposed as stated. For if it is granted that the conclusion is false while the premises are true, it follows that the same thing will be and will not be at the same time, as was shown a little before. And the relation of A to B is so disposed because A has been posited to collect two propositions, that is, to signify them as collected together in figure and mode.

It is similar in privative syllogisms with respect to this, that through these it is not possible to conclude a falsehood from truths. In general, it is true that a falsehood cannot be concluded syllogistically from truths, in affirmative as well as in negative syllogisms, in universal as well as in particular ones.

From falsehoods, however, truth follows syllogistically; and truth follows from falsehood both when both propositions are false and when one is false. But when it follows from one false premise, it does not follow from either false premise taken indifferently, but from the second, when it is wholly or entirely taken as false, so that the predicate agrees with no part contained under the subject. But if it is not wholly taken as false, but false with respect to some part, then truth follows from one false premise whether either one, the major or the minor, is taken. This is clear through the individual syllogisms of the first figure. Let three terms A B C be taken as having such a relation to one another that according to reality A, the major extreme, belongs to every C, the minor extreme, and that same A belongs to none of the number of those things contained under B as middle. This happens in such terms as animal, stone, human being: for no stone is an animal; every human being is an animal; therefore no human being is a stone. If, then, in the first mode of the first figure A is taken to belong to every B, and B is said to belong to every C, a true conclusion follows from both false premises, because in the conclusion A will belong to every C, thus: every stone is an animal; every human being is a stone; therefore every human being is an animal.

Likewise truth follows from both false premises in the second mode of the first figure, which is a universal and privative syllogism. Let C, the minor extreme, belong to neither A, the major extreme, nor B, the middle; and this is when it is repugnant to each. But let A, the major extreme, belong to every B, the middle. This is so if the same terms which have been mentioned are taken, and the middle, which before was stone, is now posited as human being: animal, human being, stone. For to stone, the minor extreme, neither human being as middle nor animal, which is the major extreme, belongs; and yet animal belongs to every human being. Therefore, if what belongs to every instance according to reality is taken as belonging to none, the proposition will be false. Similarly, if what belongs to none is taken as belonging to every instance, the proposition will be false. But if, after propositions are taken from both false premises, a true conclusion follows, it is thus: no human being is an animal; every stone is a human being; therefore no stone is an animal. Thus, therefore, it is clear how in both universal syllogisms of the first figure a true conclusion follows from both false premises.

Let us show how a true conclusion follows from one false premise. Let us say, then, that if one of the propositions laid down as premises is posited as false, and if the first proposition, which is A B, is wholly, that is, universally false, there will not be, or there does not follow, a true conclusion from a false premise of that kind. But if the minor proposition, which is B C, is wholly false, a true conclusion follows from such a false minor. I call that proposition whole or wholly false which is contrary to the wholly true proposition. An example is as when that which belongs to none is taken to belong to all, or conversely, when that which belongs to all is taken to belong to none universally.

Therefore let it first be shown that, when the major is wholly false, a true conclusion cannot follow. For let us posit that A belongs to no B in the major proposition, and let us posit that B belongs to every C in the minor proposition. If, then, with such a position made, I take the minor proposition B C as true, but I take the major proposition A B as wholly false, so that I take A to belong to every B in the major (although it belongs to none), it is impossible that the conclusion be true from such a false major. The cause of this is that C is under B, and it has been posited that A belongs to no B; and then A belongs to no C either, because C is under B, provided that what has been posited is true, namely that A belongs to none of the things which are B and that B belongs to every C. Therefore it is manifest that, when the first or major proposition is taken as wholly false and the minor as true, a true conclusion cannot follow.

It is similar if A indeed belongs to every B, and B also to every C in the minor, provided the minor proposition B C is taken as true, but the proposition A B is taken as wholly false according to the first mode of the first figure, so that according to reality A belongs to none of those things which are B; for otherwise the major proposition would not be wholly false. For then from such a false major the conclusion will not be true, but false; for when such a position has been made, A will belong to every C in the conclusion, which is a false conclusion. The cause is that it has been posited that A belongs to everything to which B belongs, and B belongs to every C; therefore it is necessary that A belong to every C.

Therefore it is manifest that when the first proposition is wholly false, whether it is affirmative, as in the first mode of the first figure, or privative, as in the second mode of the first figure, while the other, minor proposition is taken as true, no true conclusion is made or follows from such a false major, but a false one, as is clear in terms: every animal is a stone; every human being is an animal; therefore every human being is a stone. No animal is sensible; every human being is an animal; therefore no human being is sensible. Both conclusions are false and not true.

But if the major is not taken as wholly false, but in part, a true conclusion follows from a proposition false in that way. For if we posit that A, the greater extreme, belongs to every C, which is the lesser extreme, and that same A belongs to some B, the middle, and that B, the middle, belongs to every C, the example in terms is as follows: animal, the greater extreme, belongs to every swan, as to the minor; but to white, which is the middle, the major extreme, animal, belongs particularly, because some white thing is an animal; but white as middle belongs to every swan, the minor extreme. If, then, now, with the position of the terms made, A is taken to belong to every B in the major, which is not wholly and universally false, and B is taken to belong to every C in the minor proposition, there will be the conclusion that A belongs to every C, and it is a true conclusion from false premises. For every swan is an animal, thus: every white thing is an animal; every swan is white; therefore every swan is an animal. And it is a true conclusion from a major that is not wholly false and a minor that is wholly true.

Likewise this happens in the second mode of the first figure if A B, the major proposition, is privative and not wholly false. The reason is that, with the terms so disposed, it is possible that the major extreme, namely A, belongs to some B, the middle, and that A belongs to no C, the minor extreme, and that B, the middle, belongs to every C, the minor extreme, as is clear in these terms: animal, white, snow. For animal belongs to some white thing, but animal belongs to no snow; and white belongs to every snow. If, therefore, A is taken to belong to no B in the major, the major will not be wholly false, but B is taken to belong to every C, the minor will be wholly true, and it follows that A will belong to no C, which is a true conclusion.

But if, conversely, the major is taken as wholly true and the minor as wholly false, from such a false other proposition there will be a syllogism of a true conclusion, as if the proposition A B is wholly true,
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but B C is wholly taken as false: then there will be a syllogism of a true conclusion. For nothing prevents A, the major extreme, from belonging to every B, the middle, and that same A from belonging to every C, and yet B, the middle, from belonging to no C, the minor extreme, as if it is taken in terms in those things which are subalternate species of the same genus, as horse and human being are under animal. Here we call those species subalternate which are contained equally under one and the same genus: for animal as genus belongs to every horse and every human being, but horse belongs to no human being. Therefore, if in the major A is taken to belong to every B, the major will be wholly true; and if in the minor B is taken to belong to every C, the minor will be wholly false; nevertheless a true conclusion follows, namely that every C is A, although the proposition B C is wholly false.

Similarly it is so in the second mode of the first figure if A B is taken as a privative major proposition and is wholly true. For it can happen that A, the greater extreme, belongs to no B and to no C, namely to the middle and the minor extreme; and it can happen that B, the middle, belongs to no C, the minor extreme, as a genus is related to species taken from another genus, as animal is related to music and medicine, which are species of knowledge. For animal belongs universally neither to music nor to medicine, nor does music, which is the middle, belong to medicine, which is the lesser extreme. Therefore, when such an assumption of terms has been made, if A is taken to belong to no B, the proposition will be wholly true; and if B is taken to belong to every C as minor, the minor proposition will be wholly false; and from such a false minor a true conclusion follows, namely that no C is A, or no music is medicine.

Likewise, if the minor proposition B C is not wholly false, but is false in something, even so a true conclusion follows from such a false minor. For with the terms so disposed, nothing prevents A from belonging to every B in the major and also to every C in the minor proposition, as genus is related to species and difference, as animal belongs to every human being and to every walking thing taken according to being. But human being, which is the middle, belongs to some walking thing and not to every walking thing. Therefore, if A is taken to belong to every B, and B to every C, it follows that A will belong to every C, which will be true in the conclusion; and it follows from a wholly true major and a minor false in part.

Likewise truth follows from the other premise, that is, the minor, false in part, while the major is wholly true, in the second mode of the first figure, when A B, the major proposition, is privative. For it is possible to find terms in which A, the major extreme, belongs neither to B nor to C, and yet B, the middle, belongs to some minor extreme, as some genus taken is related to a species and a difference which are taken from another or different genus. For animal, which is the genus, belongs neither to any prudence, which is a species of knowledge, nor to any contemplation, which is a difference of knowledge. But prudence belongs to some contemplation, because some contemplation or contemplative virtue is prudence. Therefore, if A is taken to belong to no B in the major, the major will be wholly true, but B is taken to belong to every C in the minor, and then the minor will be false in part; it follows that A belongs to no C, which is a true conclusion, because no prudence is an animal and no contemplation is an animal. Thus, therefore, it is clear how in universal syllogisms of the first figure truth follows from both false premises and from one false premise.

But if it is asked here why, since in universal syllogisms of the first figure there are eight combinations, namely either both premises are false or one is false; if both, either wholly or in part; again, if one is false, either the major or the minor; and then either the major wholly and the minor in part, or conversely, for in this way eight conjunctions are made, six have been made manifest while two are omitted, of which one has the major wholly false and the minor false in part, while the remaining one conversely has the minor wholly false and the major false in part: it can be said to this that those two are understood through those two cases where one premise is wholly false and the other not wholly false; and so it is also in the other figures, in which the said two combinations are omitted.

But if it is asked whether those two combinations which are omitted are useful with respect to a true conclusion, one must say that the one which has the major wholly false can reach a true conclusion. An example of this is in the first mode of the first figure thus: every white thing is an animal; every raven is white; therefore every raven is an animal. But in the second mode of the first figure thus: no black thing is an animal; every snow is black; therefore no snow is an animal. But that conjunction which has the major wholly false and the minor false in part cannot reach a true conclusion, because the contradictory of the conclusion must be true; for from the contrary of the major, which is true, and the subaltern of the minor, which is likewise true, there follows the contradictory of the conclusion; and therefore the conclusion cannot be true when the premises are so disposed that the major is wholly false and the minor is false in part.

But if it is asked why, when the major is wholly false, the conclusion cannot be true, especially since the conclusion can be true when both premises are wholly false, where there is more falsity with respect to the conclusion than where only the major is wholly false, one must say that this could be so in some way if the premises of such a syllogism were said to be propter quid with respect to the true conclusion; but now it is not so. Therefore, because when both premises are wholly false the major extreme can contain the minor, or even be disparate from it, one can truly be affirmed of the other or removed from it. But because, when only the major is wholly false, the major extreme must contain the minor either according to the whole or according to part, for if in an affirmative syllogism the minor is true, it must contain it according to the whole, but if it is false in part, then it contains it according to part; while in a negative syllogism the major extreme is disparate from the minor according to the whole or only according to part, therefore the major extreme cannot truly be affirmed or denied of the whole minor extreme; on account of this there cannot be a true conclusion there.

But if it is asked why a true conclusion follows when the minor is wholly false, and not when the major is wholly false, and again why a true conclusion follows when the major is false in part and not wholly, one must say that if the minor is wholly false, then the middle and the minor extreme are disparate, and nothing prevents one and the same thing from belonging to disparates, as is clear in an affirmative syllogism, for animal belongs to human being and horse. Likewise nothing prevents one and the same thing from being removed from both disparates, as stone is removed from human being and horse; and therefore, when the minor is wholly false, the conclusion can be true. But if the major is wholly false, this will be either in an affirmative syllogism or in a negative one. If in an affirmative syllogism, then either the minor is true, and then the major extreme is repugnant to the minor as also to the middle, or the minor is false in part, and then the major extreme is in part repugnant to the minor extreme; and in neither of these ways can the major extreme be truly affirmed universally of the minor. But if it is in a negative syllogism, then either the minor is true, and then the major extreme contains the minor under itself, or it is false in part, and then the major extreme contains the minor in part; and in neither of these ways can the major extreme truly and universally be removed from the minor. And thus, when the major is false, however the minor is disposed, a true conclusion cannot follow. But when the minor is wholly false, a true conclusion can indeed follow. Thus, therefore, it is clear when and why in the universal modes of the first figure truth follows from falsehood.

CHAPTER V.

How in particular syllogisms of the first figure it is possible to syllogize truth from falsehood.

In particular syllogisms also it is possible to syllogize truth from falsehood, with the first proposition wholly false and the other true; for in this way it is possible to syllogize a true conclusion. Again, it is also possible to syllogize truth from falsehood if the first proposition is not wholly false but is false in something, and the other, namely the minor, is true. Again, the same thing is possible if the universal major is true and the other, the particular minor, is false. Again, this same thing is possible from both false premises. The proof is this: first let it be posited that A, the major extreme, belongs to no B as middle, and that the same A belongs to some C in the conclusion, and that B belongs to some C in the minor proposition, as in these terms: animal, snow, white. For animal belongs to no snow, but animal belongs to some white thing. Therefore, if in these terms snow is posited as the middle and animal is posited as the first extreme, and A is taken to belong to the whole of B, and B is taken to belong to some C, the major proposition A B will be wholly false, but the minor proposition B C will be true; and a true conclusion follows thus: every snow is an animal; some white thing is snow; therefore some white thing is an animal. This is in the third mode of the first figure, and it is a true conclusion from a first proposition wholly false.

Likewise a true conclusion follows when A B is a privative major proposition, as in the fourth mode of the first figure. For it can happen that A, the major extreme, belongs universally to the whole of B, the middle, in the major proposition, and that the same A does not belong to some C, so that B as middle belongs particularly to some A, as animal belongs to every human being, and animal itself does not follow some white thing, because some white thing is not an animal; and human being belongs to some white thing. Therefore, if among these terms the middle is posited as human being, and A is taken to belong to no B, and B is taken to belong to some C, it follows that some C is not A, and the conclusion will be true, although the major A B is wholly false and the minor is true.

Likewise, if the major proposition A B is taken not as wholly false but as false in something, then in this way too a true conclusion will be syllogized from such a false proposition. For nothing prevents A, the major extreme, from belonging particularly both to B the middle and to the minor extreme, and B the middle from belonging particularly to some C, as in these terms: animal, beautiful, great. For animal belongs to some beautiful thing, and animal belongs to some great thing, and beautiful belongs to some great thing. Therefore, when the terms have been so posited, if A is taken to belong to every B and B to some C, then the proposition A B will be false in some part, but the minor proposition B C will be true; and a true conclusion follows, namely that some C belongs to A. It is similar in the fourth mode of the first figure when A B is a privative major proposition; for the same terms will be used, and similarly they are posited with respect to middle and extremes for demonstrating it, as can be clear even to anyone with little knowledge.

Again, if the converse is done, so that A B, the major proposition, is true, but B C, the minor proposition, is false, then again a true conclusion follows. The reason for this is that nothing prevents A, the greater extreme, from belonging to the whole of B, the middle, and the same A from belonging to some C in the conclusion, while B the middle belongs to no C in the minor proposition. An example is in these terms: animal, swan, black. For animal belongs to every swan, and that same animal belongs particularly to some black thing, but swan belongs to no black thing; on account of this, if A is taken to belong to every B and B is said to belong to some C, the conclusion will be true, namely that some C is A, although the minor proposition B C is false.

Likewise truth follows in this way from falsehood in the fourth mode of the first figure, if A B is a privative major proposition. For it can happen that A, the greater extreme, belongs to no B, and the same A does not belong to some C, the minor extreme, and it can happen that B, the middle, belongs to no C, the minor, in the minor proposition; as if some genus is taken in comparison with a species and an accident which are under another genus. For animal belongs to no number, which is a species of quantity; nevertheless animal belongs to some white thing, which is an accident of a genus different from quantity; and number belongs to no white thing by essential predication. Therefore, when such a position of terms has been made, if the middle is taken to belong to no B, but B is said to belong to some C, it follows that A will not belong to some C, which is true; and the major proposition A B was true, but the minor proposition B C was false.

Again, if the major is posited as false in something and not wholly, as A B, and the minor proposition B C is also posited as false, a true conclusion follows from both false premises. The cause is that nothing prevents A, the greater extreme, from belonging both to some B, the middle, and to some C, the minor extreme, while B belongs to no C in the minor proposition. Thus, if we take such terms that B the middle is contrary to C the minor extreme, and both these contraries are accidents of the same genus, as animal, white, black: for animal belongs to some white thing and to some black thing, but white belongs to no black thing. Therefore, when such an assumption of terms has been made, if A is taken to belong to every B and B is taken to belong to some C, it follows that some C is A, and there will be a true conclusion from falsehoods. Likewise truth follows from falsehood if A B is taken as a privative major proposition in the fourth mode of the first figure; for the same terms, taken similarly in the order of middle and extremes, serve to demonstrate both this and the preceding point, as can be clear even to anyone with little knowledge.

And again, from both false premises a true conclusion also follows. For it is possible that A, the greater extreme, belongs to no B, and that the same A belongs to some C, and that B the middle belongs to no C, as some genus is related to a species and to an accident which belongs to species taken from another genus, such as animal, number, white. For animal belongs to no number, and the same animal belongs to some white thing, and number belongs to no white thing. Therefore, when such an assumption of terms has been made, if A is taken to belong to every B and B is said to belong to some C, it follows that some C is A, and the conclusion will indeed be true, while both propositions will be false.

And this is similarly so when the major proposition A B is privative, as in the fourth mode of the first figure, because nothing prevents A, the greater extreme, from belonging to the whole of B as middle, and the same A from not belonging to some C, the minor, in the conclusion, and B from belonging to no C in the minor proposition, as in these terms: animal, swan, black. For animal belongs to every swan, and animal does not belong to some black thing, but swan belongs to no black thing. Therefore, if A is taken to belong to no B, and B is said to belong to some C in the minor, it will follow that A does not belong to some C, and the conclusion is true, but both propositions are false.

It must be noted that in particular syllogisms there are five combinations or complexions which have been posited. For either both premises are false, or one is false. If both are false, then either the major is wholly false or false in part; and so there are two. But if one is false, it is either the major or the minor. If it is the minor, now there are three. Or it is the major, and this either wholly or in part; and so there are five.

But if it is asked, since particular modes descend from universals, and in universal modes truth does not follow when the major is wholly false, how it can be that in particular modes truth follows when the major is wholly false, one must say to this that when the major extreme is disparate from the minor according to part, because the minor is particular, and the major extreme contains the minor according to part and not according to the whole as far as concerns the force of the minor, therefore the major extreme can belong to the minor according to part, or be removed from it according to part. But it is otherwise in universal modes, where in the conclusion the major must be affirmed of the whole minor, or universally and wholly removed from it, as is clear through what has been said before. To what is said, that particulars descend from universals, one must say that in the very descent of particulars from universals the cause of the true conclusion has been removed; on account of this the universal conclusion cannot be true in such cases, and therefore in particulars nothing prevents the conclusion from being true, although the major is wholly false.

CHAPTER VI.

How truth follows from falsehood in the second figure in universal syllogisms.

In the middle figure, however, in every way whatsoever, when false propositions are varied or when either proposition whatsoever is false, whether wholly or in part, it is possible to syllogize truth through falsehoods. And when both propositions are taken as false, wholly or in something, that is, in part, with each proposition taken, it is also possible when this one is taken as true and that one as either wholly false or false in something, with either proposition posited as false wholly or in part. Again, the same thing is possible if both are false in something, that is, in part. Again, the same thing is possible if this one or one proposition is simply true, while that one, or the other, is false in something. Again, the same thing is possible if this one is wholly false, but that one is true in something or in part; and this variation belongs both to universal and to particular syllogisms.

For let us take terms A B C, and let A be the middle, B the greater extreme, and C the lesser extreme; and let us take that A belongs to no B in the major proposition, and that the same A belongs to every C in the minor proposition. An example is that animal, the middle, belongs to no stone, and that same animal belongs to every horse. With these so posited, if the contrary premises of these two are accepted, so that A is taken to belong to every B and the same A is taken to belong to no C, in the second mode of the second figure there will be a true conclusion from wholly false propositions, thus: every stone is an animal; no horse is an animal; therefore no horse is a stone.

It is similar in the first mode of the second figure, and it is demonstrated in the same terms. For if A is taken as such that it belongs to every B, and the same A belongs to no C, and the contraries of those propositions are taken and the propositions are transmuted thus, no stone is an animal; every horse is an animal, the syllogism will be the same with respect to matter, because it is made in the same terms.

Likewise, again, when one of the premises is false, and first let us show this when one is wholly false and the other wholly true. For nothing prevents A from being such a middle that it belongs to every B and every C according to reality, and that B, the greater extreme, will belong to no C, the minor extreme; as if some genus is posited as the middle predicated of coequal species which are not subalternated to one another. For animal in this way belongs to every horse and to every human being, and is predicated universally of them, and human being belongs to no horse, because no human being is a horse. Therefore, if animal is taken to belong to this species universally, that proposition will be wholly true; and if animal is taken to belong to no instance of the other species, that proposition will be wholly false. And a true conclusion follows with the privative proposition posited at either extreme, whether at the greater, as happens in the first mode of the second figure, or at the lesser, as happens in the second mode of the second figure.

Likewise a true conclusion follows from one false premise if one of the propositions is not wholly false but false in part, provided that the other is wholly true. For it is possible that A is such a middle that it belongs to some B and the same A as middle belongs to every C, the minor extreme, as animal belongs to some white thing, and that same animal belongs to every raven, and white belongs to no raven. Therefore, if in the contrary propositions A is taken to belong to no B, the major proposition will be not wholly false but false in part; and if the same A is taken to belong universally to the whole of C, A B, the major proposition, will be false in something, but A C, the minor proposition, will be wholly true. And a true conclusion follows thus: no white thing is an animal; every raven is an animal; therefore no raven is white. This is the first mode of the second figure.

But if the privative proposition is transposed to the minor, in the same terms in the second mode of the second figure there will be the same syllogism, and through the same terms, as we said, there is the demonstration of this.

Again the same follows if the affirmative proposition is posited as false in something, and the privative is posited as wholly true. For nothing prevents A from being such a middle that it belongs particularly to some B according to reality, and the same A does not belong to the whole or every C, that is, it belongs to no C, and B, the greater extreme, belongs to no C, the minor. Thus animal as middle belongs to some white thing, and that same animal belongs to no magpie, and white belongs to no magpie. On account of this, if it is taken that A belongs to every and the whole B, and that the same A belongs to no C, then the major proposition A B will be false in something, but the minor proposition A C will be wholly and universally true; and a true conclusion follows thus: every white thing is an animal; no magpie is an animal; therefore no magpie is white. Such syllogisms are easy to form.

It is the same with respect to this, that truth follows from falsehood, if both propositions are taken as not wholly false. For from such propositions a true conclusion follows. For it is possible that A as middle belongs to some B and to some C, namely to the greater and lesser extremes, yet so that B, the greater extreme, belongs to no C, the lesser extreme, according to reality, as in these terms: animal, white, black. For animal belongs to some white thing, and the same animal belongs to some black thing, and white belongs to no black thing. Therefore, with terms so posited, if A is taken to belong to every B and the same A is taken to belong to no C, both propositions will indeed be false in something and not wholly, and the conclusion will be true thus: every white thing is an animal; no black thing is an animal; therefore no black thing is white.

Truth similarly follows from both premises false in part if the privative proposition is transferred and made the major, as in the first mode of the second figure, and through the same terms which have been posited, animal, white, black, the demonstration is easy.

Attend here, however, that in universals of the second figure there are eight conjunctions, because either both premises are false or one is false. And if both are false, this happens in four ways: either both are wholly false, or both are false in part, or the major is wholly false and the minor in part, or conversely the major is in part and the minor wholly false. But if it is made from one false premise, this again happens in four ways: either the major is false and the minor true, and this in two ways, because the major may be wholly or partly false; or the minor is false and the major true, and this is similarly doubled according to whole or part. Two of these have been omitted here and six posited: for those two omitted are where one is wholly false and the other in part. But this is plain through what has been said before, because they are sufficiently understood through those in which one is wholly false and the other true.

But if it is asked whether each of those can reach a true conclusion, one must say yes, because universally all conjunctions which are in the second figure can reach a true conclusion.

Against this, however, it seems that the second figure descends from the first; and therefore just as the conjunction which is from a wholly false first proposition and a true or partly false minor cannot reach a true conclusion, so it seems that neither can it in the second. For let a syllogism be made in the first figure from a wholly false major, and afterward let the major be converted, and there will be a syllogism in the second figure from a wholly false major, and the conclusion will not be true, just as neither in the first. To this one must say that in the first figure, with the major wholly false and the minor either true or false in part, the minor extreme will be under the major either according to the whole or according to part; and therefore the major extreme cannot be universally removed from it in the syllogism which is the second of the first figure. But in the second figure the minor extreme will be disparate from the major, and therefore the major can be removed universally from the minor. Therefore it does not follow, because although with the terms so disposed in the first figure there cannot be a true conclusion, there can be one in the second; for the diversity in the position of the middle and the extremes causes this diversity in the first figure and the second. For if the major which is wholly false is converted, it is not necessary that the proposition into which it is converted be wholly false: for this proposition is wholly false, no human being is an animal, and its converse, no animal is a human being, is not wholly false. And, speaking universally, both the converse and that into which it is converted will never be wholly false except in those cases in which the terms are convertible. Therefore a wholly false major will be able to infer a true conclusion in the second figure, which it could not do in the first.

But if someone objects that according to this, with the terms so disposed, there will be a true conclusion in the first figure, for the same conclusion is concluded in the second mode of the first figure and in the first mode of the second, and they differ only in the conversion of the major; and therefore, if the conclusion is true in the first mode of the second figure, it seems also to be true in the second mode of the first, one must say to this that, since the conclusion is true in the first mode of the second figure and the major is wholly false, when the major is converted there will be a syllogism in the first figure; but the major will be false in part and not wholly, as was already clear through what has been said before.

CHAPTER VII.

How truth follows from falsehood in particular syllogisms of the second figure.

This, that truth follows from falsehood in the second figure, is also manifest in particular syllogisms. For nothing prevents taking A as a middle of such a kind that B belongs to every instance of it, and the same A belongs particularly to some C, so that B does not belong particularly to some C; for animal belongs to every human being, and the same animal belongs to some white thing according to reality, and human being will not belong particularly to some white thing. Therefore, with the terms so disposed, if A is posited to belong to no B, and the same A is posited to belong to some C, the universal proposition will be wholly false, but the particular will be true, and the conclusion will be true thus: no human being is an animal; some white thing is an animal; therefore some white thing is not a human being. This is a syllogism in the third mode of the second figure.

Similarly a conclusion follows from a wholly false major and a true minor, if the major proposition A B is posited as a universal affirmative, as happens in the fourth mode of the second figure. For it is possible to find terms in which A belongs to no B, and the same A will not belong particularly to some C: as animal belongs to no inanimate thing, but animal belongs to some white thing, and in the conclusion inanimate will not belong particularly to some white thing. Therefore, when such a relation of the terms according to the reality itself has been posited, if A is posited to belong to every B and A not to belong to some C, the universal affirmative proposition A B will indeed be wholly false, but the minor proposition A C will be true; and a true conclusion will follow thus: every inanimate thing is an animal; some white thing is not an animal; therefore some white thing is not inanimate. This is a syllogism in the fourth mode of the second figure.

Again truth will follow from falsehood if the universal proposition is posited as true and the particular as false. For nothing prevents A as middle from neither following B as predicated of it, nor following C as predicated of it, and B, the greater extreme, from not belonging particularly to some C, the lesser extreme: as animal belongs to no number, nor to some inanimate thing, and number also does not follow inanimate as predicated of it. Therefore, with the terms so disposed, if A is posited to belong to no B, and the same A is posited to belong to some C, the conclusion indeed will be true, and the universal proposition, the major, will be true, but the particular minor will be false, thus: no inanimate thing is an animal; some number is an animal; therefore some number is not inanimate.

Likewise a true conclusion follows if the universal is posited as affirmative and true, and the particular negative as false, as in the fourth mode of the second figure. The reason is that it is possible for A as middle to belong universally according to reality to the whole of both B, the major, and C, the minor, and for B, the major extreme, not to follow some C, the lesser extreme, as predicated of it, as genus is related to species and difference considered according to being. For animal as genus follows every human being, and every walking thing follows universally as predicated of them; but human being does not follow every walking thing as predicated of it. And therefore if in the syllogism A is taken in the major to belong to the whole and every B, and the same animal is taken in the minor not to belong particularly to some C, the universal proposition will be true, but the particular false, and the conclusion will be true thus: every human being is an animal; some walking thing is not an animal; therefore some walking thing is not a human being.

It is further manifest also in particular syllogisms that from both false premises there will be a true conclusion. The reason is that it can happen that A as middle, in some terms and with respect to B and C as extremes, belongs to this one universally and to that one in no way, or indifferently; and that B does not follow some C particularly denied of it. Therefore, with the terms so disposed, if in the major proposition it is taken that A belongs to no B, and the same A belongs to some C, both propositions indeed will be false, but the conclusion true.

Likewise it is also so when the universal proposition is predicative, as in the fourth mode of the second figure, and when the particular is privative. The reason is that it is possible that A as middle follows no B, so that no B is A, and that the same A follows every C, and that B does not belong particularly to some C, as animal follows no discipline, and the same animal follows every human being, because no discipline is an animal, but every human being is an animal. But if, with the terms so disposed, A is taken to belong to the whole B, and the same A is said not to follow some C but to be removed particularly from it, both propositions will be false, but the conclusion true, thus: every discipline is an animal; some human being is not an animal; therefore some human being is not a discipline. This is a syllogism in the fourth mode of the second figure.

Here it must be noted that in particular syllogisms there are five conjunctions: for either both premises are false, and then the major is either wholly false or false in part; or only one is false, and this is either the major or the minor, and each of those is either wholly or in part. Thus it is clear that there are five, of which two have been omitted here: one having the major false in part and the minor true, or the minor false. For these can be sufficiently understood through those that have been posited; all conjunctions which are made in the second figure can reach a true conclusion.

CHAPTER VIII.

How truth is syllogized from falsehood in syllogisms of the third figure, both universal and particular.

In the last figure also, through both false premises, whether wholly false or in part, whether both are false or one false and the other true, and when one indeed is false in something and the other wholly true, or conversely, one wholly false and the remaining one true in something, and in whatever other ways it is possible to transfer or varyingly combine propositions according to truth and falsity, always and in every case truth follows from falsehood.

This is immediately proved in the first mode of the third figure. For nothing prevents, with C posited as middle, A as major extreme, and B as minor, neither A the greater extreme nor B the lesser extreme from belonging to any C according to reality, so that no C is A and no C is B, and yet A belongs particularly to some B, as in these terms: human being, walking thing, inanimate. For that which is inanimate, the subject and middle, neither is followed by human being as predicated of it, nor is it followed by walking thing as predicated of it; for no inanimate thing is a human being, and no inanimate thing is walking. And human being as predicate follows particularly upon some walking thing, because some walking thing is a human being. Therefore, if the contraries of the propositions mentioned are taken, so that A is said to belong universally to every middle C, and B to belong to that same every C, the propositions indeed will be wholly false, and the conclusion true in the first mode of the third figure thus: every inanimate thing is a human being; every inanimate thing is walking; therefore some walking thing is a human being.

It is similar in the second mode of the third figure, in which the major proposition is universal privative, while the other, namely the minor proposition, is universal affirmative. The proof is that it is possible according to the truth of the thing that B belongs to no C, so that no C belongs to B, and that A according to reality belongs to every C, and that A, the greater extreme, particularly does not belong to some B, as in these terms: animal, black, swan. In these, black belongs to no swan, but animal belongs to every swan, and animal does not particularly belong to every black thing. On account of this, if the contraries of these propositions are taken, so that B is said to belong to every C in the minor, and the same C is said to belong to no A in the major proposition, it follows in the second mode of the third figure that A will particularly not belong to some B, thus: no swan is an animal; every swan is black; therefore some black thing is not an animal. And the conclusion indeed is true, while both propositions are wholly false. Thus, therefore, it is known that in the two universal modes of the third figure truth is syllogized from both wholly false premises.

The same happens when neither premise is wholly false, but each is false in something; for from such premises a true conclusion follows. Nothing prevents both A, the greater extreme, and B, the lesser, from belonging particularly to some A as middle according to the truth of the thing, and A the greater from belonging particularly to some B the lesser, as is clear in these terms: white, beautiful, animal. For white belongs particularly to some animal, and likewise beautiful belongs particularly to some animal, and white belongs particularly to some beautiful thing. Therefore, if universals subalternating these particulars are taken, and it is said that A belongs to every C and that B belongs to every C, the propositions laid down as premises will indeed both be false in something, and the conclusion will be true in the first mode of the third figure, thus: every animal is white; and every animal is beautiful; therefore some beautiful thing is white.

Similarly in the second mode of the third figure, in which A C, the major proposition, is posited privatively. The example is that nothing prevents A, the major extreme, from particularly not belonging to some A, and B, the minor extreme, from particularly belonging to some A as middle according to reality, as these terms are related: beautiful, white, animal. For beautiful particularly does not belong to some animal, and white particularly belongs to some animal, and then A does not belong to every B in the conclusion according to the truth of the thing. On account of this, if universals are taken in place of particulars, and it is taken in the major that A belongs to no C, and in the minor that B belongs to every C, both propositions indeed will be not wholly but partly false, and the conclusion true in the second mode of the third figure thus: no beautiful thing is an animal; every beautiful thing is white; therefore some white thing is not an animal.

Likewise truth follows from falsehood if one premise is wholly false, namely the major, but the other, namely the minor, is wholly true. For it is possible to find such terms in which A follows every C as predicated of it, and in which also every B follows C and is predicated universally of it according to the truth of the thing, and in which A does not particularly belong to some B in the conclusion, as in these terms: animal, white, swan. For every swan is an animal, and every swan is white, and yet not every white thing is an animal. With the terms so posited, then, if B is taken to belong universally to the whole C in the minor, and A is taken universally not to belong to the whole C in the major, the minor proposition B C will indeed be wholly true, but the major proposition A C wholly false, and the conclusion will be true thus: no swan is an animal; every swan is white; therefore some white thing is not an animal. This is in the second mode of the third figure.

It is similar if the minor proposition B C is posited as wholly false, while the major A C is posited as wholly true; for the same terms, namely black, swan, inanimate, demonstrate this thus: no swan is inanimate; every swan is black; therefore some black thing is not inanimate. And this is in the second mode of the third figure.

The same thing happens in the first mode of the third figure if both premises are assumed as affirmative and a particular affirmative is concluded. For nothing prevents finding such terms in which, according to the truth of the thing, A follows every C, and A according to reality does not belong universally to the whole of C, and nevertheless according to reality A belongs particularly to some A, as in these terms: animal, black, swan. For animal follows every swan, since every swan is an animal; but black follows no swan, and black belongs particularly as predicate to some animal. Therefore, if the contraries of those are taken, and A is taken to belong to every C and B is taken to belong to every C, the minor proposition B C will be wholly true, but the major proposition A C will be wholly false; and a true conclusion follows thus: every swan is black; every swan is an animal; therefore some animal is black.

It is similar when the major proposition A C is taken as wholly true and the minor B C is taken as wholly false, for the demonstration is through the same terms transposed, thus: every swan is an animal; every swan is black; therefore some black thing is an animal.

Again, if according to another variation made in universal syllogisms one of the premises is taken as wholly true and the other is taken as false in something and not wholly, still in the third figure truth follows from falsehood. For it is possible according to reality that the lesser extreme belongs universally to every C, and that according to the truth of the thing A, the greater extreme, particularly belongs to some C, and that A belongs particularly to some B, as in these terms: two-footed, beautiful, human being. For two-footed belongs to every human being, because every human being is two-footed; but beautiful does not belong to every human being; and similarly beautiful belongs to some two-footed thing according to reality. Therefore, if the propositions are taken in the contrary way, so that A is said to belong to every and the whole C, and likewise B is said in the minor to belong to the whole C, then in the first mode of the third figure the minor proposition B C will be wholly true, but the major proposition A C will be false in something, and the conclusion will be true thus: every two-footed thing is beautiful; every two-footed thing is an animal; therefore some animal is beautiful. And it is a syllogism in the first mode of the third figure.

Likewise truth follows from falsehood in the first mode of the third figure if the major proposition A C is taken as wholly true, while the minor proposition B C is taken as false according to part. For when the same terms have been transposed so that the major extreme becomes minor and conversely, there will be the demonstration thus: every two-footed thing is an animal; every two-footed thing is beautiful; therefore some beautiful thing is an animal.

The same happens in the second mode of the third figure when one of the premises is privative and the other, namely the minor, is universal affirmative. For because it happens in some terms according to the truth of the thing that A belongs to the whole of C in the minor, but that A according to reality belongs only particularly to some C, and when the propositions and terms are so disposed, then A does not belong to every B in the conclusion: therefore, if B is taken in the minor to belong to the whole and every C, but A is taken to belong to no C in the privative major, the privative major indeed will be false in something, while the other universal affirmative will be wholly true, and a true conclusion follows in the second mode of the third figure thus: no two-footed thing is beautiful; every two-footed thing is an animal; therefore some animal is not beautiful.

Again, since immediately before it was shown that when A belongs to no C according to reality and B belongs particularly to some C according to reality, then it happens according to truth that A does not belong to some B in the conclusion, from this same point it is manifest that, even when A C, the major proposition, is wholly true, but B C, the minor proposition, is false in something, it can happen that the conclusion is true. For if, with the terms and propositions so disposed, it is taken that A belongs to no C in the major and that B belongs to every C in the minor, A C, the major proposition, will indeed be wholly true, but B C, the minor proposition, will be false in something, thus: no black thing is a swan; every black thing is an animal; therefore some animal is not a swan.

Since this variety has now been shown in universal syllogisms, it is also manifest that in all particular syllogisms of the third figure, absolutely and universally according to every variety of propositions, it is possible to syllogize truth through falsehoods or through falsehood. For the same terms are to be taken for demonstration both when the premises are taken universally and when they are taken particularly; the negative are referred to the negative, and the affirmative to the affirmative, with the quantity of one proposition changed, as we said in categorical or predicative syllogisms, that is, affirmative syllogisms, as in the third and fourth modes of the third figure, which are taken next to the first mode of the same figure. But in privative syllogisms the privative ones are to be taken, as in the fifth and sixth modes of the third figure, which are taken next to the second mode of that same third figure. For in the third figure, which concludes particularly, nothing differs, with respect to the position or assumption of the terms, when, where something belongs to no instance according to reality, one takes by the contrary that it belongs to every instance; so too universally in every variation of propositions which has been introduced, if it has been taken to belong particularly to something, to take this as belonging universally to something in the position of the terms. For a particular can be taken under a universal in the same terms. It is similar also in privative syllogisms accepted under the second mode of the third figure, so that a particular is taken under a universal; nor is it necessary to form these syllogisms, because they are easy when the relation of terms in the universals has been considered.

Here, as in the other cases, it must be attended that in the universal syllogisms of the third figure there are eight combinations: either both premises are false, or only one. If both are false, then either wholly, or in part, or the major wholly and the minor in part, or conversely the minor wholly and the major in part. But if only one is false, it is either the major or the minor. If the major, it is either wholly false or in part; and if the minor, either wholly or in part. Thus there are eight conjunctions, of which two have been omitted, namely those which have one premise wholly false and the other false in part; for those are sufficiently understood through those which have one premise wholly false and the other true.

But if someone objects, saying that the first figure makes the third through conversion of the minor, and thus the major of the first figure still remains in the third, but when the major was wholly false a true conclusion was not concluded in the first figure while the minor was true or partly false; therefore it seems that neither in the third figure, when the major is wholly false and the other premise true or partly false, can the conclusion be true. One must say that that reasoning is not valid. For three things are part of the cause why, in such a relation of propositions, there could not be a true conclusion in the first figure: one is the falsity of the major wholly; the second is the taking of a universal conclusion; and the third is such a position of the middle with respect to the extremes, that the lesser extreme is taken under the middle and the middle under the major extreme. When any one of these three is lacking, a true conclusion will be able to follow from a premise false in that way, or from false premises. Hence in the particular syllogisms of the first figure, as was said, when the propositions are so disposed, there can be a true particular conclusion. And similarly in the universal syllogisms of the second figure, and similarly in syllogisms of the third figure.

It must also be noted that in particular syllogisms of the third figure there are five conjunctions in this relation of propositions as in the others, and all are useful. For either both premises are false, and this in two ways, namely either wholly false or false in part; or only one is false, and this either in the particular or in the universal, and this in two ways, either wholly or in part.

In sum, however, it must be noted that in all figures, in universal syllogisms there are eight conjunctions, and in particulars there are five, and all generally can reach a true conclusion, except two conjunctions of universal syllogisms of the first figure, where the major is wholly false and the minor is either true or false in part.

Nevertheless there are some who object generally against all the things which have been said about all figures in this chapter and in the preceding tractates on this matter. For they say that falsity is the privation of truth, just as negation is the privation of affirmation. But from a negative minor there is no syllogism in the first and third figure, nor is a syllogism made from two negatives in any figure. Therefore neither will a syllogism be made from a false minor in the first and third, nor from both false premises in any of the figures, as it seems. To this one must say that for a syllogism of the first and second figure it suffices that the minor proposition be affirmative according to speech; and indeed this suffices also in all figures. For it is not required that the affirmative be positive according to itself, or according to reality; it suffices that it be positive according to speech alone as regards the figure and mode of the syllogism.

CHAPTER IX.

On the proof that truth does not follow from falsehood except quia and not propter quid.

Since premises are related to the conclusion as antecedent and principle, but the conclusion is related to the premises as consequent, it is manifest that if the conclusion is false, those things from which the syllogistic discourse is made, as from propositions, must be false, either all or both, or some or one of the premises. And this is the cause of what was proved first, namely that falsehood does not follow from truth. But when the conclusion is true, it is not necessary that the premises be true, because it is not necessary that, when a true consequent is posited, the antecedent be posited. And therefore, when the conclusion is true, it is not necessary that the principles be true in some respect or in some one thing, either all or both; but when none of the premises in syllogisms is true, it can still happen that the conclusion is true, similarly as when the premises are true. And this is the cause of what was proved second, namely that truth follows from falsehood.

The cause of what has been said is this: when two things are so related to one another that, when one exists or is said to exist, by an essential and natural consequence the remaining one must exist, as antecedent and consequent are related when the consequent is actually of the understanding of the antecedent, then when this, which is the consequent, does not exist, it follows that the other, which is the antecedent, does not exist, because when the consequent has been destroyed the antecedent is destroyed. But when the consequent exists, on account of this it is not necessary that the antecedent exist.

It is impossible that the same consequent belong to the same antecedent when it both exists and does not exist, that is, when it is taken according to being and non-being. I say this by explaining in terms: as when we say that A, the antecedent, is white, and that B, the consequent,
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which is to be great, is by necessity. For it follows, if it is white, that it is great, because great is the subject of white, falling in its definition: for white exists only in magnitude, just as snub exists only in a nose. Hence, just as it follows, if the snub exists, a nose exists, so it follows, if A is white, that B must be great. And when along with this it is said that A is not white, then to these two, namely A's being and not being, it is impossible for the same consequent to follow, namely that B is great. For when there is posited among three terms the consequence, namely that when A white is posited, B great must be, and when B is great, C non-white follows necessarily, it follows necessarily from first to last that, if A is white, then also C is not white; and this is impossible. But it is taken from the adversary granting that the same consequent follows upon the antecedent's being and not being; and then, from first to last, the case is in two things as in three.

Therefore, when two things exist, namely antecedent and consequent, when one of them, namely the antecedent, exists, the other must exist, which is the consequent; and if this, namely the consequent, does not exist, the other, which is the antecedent, must not exist. Since, therefore, B great, which is the consequent, does not exist, A white, which is the antecedent, cannot be posited to exist, because when the consequent is destroyed the antecedent is destroyed. If, therefore, it is said that, when A white does not exist, B great must exist, which is the consequent, and this is what one says who grants that upon the destruction of the antecedent the consequent necessarily follows, then it follows and occurs of necessity, by arguing from first to last, that when B great does not exist, that same B great exists 1. For if the same thing is consequent upon the being and non-being of the antecedent, but it follows that if the antecedent exists the consequent exists, and if the consequent does not exist the antecedent does not exist, then upon the same being there follows the being of the consequent, and upon non-being there follows the being of the consequent; therefore, from first to last, from the non-being of the consequent there follows the being of the consequent. But this is impossible; for in such consequences, when the consequent is destroyed the antecedent is destroyed. Hence if B great does not exist, A white, the antecedent, does not exist, by the necessity of the consequence. Therefore, if it is granted that when the antecedent does not exist the consequent will still exist, as if I say that when A white, the antecedent, does not exist, B great, which is the consequent, will still exist, it happens through two as through three that, if B great does not exist, B great exists. For being occurs from the positing of the antecedent, but non-being from the hypothesis of the one granting that the same thing is consequent following upon the positing of the antecedent and the destruction of the antecedent.

And from this it is concluded that truth from falsehood does not follow through a syllogism stating propter quid, as the cause of the conclusion, but through a syllogism quia. Thus upon the same being and non-being, something's existing by necessity does not follow. But upon the antecedent's being, or being true, there follows the consequent's being, or being true, which is the same thing; therefore upon the antecedent's not being, or being false, which is the same thing, there does not follow the consequent's being, or being true, which is the same thing. And thus truth does not follow from falsehood from the necessity of a cause stating propter quid, because if the consequent does not exist, the antecedent does not exist; and if the same consequent follows upon the being and non-being of the antecedent, if the antecedent does not exist, the consequent exists; therefore, from first to last: if the consequent does not exist, the consequent exists, which is impossible. And thus the proposition has been proved.

TRACTATE II.

ON THE CIRCULAR SYLLOGISM.

CHAPTER I.

Of what power it is, and whether it is a syllogism, and to what use it is ordered, and what a circular syllogism is by definition.

After these things one must treat of the circular syllogism, because in it the power of syllogizing is considered, which is from the conclusion back upon the premises. In what preceded, the power of syllogizing was considered which is from the premises upon two conclusions, or one, or according as something can be inferred from the premises. First it must be attended to that, although it is not according to art or nature that the same thing should be prior and posterior to itself, and that something should be better known and less known than itself, nevertheless the same thing, taken under one mode and taken under another mode, can be better known and less known than itself with respect to us, and prior and posterior, as one can see in definition and the defined, each of which infers the other, although they are the same. And so it is in the converted proposition and the converting one, and in many other cases; and in this way it occurs in the circular syllogism, as will be clear in what follows.

Again, if someone objects that in every syllogism there is a descent from the universal to the particular, but in a circle the descent is from equal to equal, it is easy to answer: because just as a proposition is constituted from convertible terms, and nevertheless the subject is in the account of a part and the predicate in the account of the whole, so the descent in a syllogism occurs in convertible terms, and nevertheless the major is in the account of the universal and the conclusion in the account of part of the premises. And in a syllogism insofar as it is a syllogism, such descent need not exist according to reality, but only according to mode, taken according to distributive signs 2. This circular syllogism is useful both to the demonstrator and to the dialectician. For the demonstrator shows the essential effect through the immediate cause, and conversely the cause through such an effect; and thus the circle will be reflected if it is predicated from first to last. For if through A as cause B as effect is shown, and through B as effect A as cause is shown, then from first to last A as cause is shown through itself. But it is useful to the dialectician because he proceeds from things opined; and for him it is enough to show the same through the same according to reality, provided that to the respondent or to others it seems better known under one mode than under another.

But if someone objects that in such a process there seems to be a begging of that which is at the beginning, one must say that there is not. For begging the principle occurs only in a proposition which is not naturally fitted to be shown through itself, and is shown through itself or through something equally doubtful to it. But in those propositions which are naturally fitted to be shown through themselves, there is no begging of what is in the beginning; and such are propositions which are in convertible terms, which, although they are the same according to reality, nevertheless are not taken as the same according to mode, but as better known in one mode and less known in another mode.

Therefore we shall treat here of the circular syllogism insofar as, considered in common, it abstracts from causal and opinable terms, because such consideration belongs to this science. But in the second book of the Posterior Analytics, insofar as it is considered in causal terms, it will have to be treated.

Therefore let us say that to show something in a circle, or circularly, is the same as to show from things mutually through themselves; and this, by definition, is to conclude the remaining premise, whether the major or the minor, through the conclusion of the syllogism that has been made and one predication or premise-proposition accepted in the converse position of terms, as happens in every proposition converted in its terms, whose converse is not posited with the conclusion. And this is the remaining one of the premises which previously had been taken in the first non-reflexive syllogism. An example is this: if we wish to show how the major is syllogized from the conclusion and the converse of the minor, let the principal and directly proceeding syllogism be made thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. Then let that major which was the conclusion, namely every C is A, be taken for the reflexive syllogism with the converse of the minor, which is every B is C, and let the conclusion be inferred which was the major of the prior syllogism, thus: every C is A, every B is C, therefore every B is A. Hence if it is necessary to show the major, namely this, that A belongs to every C, let someone show this through B as middle, which in the prior syllogism was the lesser extreme.

Likewise from the conclusion and the converse of the major the minor proposition will be syllogized by a reflexive syllogism, thus: every A is B, every C is A, therefore every C is B, which was the minor of the first syllogism, syllogized from the conclusion and the converse of the major of the first syllogism; and A becomes the middle. For previously through the syllogism A had been taken as predicated of B, which is taken conversely, because now the converse of the major is taken, where B is taken as predicated of A; in convertible terms this is not inappropriate. But in another way, other than through the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises, there is no circular showing or syllogizing of things mutually from themselves. For whether another middle is taken apart from the three terms posited in the first syllogism, such a middle concludes none of the premises, and then no reflection is made to the principle from which the process begins, because then nothing from the number of the same terms which are in the first syllogism is taken as middle. Or even if that which is of the number of these same terms in the first syllogism is taken as middle, then necessarily only the converse of one of the two is taken with the conclusion of the first syllogism. For if both are taken, namely those which were in the prior syllogism and not the conclusion with the converse of the other, the conclusion will be the same or will follow as before; and in neither of these two ways will there be reflection in a circle. For in a circular syllogism the conclusion must be different from the conclusion of the first syllogism, because otherwise reflection would not be made from the conclusion of the second syllogism into one of the principles of the first. Therefore the definition introduced is fitting and convertible, and it is clear from what things the circular syllogism is made in this way, and that it cannot be made otherwise. It is said better to be made through the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises than through the conclusion and one premise, or than through the conversion of both premises, or through the converse of both premises, because the conclusion taken with one of the premises, or the converse of both, makes the disposition of the second or third figure. But the third figure does not conclude a universal, and the second does not conclude an affirmative; and therefore in a circular syllogism, for concluding a universal affirmative, it is especially necessary to take premises under the disposition of the first figure. But the conclusion and the converse of one premise are disposed in this way; and therefore the circle is more fittingly said to be made from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises than from the conclusion and one of the premises, or from the conversion of both premises.

But if someone objecting says that this definition is not general and does not fit every circular syllogism, because some circular showing is made through the converse of the conclusion and through another proposition for syllogizing the converse of the other, and the definition does not fit that because it says only that it is made through the conclusion and the converse of the other, one must say to this that in the first mode of the first figure there are two circular showings. One is that which through the principal premises of the first syllogism shows the conclusion, and conversely through the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises shows another premise; and this always takes the conclusion with the conversion of one of the premises, according as the definition directly says. The other is that which through the converses of the principal propositions concludes the converse of the principal conclusion, and conversely through the converse of that same conclusion, which is the converse, and through the converse of the other proposition, concludes the converses of the principal propositions. But in this second circulation, which concludes the converse of the principal conclusion, a conclusion of this kind is also taken with the converse of one of the premises in the reflexive syllogism circularly. For for this syllogism the conclusion is the converse of the principal conclusion, and its premise is the converse of the principal premise, and the converse of its premise is the principal premise. And from this it is clear that, just as in the first circulation one conclusion is syllogized from the conclusion and the converse of one proposition, so also it happens in the second circulation; and thus it is clear that the definition introduced above fits each circulation considered in itself.

From what has now been said it is easy to solve what is commonly asked here, namely, when a circular syllogism is made, as has been said, whether each of the circles is a circle in itself, or whether all are one circle. For neither of these seems to be the case, since neither in the first way nor in the second is there a return into the same thing from which the descent of the syllogism begins. From this it is clear that it is true that there is no return into the same thing; but since six syllogisms are made next to the first mode of the first figure, as will be shown afterwards, those six make two circles.

CHAPTER II.

How a circular syllogism is made in the first figure, both universal affirmative and universal negative, and how a particular affirmative and negative is made.

For knowing how a circular syllogism is made in the individual figures, one must first know that, in those terms or propositions which are not converted, or which are in non-convertible terms, if a circular syllogism is made, it must proceed from an indemonstrate proposition. For it is not possible to demonstrate or show circularly through these terms which are not convertible that a third thing belongs to the middle, that is, the lesser extreme which is third in the disposition of the first figure, through conversion of the minor; because such terms are not converted, and therefore the subject cannot become predicate, and conversely, when the minor proposition is accepted universally. For the same reason it is not possible to take in the major proposition how the first, that is, the greater extreme, belongs to the middle as subject is contained in predicate.

But in those terms which are converted and are equal to one another, it is possible to demonstrate or show all things through one another circularly, as is clear in these terms A B C in the first mode of the first figure. And first, in the principal syllogism, let this conclusion be shown, every C is A, through B as middle, thus: every B is A, and every C is B, therefore every C is A. And in the reflexive syllogism, again let the major be shown, which is every B is A, through the conclusion brought in and through the converted minor proposition B C, thus: every C is A, every B is C, therefore every B is A, which was the major in the principal syllogism. Likewise, by reflecting circularly, the minor, which is the proposition C B, will be shown through the conclusion and the converted major, thus: every A is B, which is the converse of the major; every C is A, which is the conclusion; it follows that every C is B, which was the minor of the principal syllogism. Therefore this is one circle completed by three syllogisms.

But it is also necessary to demonstrate the converses of these propositions through another circle; and therefore it is necessary also to demonstrate and conclude both the B C proposition, which is the converse of the minor, and the B A proposition, which is the converse of the major, through the circle. For in the preceding circulation we used only these in the things demonstrated, because those had not been concluded through any syllogism of the circle previously posited. Therefore let us say that if the minor of the principal syllogism is taken, which is that B belongs to every C, or that every C is B, and A C, the proposition which is the converse of the conclusion, is joined to it, thus every A is C, there will be a syllogism concluding the converse of the major, that is, B being predicated universally of A, thus: every C is B, every A is C, therefore every A is B. Again, if C is taken to belong to every A, which is the converse of the principal conclusion, and A is taken to belong to every B, which is the converse of the major, it is necessary that C follow as belonging to every B, which is the converse of the minor.

But in both of these circular syllogisms the proposition A C, which is the converse of the conclusion, has been taken as indemonstrate, because it has been concluded through none of the syllogisms mentioned. For all the other propositions and their converses have been proved and concluded. On account of this, if we shall have demonstrated or concluded this one by a circular syllogism, all will have been approved or concluded through one another. If, therefore, C is taken to belong to every B, which is the converse of the minor of the principal syllogism, and the converse of the major is taken, namely that B belongs to every A, and both of the said propositions are taken as demonstrated and concluded through the circular syllogism posited in the second circle, it follows that C must belong to A, which is the converse of the conclusion of the principal syllogism.

Therefore it is manifest from what has been said that only in these terms which are converted can demonstrations or conclusions happen through a circle and mutually through themselves. But in other non-convertible terms, showings are made as was previously said in the earlier book. In those things which are convertible, when the same thing is taken, that is, the same conclusion which is demonstrated in the first syllogism, it happens that it is used as a proposition for demonstrating another conclusion, which is the conclusion of the reflexive syllogism into the circle. A sign of this is that in the reflexive syllogism C of B, which is the converse of the minor, and B of A, which is the converse of the major, is shown by taking C to be said of A, namely the converse of the conclusion; but C of A, the converse of B as conclusion, is shown through these propositions accepted as converted. On account of this, in the circular syllogism we use the conclusion taken as a premise for the demonstration of the premises.

But in universal privative syllogisms of the first figure, circular demonstrations from one another are made in this way from conclusion and propositions. And I say in privative syllogisms because, although in the first figure there is only one privative and universal syllogism, nevertheless, because it is closed by two circles, it is necessary for several syllogisms to be made for this in the circular syllogism. Let the principal syllogism be made thus: let the minor universal affirmative be accepted, so that B is said to belong to every C; and let the negative major be accepted, so that A is said to belong to no B. The conclusion of the principal syllogism will be that A will belong to no C, thus: no B is A, every C is B, therefore no C is A. Therefore if again in the reflexive syllogism it is necessary to conclude the major of the principal syllogism, namely this, that A belongs to no B, or that no B is A, which previously in the principal syllogism had been taken as major, then the conclusion of the principal syllogism will be taken, namely this, that A belongs to no C, and the converted minor will be joined, namely this, that C belongs to every B, for in this way the minor proposition is taken conversely, and it is concluded that no B is A, thus: no C is A, every B is C, therefore no B is A, which was the major of the principal syllogism.

But if it is necessary to conclude by circular syllogism the minor of the principal syllogism, namely this, that B belongs to every C, or that every C is B, the major proposition A B is not to be converted in the same way as before in the affirmative syllogism. For the major proposition, which says that A belongs to no B, and its converse, which says that B belongs to no A, are the same with respect to quality, since both are negative; and the affirmative, which is the minor to be concluded, does not follow from a negative. Therefore the converse of the major must be reduced to an affirmative in this way: for the major is, no B is A, and it is to be converted into this, that to whatever A belongs in no way, B belongs to it universally. For this is affirmative: namely, C belongs to no A, which was the conclusion; therefore C belongs to every B, which was the minor in the principal syllogism.

On account of this, since there are three things in the principal syllogism, each one of them has been made a conclusion. For there are three: major, minor, and conclusion. For to demonstrate in a circle, as we have said, is for someone, taking the conclusion of the principal syllogism with the converse of one of the premises, to conclude in a reflexive syllogism the remaining one, which is not converted, by syllogizing.

But if it is asked why next to the universal negative mode of the first figure six syllogisms are not made, as about the affirmative mode, for here only the premises are syllogized and their conclusion is not syllogized, one must say that this is so because in the negative universal syllogism of the first figure there is only one circulation, although next to the first mode there had been two circulations. For from the converses of the premises the converse of the conclusion can be shown; but from the converse of the conclusion and the minor, the converse of the major cannot be shown, because both here and there a negative minor is accepted, which cannot be in the first figure; nor is the converse of the minor concluded from the converse of the conclusion and the major, because both are negative, and from two negatives no syllogism is made in any figure.

But perhaps someone will still ask why those negatives are not transposed into affirmatives, so that something would be syllogized from them as is syllogized for showing the minor of the principal syllogism. One must say to this that such a transposition in those converses would be useless and would contribute nothing to the proposed point. This is clear in this way: let the principal syllogism be made thus: no B is A, every C is B, therefore no C is A. If the converse of the conclusion is to be shown, namely this, no A is C, through the converses of the premises, let the converse of the minor be accepted, namely this, every B is C, and then let the converse of the major, transposed into an affirmative, be joined thus: to whatever A belongs in no way, B belongs universally to that thing. And it is clear that this contributes nothing to the proposed point. For from these two, every B is C, and to whatever A belongs in no way, to all that B belongs, it cannot be syllogized that C belongs to no A. Likewise it is so also in the other converses to be concluded; and this indeed is the truth.

Nevertheless, certain people, not considering these matters subtly, concede that the converses of the principal propositions can be syllogized through the transposition of a negative into affirmatives, in the way that has been stated. Yet there is a question about conversion of this kind, because such conversion seems not to be general and not to hold except in contingent matter. Again, where there is true conversion, if the converting proposition is true, its converse is also true; but in this conversion it is not so. For if I say thus, no human being is a donkey, this is true; and if it is converted thus, to whatever donkey belongs in no way, that whole thing is human, it will be false, because donkey belongs to no piece of wood, and yet not every piece of wood is a human being.

But one must say to this that it is not a true conversion, but a translation of a converted negative into an affirmative. Hence the negative is first to be converted, and afterwards the converted proposition is to be translated; thus, no B is A is converted into this, no A is B, and afterwards it is translated thus: to none to which A belongs, to all that B belongs. But just as in an affirmative proposition the terms are convertible, so also in a negative proposition the terms ought, as far as they can, to approach convertibility, so that they are negatively contradicting and immediate, so that necessarily one of them belongs, as in contradictories. For example, it is said: no equal thing is unequal. If this were transmuted into an affirmative, the affirmative would be true just as the negative is: to whatever unequal does not belong in any way, to every such thing equal belongs. Hence such conversion is only a certain narrowing about the major proposition in a negative syllogism; this narrowing is made to convertible terms, or to terms approaching convertibility, and to immediate opposition, which is by way of contradiction.

Still it could be said that in such conversion there is no narrowing to convertible terms. Rather, when it is said, to whatever A belongs in no way, to all that B belongs, through the word whatever one must understand some particular thing from which A is universally removed and to which B universally belongs; and that thing must necessarily be C, because, as has been said in what precedes in this tractate, in circular showing a new term outside those already accepted in the principal syllogism must not be taken, because otherwise it would not be a circular showing. On account of this, through that which is said, whatever, by the force of circular showing one must understand C; and so the proposition is true thus: to something such as A, to which A belongs in no way, B belongs universally.

But if one asks about the syllogism which is made from a converse of this sort thus, to whatever A belongs in no way, to all that B belongs; but C is that to which A belongs in no way; therefore B belongs to every C. Such a conversion does not seem to be a syllogism, because the major is particular with respect to the conclusion, since what I call whatever stands particularly for C, and also because the minor is negative; each of these is inappropriate in the first figure. Again, because the conclusion is affirmative and one of the premises negative, which cannot occur in any figure in syllogistic form. Again, if it is said to be a syllogism of the first figure, it is asked in which mode it is, and it will not be possible to assign one. But if it were said to be a syllogism in the third figure, this cannot stand, because then the conclusion would have to be converted just as the major is, and this should not be done, because it is syllogized from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises. Again, in the third figure a universal is not syllogized; but here a universal proposition is concluded.

To this, however, one must say that such a syllogism is indeed in the first figure, but not in any of the modes of the first figure, because it is not directly ostensive. Nor does it have the power of inferring from that which is "to be said of every" and "to be said of none," but the power of inferring almost as a conditional does, which is such that if one thing is removed from something, what remains is immediately inferred, as, if it is not a human being, it is non-human. Hence that whole syllogism is almost hypothetical, and it infers from the positing of the antecedent. Nor is the major particular with respect to the conclusion, but is equal to it, because what I call whatever stands for C, since that same C is subjected in the conclusion. Nor is it inappropriate in such a syllogism to infer from the positing of the antecedent from a negative minor, because the negation does not fall upon the whole middle; rather the negation is part of the middle itself. Nor is it inappropriate to infer an affirmative from a negative in this way and in such a manner.

In the two particular syllogisms of the first figure, namely the third and fourth, this must be noted in common here: the universal proposition of such a syllogism, namely the major, cannot be demonstrated or concluded through a circle, because if it were concluded, it could be concluded only through the conclusion, which is particular, and through the converse of the minor, which again is particular; and from two particular premises no syllogism is made in any figure. But the particular is demonstrated by a circle. That it is not possible to demonstrate the universal proposition in a particular syllogism is proved thus. A universal is not demonstrated or concluded except through two universal propositions; but the conclusion, from which the process proceeds in the reflexive syllogism, is not universal. And it has been said that in a reflexive syllogism a showing must be made from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises.

Moreover, absolutely and universally, in no figure is a syllogism made by converting the minor proposition which is a particular affirmative, because if that converse is accepted with the conclusion, which itself is particular, both premise-propositions become particular; and from such propositions there is no syllogizing in any figure. But a particular proposition posited in a particular syllogism can be shown and concluded circularly. Let A, the greater extreme, be shown, that is, concluded, particularly of some C, the minor, through the middle B, thus: every B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is A. Therefore, if the converted major proposition is taken, so that B is said to belong to every A, and the conclusion of the principal syllogism remains, namely this, some C is A, the minor of the prior syllogism is concluded, namely that B will belong to some C, thus: every A is B; some C is A; therefore some C is B. For in this way the first figure is made, and A becomes the middle, which in the principal syllogism was the greater extreme.

But if a particular privative syllogism is made as in the fourth mode of the first figure, thus: no B is A; some C is B; therefore some C is not A, the universal negative major cannot be demonstrated through a circle, on account of what was said earlier in the third mode of the first figure, because the same causes impede here and there. But the particular affirmative proposition, the minor, can or does happen to be demonstrated through a circle. This is done from the conclusion and the converse of the major, if the major proposition A B is similarly converted as was said in the universal negative syllogism, namely in this way: to whatever particular thing A does not belong, to this particular thing B belongs; and it is syllogized thus: to whatever particular thing A does not belong, to that particular thing B belongs; but C is something to which A does not belong; therefore B belongs to some C. For otherwise no syllogism can be made, because the proposition which is the conclusion of the principal syllogism, from which the reflexive syllogism proceeds, is a particular negative, and together with another particular it infers nothing; and with the converted negative major it would syllogize from two negatives, which cannot be done in any of the three figures. Therefore the major must be converted in this way, and the circle is made.

Yet concerning these particular syllogisms someone could doubt, because in the affirmative syllogism, which is the third of the first figure, only the minor is taught to be syllogized, not the major, nor the converse of the major, nor the converse of the conclusion; and that the major, both in an affirmative syllogism and in a negative one, cannot be concluded has been sufficiently shown in what was said before, because each is universal, and a universal cannot be concluded. But the converse of the conclusion could not be concluded except through conversion of the major, which in an affirmative syllogism is converted only into a particular; and then that proposition, taken with the conclusion, which is also particular, does not make a syllogism. But in the negative, when the major is converted and is taken with the conclusion, it concludes the minor; yet for concluding the major or its converse, it would be necessary that the particular, whether the minor or the conclusion, or their converses, become majors in the first figure, which cannot be. And through the same point it is clear that in the universal mode of the first figure the circle is perfect, but in the universal negative mode it is imperfect. But in the particular modes the circle is entirely diminished. Moreover, concerning the fourth negative mode of the first figure, if it is reflected into a circle in the way introduced before, the syllogism seems to be made from particulars. Again, it seems to conclude a negative conclusion from affirmatives, neither of which ought to be done.

But to this, as was said above, one must reply, because certainly when it is said, to whatever particular thing A does not belong, to that particular thing B belongs, that proposition has the power of a hypothetical conditional proposition; and the whole power of inferring in such a syllogism is concluded in the major. Therefore it does not infer through "being said of every" and "being said of none," but infers from the positing of the antecedent. And because it concludes the minor, which is affirmative, it must be transferred into an affirmative, as was said above. Nevertheless, because here there is a particular syllogism, it must here be transferred into particular terms. But above, in the universal negative, it is transferred into terms not particular but universal; and under B nothing can be taken except C through the force of the circular syllogism, in which a new term must not be taken. Nor is it inappropriate to conclude from such a particular and to make it the major, because, as has been said, it does not infer through "being said of every" or "of none," but from the power of a hypothesis by positing the antecedent. And these syllogisms should be formed thus: the universal indeed as was said above; the particular in this way: to whatever particular thing, as C, A does not belong, to that particular thing B belongs; but C is that to which A does not belong; therefore B belongs to some C.

But if it is asked why syllogisms formed in this way are reduced to the form of ostensive syllogisms in the first figure, one must say that the one which is made next to the universal mode, namely the second of the first figure, can be reduced thus: every C which is a non-being of A is B; but C is a C which is a non-being of A; therefore every C is B. But the particular one which is made next to the fourth mode of the first figure has to be reduced in this way into a categorical, simple, and ostensive syllogism: every C which is a non-being of A is B; some C is a C which is a non-being of A; therefore some C is B. For since the conclusion is affirmative, it is necessary to transfer both the converse of the major and the conclusion into an affirmative, and so to syllogize. From these things, therefore, it is clear how a circle is made in the first figure.

CHAPTER III.

How a circle is made in the second figure.

In the second figure, however, it is not possible to show an affirmative proposition by a circle, but it is possible to show a privative proposition in the second figure through a circle. The predicative, or affirmative, proposition in the second figure is not shown for this reason: because since to show through a circle is to syllogize one premise from the conclusion and the converse of another, it would be necessary that one premise always be negative, because the conclusion in the second figure is always negative. But an affirmative conclusion does not follow from one negative premise; therefore it is not possible to conclude an affirmative in the second figure. For an affirmative follows only from two affirmatives.

Nevertheless, the contrary seems to be the case, because in what follows it will be shown that from the converse of a negative transposed into an affirmative an affirmative is syllogized. Again, in the negative modes of the first figure an affirmative is syllogized, in which there are not two negatives; therefore it seems that this could also happen here in the second figure. Moreover, in the first mode of the second figure an affirmative seems to be syllogized from a negative major transposed into an affirmative, thus: to whatever B belongs in no way, to all that A belongs; but C is that to which A belongs in no way; therefore B belongs to every C.

To these and similar points one must say that circular showing is made only where the conclusion is taken with the converse of one of the premises to conclude the remaining one; and in this way an affirmative cannot be syllogized in the second figure according to a circle. But if the converse of a negative is transferred into an affirmative, this will contribute nothing in this way to circular showing. In what follows, in the third mode, an affirmative will be syllogized not from the conclusion and the converse of the major transposed into an affirmative, but from the major itself so transposed, in which the whole power of inference lies, as has been said; but to syllogize in this way is not to show by a circle. And although in this way an affirmative of universal syllogisms is syllogized, as was objected, nevertheless this is not done according to a circle, as is clear from the definition of circular showing, since there the conclusion is taken with the converse of one of the premises. For if the converse of the negative transposed into an affirmative were taken, it would not serve for concluding the conclusion of the propositions circularly; rather either the very proposition translated into an affirmative is taken with the conclusion or with the converse of the conclusion. To what is objected about the negatives of the first figure, one must say that one thing is true of negatives of the first figure, and another of negatives of the second. For in the first figure the remaining premise is syllogized from the conclusion and the converse of the other premise. But in the second figure the conclusion and the converse of the negative contribute nothing to the proposed point, because an affirmative is not syllogized from the conclusion of a negative. For the precise cause why an affirmative is not syllogized here is this: circular showing is made only from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises; but from the conclusion and the converse no syllogism is made here to the proposed point in the second figure. Thus, therefore, it is clear that circular showing is not made of an affirmative proposition in the second figure.

But a privative proposition is shown circularly in the second figure in this way. First let it be taken in the second mode of the second figure, in which the major is universal affirmative and the minor universal negative thus: let the terms be A B C, and let the middle be A, and let A belong to every B in the major, and the same A belong to no C in the minor proposition. The conclusion in the principal syllogism will be that C belongs to no B. Therefore, if the converse of the major is taken, namely this which says that B belongs to no A, with the conclusion which says that B belongs to no C, it follows by syllogistic necessity that A belongs to no C. For the second figure is made in the same mode, namely the second of the second figure, in which the principal syllogism was made.

But if the major proposition A B is privative, as in the first mode of the second figure, and the other proposition, the minor, is universal affirmative, then in the circle the same second figure will not be observed, but the first figure is made. For in such a conjunction, in the minor proposition C will belong to every A, but B will belong to no C, and it follows that B will belong to no A, and through its converse it further follows that neither will A belong to any B. Therefore this syllogism is not made from the conclusion and the converse of the minor for concluding the major, but both from these and from the converse of the major. And attend that here a circle is not made while the same figure is observed, as was done in the second mode a little before. The reason for this is that from the conclusion and the converse of the major of the second figure there is always made a disposition of the second figure, but from the conclusion and the converse of the minor there is always made a disposition of the first figure, as can be clear to anyone who considers the converses of those propositions and takes them with the conclusion.

But if the syllogism is not universal, as in the third and fourth modes, then that proposition which is whole or universal in the third and fourth cannot be shown by a circle, on account of the same cause which was stated in what preceded concerning particular syllogisms of the first figure. But the particular is syllogized, and especially in the fourth mode, in which the universal major is predicative. Let this be the principal syllogism: every B is A; some C is not A; therefore some C is not B. Or thus: let A belong to every B, but let C not belong to every A; the negative conclusion will be the proposition B C, that is, that some C is not B. Then from the conclusion and the converse of the major the minor is syllogized in the same mode of the same figure thus: every A is B; some C is not B, which was the conclusion; therefore some C is not A, which was the minor proposition of the prior syllogism. Therefore, if in the converse of the major it is taken that B, as middle, belongs to every A, and that not every C is B, or that B does not belong to every C, it follows that A does not belong to some C, which was the minor, as we have said, in the fourth mode of the second figure.

But if the major is universal and privative, as it is in the third mode of the second figure, the minor proposition will not be shown through the conclusion and the converse of the major, which is A B, a universal negative proposition saying no B is A. And let the principal syllogism be made thus: no B is A; some C is A; therefore some C is not B. It is clear that here the minor proposition is affirmative, and for concluding it both premises are required to be affirmative. For if the converse of the major, which is also negative, is taken with the particular negative conclusion, it follows that either both premises in the circle, or one, is negative; and in neither way is it possible to conclude the particular affirmative such as the minor is. Therefore there will not be a circular syllogism for concluding the minor. But this minor is shown otherwise, through the translation of a negative into an affirmative, as was said in what went before concerning universal syllogisms in the first figure, namely in this way: the universal negative major is transferred into an affirmative thus: to whatever particular thing B does not belong, to that particular thing A belongs; but C is that to which B does not belong; therefore A belongs to some C, which is the minor in the principal syllogism. Thus, therefore, a circular syllogism is made in the second figure. Concerning this third mode of the second figure, the same thing must be understood with respect to translation into an affirmative as was said in the fourth of the first figure; for it is transferred into particular terms, because it concludes particularly.

CHAPTER IV.

How circular showing is made in the third figure.

But in the third figure, in universal syllogisms, namely the first and second, when both propositions are taken universally, it is not possible, with the conclusion assumed with the converse of one of the premises, to show the premise propositions through one another. The cause is that a universal proposition is not shown or concluded except through both premises universal. But the conclusion which in the circle is affirmed with the converse of the other is particular, because in the third figure nothing is concluded except particularly. On account of this it is manifest that it is absolutely or entirely impossible to show either universal premise circularly through this third figure.

But if someone objects against this, saying that in convertible terms it is possible to syllogize a universal proposition in the third figure; and again, because on account of the convertibility of the terms it is possible to transfer a particular into a universal, just as a negative is transferred into an affirmative, and from the universal and the converse of one premise the remaining one can be concluded: it is customary to say to this that, although the terms of the universal proposition are convertible, it is nevertheless not necessary on account of this that the terms of the particular proposition be convertible; and therefore particular propositions cannot be transferred into universals. Yet it could be said that the circular syllogism preserves in itself the form of a syllogism simply. Hence, since it belongs to the form of a syllogism simply that a universal is not concluded except from universals, and it belongs to the form of a syllogism in the third figure that it concludes only particularly, the circular syllogism in any figure ought not conclude a universal proposition from one particular premise; nor in the third figure ought it conclude anything except a particular, because nothing should be supposed in the circular syllogism which is opposite to syllogistic form. Nevertheless, something can be supposed which is opposite to some form, of which kind is the simple conversion of a universal affirmative. Therefore, although the terms are convertible, nevertheless a universal should not be concluded in the third figure.

But if someone says that by the same reasoning the conversion of a particular into a universal can be supposed, just as the simple conversion of a universal affirmative is supposed, one must say that in order for the supposition of some conversion to be made, it is necessary that as much be said through the first as is said through the second, or more. For this must be observed in every conversion: that as much is posited through the converting proposition as is posited through the converted one, or more. And so it is in a universal affirmative converted simply; but it would not be so if a particular is transferred into a universal, for more is posited through the universal than through the particular. Therefore, although each of these translations transposes the form of the syllogism, nevertheless it is permitted to suppose one conversion, namely the simple conversion of a universal affirmative, and it is not permitted to suppose the other translation, namely that of a particular into a universal.

But if someone opposes that, according to this reasoning, the translation of a negative into an affirmative ought not be supposed, because more is posited through the second than through the first, one must say that more is posited through the second than through the first, because a negative of itself simply does not require constancy of terms. Yet insofar as it is in a circular syllogism, it requires a certain constancy of terms, for it communicates with an affirmative proposition whose terms have constancy in the other term. For the same thing is said by this proposition, no A is B, and by this one, to whatever A belongs in no way, to all that B belongs, according as they are accepted in the circle. Nevertheless it is said by one in one way, and by the other in another way.

But if one of these propositions is universal and the other particular, sometimes there will indeed be a circular showing of the particular proposition, and sometimes there will not be. For when the minor is universal and the major particular, then the particular is shown circularly; but when the major is universal and the minor particular, then the particular cannot be shown circularly. This has been said because in such a showing a complete circle is not made for showing the particular proposition unless something else is assumed, as will be clear a little later. First, however, let us show what has been said in affirmative syllogisms. Therefore let us say that when both premises in the third figure are taken as affirmative, and the universal proposition is posited toward the minor extreme, then a circular showing is made of the particular proposition which is the major proposition, as in the third mode of the third figure. But when the universal proposition is posited toward the major extreme, then the particular proposition cannot be shown through a circle. Let us first posit the fourth mode, in which the particular is not perfectly shown through a circle, and let it be the first or principal syllogism. For let A, the major extreme, belong to every C, the middle; and let B, the minor extreme, belong to that same C in some instance or particularly. The conclusion will be that some B is A, thus: every C is A; some C is B; therefore some B is A. Therefore, if the converse of the major is taken, namely that C belongs to every A, with the conclusion which is that A belongs to some B, it has been shown through a circle that C belongs to some B; but this is the converse of that which was the minor of the prior syllogism, namely that some C is B, and that one indeed has not been shown, or immediately demonstrated through a circle, thus: every A is C; some B is A; therefore some B is C. For here is the third mode of the first figure, and this is not the minor but the converse of the minor; but from this, through conversion, the minor follows, namely that some C is B. And because the syllogism does not reach that proposition, the circle is not complete. Hence that B belongs to some C has not been shown through the circle, although it is necessary by conversion of the conclusion, if C belongs to some B, that conversely A also belongs to some C. Nevertheless one of the converses is not altogether the same as the other; for this belonging to that is not the same as, conversely, the other belonging to this. But for the circle it must be assumed that if this belongs particularly to that, then conversely that belongs to this, because a particular affirmative is converted simply. But when this has been assumed, then a reflexive syllogism is not made from the conclusion

Notes

	As if he were saying that it follows well: if the consequent does not exist, the antecedent does not exist; and if the antecedent does not exist, according to the adversary the consequent still exists; therefore, from first to last, upon the non-being of the consequent there follows the being of the consequent. P. J. (Quasi dicat, quod bene sequitur, si consequens non est, antecedens non est: et si antecedens non est per adversarium, adhuc consequens est: ergo a primo ad ultimum, ad non esse consequens sequitur esse consequens. P. J.) ↩

	And thus it is clear how it must be understood that the subject is related by way of a part, and the predicate by way of a whole, and how in every syllogism there is a descent from the universal to the particular. (Et sic patet quomodo intelligendum est quod subjectum se habet per modum partis, et praedicatum per modum totius, et quomodo in omni syllogismo est decursus ab universali ad particulare.) ↩
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and the converse of the other proposition concluding the minor, but the converse of the minor, from which further, through conversion, the minor is concluded, and not through a circle.

But in the third mode, in which the major is particular affirmative and the minor universal affirmative, a circular showing is made. For let the principal syllogism be made, and let B be present in every C in the minor proposition, but let A be present in some C in the major: it will be to show circularly that A is present in some C, which was the major proposition, when the converse of the minor is taken, namely this, that C is present in every B, and with this the conclusion is taken, namely this, that A is present in some B, because if C is present in every B, but A is present in some B, it follows that A must be present in some C, and in this circular syllogism the middle is B. And this is plain: for if the principal syllogism is made thus, some C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is A. Then from the converse of the minor and the conclusion the major is syllogized thus in the same mode: some B is A, which is the conclusion; every B is C, which is the converse of the minor; the major follows, therefore some C is A. Thus, therefore, it is clear in what way circular showing is made in affirmative particular syllogisms of the third figure. Therefore let us show in what way circular showing is made in particular negative modes, and let us show this in the fifth mode.

Therefore let us say that when, of the propositions of the premises, this one is predicative or affirmative, but that one privative, as in the fifth and sixth mode of the third figure, and when one is universal predicative and the minor, but the other particular privative and the major, as it is in the fifth of the third: then through a circle the other proposition is shown, namely the major particular negative. For let B be present in every C in the minor of the principal syllogism, but let A not be present particularly in some C in the major: in the fifth of the third it is concluded that A particularly is not present in some B. Therefore, if the converse of the minor is taken, and C is said to be present in every B, with the conclusion which said that A was not present particularly in every B, it must not be present in some C, which was the major of the principal syllogism. But in this circular syllogism the middle is B, since in the principal syllogism the middle was C.

But in the sixth mode, where the major is universal negative and the minor particular affirmative, the particular cannot be concluded circularly except through the transfer of the universal negative into an affirmative, as was done in the things taken beforehand. Hence, since the privative is universal and major, and the minor particular affirmative, the other proposition, which is the particular minor, will not be shown circularly except as in the prior cases. For let the principal syllogism be: no C is A, some C is B, therefore some B is not A. Then from the converse of the major transposed into an affirmative and from the conclusion, the converse of the minor is syllogized, but not the minor itself according to itself, thus: to whatever some A is not present, to that some C is present; but B is that to which some A is not present; therefore C is present to some B. From this follows the converse of that, that some C is B, which was the minor of the principal syllogism. But otherwise it does not happen that one who converts a universal negative proposition, and takes it with the conclusion, can show circularly the other particular proposition, namely the negative, because otherwise a circular syllogism cannot be made, since the minor which is to be concluded is affirmative, and cannot be concluded through another negative.

CHAPTER V.

In What Way A Circle Is Made In Each Figure Is Determined In Common.

But from the things that have been said it is manifest that circular showing, which is an extension of propositions made through one another, in the first figure is made either through the third figure or through the first. For in affirmative modes, in which the conclusion is predicative, such a showing is made through the first figure. Again, also in negative modes, for concluding a negative proposition circularly, it is made through the first. But in the same negative modes, for concluding an affirmative proposition circularly, it is made through the third figure, because then, for concluding the affirmative, the negative is transposed into an affirmative; for this is taken: that to which this is present in no respect, the other is present to all of it. But in the middle figure, when the syllogism is universal, as are the first and second modes of the second figure, sometimes such a showing is made through that same second figure, sometimes through the first, and sometimes through the last or third. For through the first a showing is made for concluding the negative proposition in the first of the second. But through the second for concluding the negative proposition taken in the second of the second. Through the third, however, for concluding the affirmative proposition taken according to each mode, both the first and the second, of the second figure. But in the particular modes of the second figure, in which the showing is particular, such a showing is made either through that same second figure or through the last. Through the second, indeed, it is made for concluding the particular proposition of the fourth mode of the second figure. Through the third, however, for concluding the particular proposition of the third. But in the third figure, all circular syllogisms, as many as are made, are made through that same third figure.

It is also manifest from what has been said that in the third and in the middle figures all circulations which are not made through that very same figure either are not circular showings, or, if they are, will be imperfect circles.

If someone objects against what has been said, that the circular syllogism for concluding an affirmative proposition in the second of the first is made through the third figure, because the third concludes only particularly, whereas that affirmative proposition which is in the second of the first is universal.

It must be said that by what has been said it is not intended that the conclusion is made through the third figure. Nor is it intended that its syllogism is disposed in the third figure, but it is intended that the showing of that conclusion is made through the power of the third figure. For that showing is made, as it were, hypothetically, through the power of the condition implied in the major proposition, in which indeed the disposition of the third figure is made, because when it is said, to that to which A is present in no respect B is present to all of it, in this proposition the disposition of the third figure is signified, and by the power of that disposition the showing is made, as it were, from the positing of the antecedent. For two extremes are referred to the same subject when it is said, to that to which A is present in no respect B is present to all of it. And the same must be said about all the dispositions taken beforehand, in which the transfer of the negative into an affirmative is made.

It could also be doubted about this which has been said: that all circulations made in the third figure are made through the same third figure. For this seems to be false in the fourth mode, where the other proposition is concluded circularly through the first figure. But to this it must be said that that syllogism is not simply circular, but incompletely: for it concludes the converse of the proposition which it ought to conclude, but the complete circulations which are made in the third figure are made through the third figure itself.

It can also be asked what showings in the second and third figures are not concluding in their proper figure and are not circular, and which are circular but incomplete. And to this it must be said that those which are not made according to the definition of circular showing, that is, from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises, are not circular. Such, however, are all the showings of the second figure concluding affirmative propositions, as is clear from the things said before; for all such are made through the power of the third figure, as was said before. But those showings which are made from the conclusion and the converse of one of the premises, and which can show only the converse of the proposition to be concluded, and not the proposition itself to be concluded except through the conversion of the proposition already concluded, are circulations in a certain way, but incomplete, because by themselves they do not reach, in returning to the same thing, that from which the going-out of the first syllogism was made. Such are the showings made in the fourth and sixth of the third, and in the first of the second figure for concluding the negative, as has been predetermined. But other things which could make a doubt here are easy and plain from those things which have now been said often. Therefore these things that have been said about the circular syllogism suffice, and next let there be discussion of the conversive syllogism.
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TREATISE III.

ON THE CONVERSIVE SYLLOGISM.

CHAPTER I.

What It Is To Convert, And What The Conversive Syllogism Is.

But concerning the conversive syllogism, which in something is similar to the circular syllogism, because from the power of the conclusion it is converted back upon a premise, we shall speak after these things. First it must be said what it is to convert, because when it is known what it is to convert, it is known what the conversive syllogism is by definition. Therefore we say that to convert is for the one who converts, by transposing the conclusion of a made or previously syllogized syllogism into the opposite, contrarily or contradictorily, and thus by taking the opposite of the conclusion with one of the premises, to make a syllogism for the destruction of the other of the premises. On account of this it is always necessary to put the opposite of the conclusion in the place of the proposition to be destroyed, namely so that if the major of the syllogism made before is to be destroyed, the opposite of the conclusion is put with the minor; and if the minor is to be destroyed, the opposite of the conclusion is put with the major. For then it will be syllogized in the first figure that either the greater extreme will not be present in the middle, when the major is destroyed, or the middle will not be present in the last, which is the lesser extreme, as when through a conversive syllogism the minor proposition of the syllogism made before is destroyed.

For when it is known how the conversive is made in the first figure, it is easily known how it is made and what it is in the other figures, because the other figures arise from the first. Again, when it is known how it is made against the affirmative mode of the first figure, in which the extreme is present in the middle and the middle universally in the last, it is easy to know how it is made against the negative mode, because in that mode the extreme is not present in the middle, and through the conversive it is shown to be present through the opposite of the conclusion. For the intention of the conversive syllogism is to destroy the other proposition, whether it is affirmative or negative, so that in this way the consequence of the syllogism made before is shown to be necessary, through what has often been said before, that if something follows upon something as upon an antecedent, it follows that when the consequent is destroyed the antecedent is destroyed. On account of this, when the conclusion is converted through quality into the opposite, contrarily or contradictorily, and one proposition of the syllogism made before remains, the remaining proposition of the same ostensive syllogism made before must be destroyed. The cause of this is that if that premise, in place of which the opposite of the conclusion is taken in the conversive syllogism, will be, that is, will remain and stand, with the opposite of the conclusion, it follows that the conclusion of the first syllogism also will be with the opposite of the conclusion, because upon the positing of the antecedent there follows the positing of the consequent; and thus it would follow that two opposites are true at once, which does not occur in contraries and contradictories. Therefore it is clear that from the opposite of the conclusion of a given syllogism with one of the premises there follows the destruction of the other. From these things, therefore, it is clear what it is, by syllogizing, to convert the conclusion of a made syllogism into the opposite, and from the opposite with one of the premises to destroy the remaining one.

But it must be attended to that although this does not follow, that if the conclusion of an established syllogism is false, its contrary is true, because contraries are sometimes both false, nevertheless the one converting accepts contraries, because the one converting intends only to show the consequence, which he sufficiently shows by showing the destruction of the other from the opposite of the conclusion, whether the conclusion is true or false, because a contrary is destroyed by a contrary. Hence when one of the contraries is posited, the remaining one must be destroyed as to consequence, although both are false at once, because otherwise it would follow that something is present in every one and in no one, which cannot be done, as has often been shown.

Nevertheless it differs to convert the conclusion of a pre-established syllogism oppositely or contradictorily, because in contradiction there is the first account of opposition, or to convert the same conclusion contrarily. But I say to convert oppositely when the contradictory of the conclusion is taken with one of the premises; contrarily, however, when the contrary of the conclusion of the syllogism made before is taken with one of the premises. For the same syllogism is not made when the conclusion is converted in either of these ways. The cause of this will be clear through the following parts of this treatise. But I say that things are opposed contradictorily, so that by way of example we may say that to what it is to be present in every one, to be present not in every one is opposed contradictorily; and as to what it is to be present in no one, to be present in some one is opposed contradictorily. But I say that things are opposed contrarily as to what it is to be present in every one, to be present in no one is opposed; and thus, taking contraries broadly also for subcontraries, to what it is to be present in some one there is opposed that which is to be not present in some one.

Therefore such is the conversive syllogism, showing the consequence of the prior ostensive syllogism through the conversion of the conclusion into the opposite or contrary, because when the consequent is destroyed the antecedent is destroyed; for the conclusion is the consequent and the premise is the antecedent. This syllogism is chiefly useful to the dialectician for meeting objections and for exercise. But to the demonstrator it is useful against the caviller at the consequence. It is not useful to the sophist in a syllogism sinning in form, because then the consequence is not valid; but it is useful in a syllogism sinning in matter, in which the consequence is good, and if it is denied, it is proved through a conversive syllogism. And this conversive syllogism has been defined according to that which exists in the first mode of the first figure, because in that mode it exists most powerfully in its own being, and through what it is in the first mode it is easy to know how it exists in the other figures and modes.
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CHAPTER II.

In What Way The Conversive Syllogism Is Made In The Universal Modes Of The First Figure, By Taking Both The Contrary And The Contradictory Of The Conclusion.

Therefore we have shown in what way the conversive syllogism is made in the several figures, and first in the first figure, and in universal syllogisms both affirmative and negative; and afterward how it is made in the particular modes of the first figure. For let A, the greater extreme, be shown or concluded of C, the lesser extreme, through the middle B in the first mode of the first figure, thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. Therefore if the contrary of the conclusion is taken with the major of the made syllogism, the contrary of the minor will be syllogized through the second figure thus. For let it be taken that A is present in no C, which is the contrary of the conclusion, and let the same A be taken to be present in every B, as the major of the syllogism made before said; the contrary of the minor follows, namely this, that B will be present in no C, thus: every B is A, no C is A, therefore no C is B, which is the second mode of the second figure. And if indeed the contrary of the conclusion is taken with the minor, the contrary of the major follows; and this is if, in the contrary of the conclusion, A is taken to be present in no C, and if B is taken to be present in every C, as the minor proposition of the syllogism made before said, then through the third figure it will follow that A is not present in every B, which is contradictorily opposite to the major. And it will not follow wholly or universally that A is present in no B, which is the contrary of the major. For the conversive syllogism is formed thus: no C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is not A. And it does not follow that no B is A, because the opposite of the major is not syllogized except through the third figure; but the third figure does not conclude a universal proposition. And therefore that proposition which is in the first mode of the first figure with respect to the greater extreme, and is the major proposition, cannot be destroyed conversively wholly, that is, universally through the contrary, but particularly through the contradictory. The cause is that the major proposition is always destroyed through the third figure; and therefore in a conversive syllogism destroying the major, it is necessary to take both extremes as related, as predicates, to the last extreme of the prior syllogism, which is made the middle in the conversive syllogism destroying the major.

But it is similar in the second mode of the first figure, in which a privative syllogism is made. For let A be shown in the syllogism made before to be present in no C through the middle B, thus: no B is A, every C is B, therefore no C is A. And let it take the contrary of the conclusion with the major for destroying the minor through the second figure, thus: no B is A, every C is A, therefore no C is B. For this is a syllogism in the first of the second figure. Therefore it is clear that if A is taken to be present in every C in the contrary of the conclusion, and the same A is said to be present in no B, as the major of the preceding syllogism said, then it follows that B will be present in no C, which is the contrary of the minor of the prior syllogism. But if the contrary of the conclusion is taken with the minor of the prior syllogism, the contradictory of the major will be syllogized through the third figure, so that both A, the greater extreme, and B, the lesser extreme, are taken to be present in every C as middle. Through the first mode of the third figure it will be syllogized that A will be present in some B, which is the contradictory of the major of the prior syllogism, thus: every C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is A, which contradicts the first proposition, which said that no B is A; for the major in a conversive syllogism is not destroyed except through the contradictory, because through the third figure only a particular is concluded.

But if the conclusion is not converted into the contrary, but into the opposite through contradiction, then the conversive syllogisms for destroying the major or minor cannot be made universal, as the syllogisms made before are universal, because the other proposition, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, is particular. For let the syllogism first made in the first of the first figure be affirmative and universal thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. Let the conclusion be converted into the contradictory thus: some C is not A; and let this be taken with the major of the prior syllogism for destroying the minor, by syllogizing in the fourth of the second: every B is A, some C is not A, therefore some C is not B, which is the contradictory of the minor, which says that every C is B. But if the same contradictory of the conclusion is taken with the minor, the contradictory of the major will be syllogized through the third figure thus: some C is not A, every C is B, therefore some B is not A. For this is a syllogism in the fifth of the third. Therefore it is clear that if in such conversion A is taken, in the contradictory of the conclusion, not to be present in every C, and the same A is taken to be present in every B, which is the major of the prior syllogism, then B will be concluded not to be present in every C through the second figure, which is the contradictory of the minor. And if A is taken not to be present in every C, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, but B is taken to be present in every C, which is the minor of the prior syllogism, it will be concluded through the third figure that A is not present in every B, which is the contradictory of the major.

But it is similar in the second mode of the first figure, in which there is a privative syllogism. This is clear thus: because if A is present in some C, which the contradictory of the conclusion of the negative syllogism says, and A is said to be present in no B, as the major of the prior syllogism says, it follows that B is not present in some C, which is the contradictory of the minor; and the syllogism is made in the second figure thus: no B is A, some C is A, therefore some C is not B. And it does not follow simply or universally that no C is B, because one proposition in the conversive syllogism was particular; but a universal conclusion does not follow except from two universal propositions. And if A is taken to be present in some C, which is the same contradictory of the conclusion, but B is said to be present in every C, as the minor of the prior syllogism said, it follows that A will be present in some B, which is the contradictory of the major.
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CHAPTER III.

On Particular Conversive Syllogisms Of The First Figure.

But in particular conversive syllogisms of the first figure, when the conclusion of the prior syllogism is converted oppositely through contradiction, both premise-propositions of the prior syllogism are destroyed; but when the conclusion is converted contrarily, so that the contrary of the conclusion is taken, neither of the premises is destroyed. But I speak of the contrary while taking contrary broadly, so that the subcontrary is called contrary. And the reason for this is that in such conversion it does not happen to destroy the premises, as happened in universal syllogisms when the contrary of the conclusion was accepted, because the conclusion falls short of usefulness. On account of this, true contraries are never true at once, but subcontraries are sometimes true at once. Therefore, because the conclusion falls short according to conversion, for that reason it cannot destroy the premises. Hence it cannot be concluded that the other of the premises is destroyed wholly or universally. For let A be shown of some C through the third of the first, thus: every B is A, some C is B, therefore some C is A. Therefore if A is taken to be present in no C, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, and if it is taken that B is present in some C, as the minor says, it follows through the sixth of the third that A will not be present in some B, thus: no C is A, some C is B, therefore some B is not A, which is the contradictory of the major. And if A is taken to be present in no C, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, and it is said that the same A is present in every B, as the major of the prior syllogism said, it will be concluded that B will be present in no C, which is the contradictory of the minor, which said that some C is B; and it is a syllogism in the first of the second figure. On account of this it is clear that, when the conclusion is converted into the contradictory and is taken with one of the premises, both premises are taken away or destroyed through their contradictories.

But if the conclusion is converted into the contrary, that is, the subcontrary, neither premise is destroyed. And this is so because, if the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion is accepted with the major proposition, it will conclude a particular negative, which does not destroy the minor, because both can be true at once. For if A is not present in some C, which is the subcontrary of the conclusion, and if A is said to be present in every B, as the major said, it follows that B is not present in some C. But through this the minor is not destroyed, which from the beginning of the prior syllogism said that some C is B, because they can be true at once; for in contingent matter B happens to be present in some C, and the same B happens not to be present in some C. But with the major proposition, which is the universal A B saying that every B is A, a syllogism is not made for destroying it. For if the subcontrary of the conclusion is taken, and it is said that A is not present in some C, and it is joined with the minor which says that B is present in some C, neither of the propositions in the conversive syllogism is universal, but both are particular, from which nothing follows in any figure.

Likewise in the fourth of the first, in which there is a privative and particular syllogism, as to this, that the conclusion converted contradictorily and joined with one proposition destroys each. But if it is converted into the subcontrary, it destroys neither of the premises. For let a syllogism be made in the fourth of the first, thus: no B is A, some C is B, therefore some C is not A; and let the contradictory of the conclusion be taken, namely this, every C is A. With the major, the destruction of the minor follows; and taken with the minor, the destruction of the major follows, as is clear by itself. But if A is taken to be present in some C, which is the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion, and it is joined with one of the premises, it is not destroyed. And the same demonstration for this is the one that was given in the third mode of the first, which is an affirmative syllogism, because if it is taken with the major, it will conclude the subcontrary of the minor, which does not destroy it. But if it is accepted with the minor, both premises become particular, and from them nothing follows syllogistically.

But here it must be generally noted that in the conversive syllogism which is made around the first figure, generally the major is destroyed through the third figure, but the minor is destroyed by syllogizing through the second figure, and that the opposite of the conclusion is always accepted in the conversive syllogism in place of the proposition to be destroyed.

But around the first figure there are twelve conversive syllogisms, which are taken thus. For either the contrary of the conclusion is accepted, or the contradictory of the same is accepted. If the contrary is accepted, either the syllogism made before is universal or particular. For if it is particular, through the conversive syllogism no premise is destroyed. But if it is universal, then either it is an affirmative syllogism according to the first mode, or a negative one according to the second mode. If it is according to the first mode, then there are two conversive syllogisms, namely one for destroying the major, and the other for destroying the minor. Similarly there are two according to the second mode, one for the destruction of the major and the other for the destruction of the minor; and thus, by accepting the contrary of the conclusion, there are four conversive syllogisms. But if the contradictory of the conclusion is accepted, then either the syllogism made before is universal or particular. If it is universal, either it is through the first mode or according to the second. If according to the first, thus again there are two: one for destroying the major and the other for destroying the minor. And if it is according to the second mode, thus and in the same way there are two. But if the syllogism made before is particular, then either the conversive syllogism is according to the third or according to the fourth. And according to the third there are indeed two, and according to the fourth again two. And so there are eight syllogisms when the contradictory of the conclusion is supposed; but when the contrary is supposed there are four; and thus there are twelve in the whole.
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CHAPTER IV.

On The Conversive Syllogisms Of The Second Figure, Both Particular And Universal.

But in the second figure, the proposition which is toward the greater extreme, and is the major in the syllogism made before, cannot, or does not happen to, be destroyed contrarily, that is, by taking the contrary of the conclusion in universal syllogisms with the minor, in any mode or in whatever way the conversion of the conclusion is made, namely whether by taking the contrary of the conclusion or the contradictory. The cause of this is that the conclusion of a conversive syllogism destroying the major is always made in the third figure, because just as in the first figure, so also in the second, the major is not destroyed except through the third figure; but in the third figure a syllogism having a universal conclusion is not made. But the contrary of a universal conclusion is universal; and therefore the contrary of the major in universal syllogisms of the second figure cannot be concluded through a conversive syllogism. But the other proposition, namely the minor in the first two universal syllogisms, we shall destroy similarly by conversion. I say similarly because, if the conclusion is converted contrarily, the destruction of the minor is made contrarily, that is, through the contrary of the minor. But if the conclusion is converted oppositely into the contradictory, the destruction of the minor is made through its contradictory.

But let what has been said be shown in the several modes of the second figure, first in the universals, then in the particulars. In showing this in the universals, let us begin from the second mode of the second figure, because in that mode the first is universal affirmative and the second universal negative; but in the first mode, conversely, the first is negative and the second affirmative, and both are universal.

For let us posit A as middle to be present in every B, and let us say the same A to be present in no C; the conclusion will be that no C is B, thus: every B is A, no C is A, therefore no C is B. Therefore if the contrary of this conclusion is taken, which says that every C is B, and the major proposition remains, namely this, every B is A, the contrary of the minor is syllogized, namely that A will be present in every C. For then the first figure is made thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. This is the first mode of the first figure. But if the contrary of the conclusion is taken with the minor proposition, the contradictory of the major and not the contrary is syllogized through the third figure. An example of this is that the contrary of the conclusion is taken, namely that B is present in every C, and the minor is added, namely that A is present in no C; it follows that A is not present in every B, thus: no C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is not A. For this is the second mode of the third figure.

But if the conclusion is converted not contrarily but oppositely through contradiction, the same contradictory, accepted with the major, will syllogize the contradictory of the minor, and accepted with the minor, will syllogize the contradictory of the major, as is clear in the same second mode of the second figure. For if the conclusion B C of the prior syllogism is converted oppositely through contradiction, then the major proposition, which is A B, will be shown similarly, as before; but A C, which is the minor proposition, will be shown oppositely, that is, through its contradictory. For if B is present in some C, as the contradictory of the conclusion says, and the minor is assumed, which says that A is present in no C, it follows that A will not be present in some B, which is the contradictory of the major, thus: no C is A, some C is B, therefore some B is not A. But the same proposition, taken with the major, will syllogize the contradictory of the minor, thus: every B is A, some C is B, therefore some C is A, which is the contradictory of the minor.

Hence again, in forming the same syllogism for destroying the minor, let the contradictory of the conclusion be taken; for if it is granted that B is present in some C, for this is the opposite of the conclusion, and A is said to be present in every B, which is the major, it follows that A will be present in some C, which is the contradictory of the minor, thus: every B is A, some C is B, therefore some C is A. This is the syllogism in the third mode of the first figure. But it will be shown similarly in the first mode of the second figure, in which the propositions stand conversely to the second mode; for in the first the major is universal negative, and in the second the minor is universal negative.

But if a syllogism is made in part or particularly, and the conclusion is converted contrarily, because we call this to be converted into the subcontrary, neither of the premise-propositions of the prior syllogism is destroyed through such a conversive syllogism, although a syllogism is made, just as it is also in a particular syllogism of the first figure. But if the conclusion is converted oppositely, that is, into the contradictorily opposite to itself, and is joined with one of the premises, both premises are destroyed through the contradictories syllogized for them. And for the sake of example let the third of the second figure be formed thus: no B is A, some C is A, therefore some C is not B. For if in the major A is posited as the middle to be present in no B, the greater extreme, the conclusion will be the B C proposition, that is, that some C is not B; for this is the third of the second figure. Therefore, if the conclusion is converted into the subcontrary, so that B is said to be present in some C, and the major proposition A B remains, which says that no B is A, the conclusion which follows will be that A is not present in some C. But through that the minor is not destroyed, which was posited from the beginning to be the other of the premises of the prior syllogism; for it happens in contingent matter that A is present in some C and is not present in some C.

Again, if the subcontrary of the conclusion is joined with the minor, as if it is said that B is present in some C, which is the subcontrary of the conclusion, and A is said to be present in some C, which is the minor of the prior syllogism, then there will not be a syllogism, because both premises are particular, and neither of those things which have been taken for premises is universal. On account of this the major proposition A B cannot be destroyed through such a conversion of the conclusion.

But if in the same third mode of the second figure the conclusion is converted oppositely into its contradictory, both propositions of the prior syllogism are destroyed through their contradictories syllogized conversively. For if the conclusion which says that some C is not B is converted into its universal affirmative contradictory, and B is said to be present in every C, and it is joined with the major which says that A is present in no B, the contradictory of the minor follows, which says that some C is A; for it follows that A is present in no C. Thus, moreover, it is easy to form syllogisms of this kind.

Again, if B is said to be present in every C, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, and it is joined with the minor which says that A is present in some C, it follows through the third figure that A is present in some B, which is the contradictory of the major. The same demonstration holds in the conversive syllogism in the fourth of the second figure, in which the major is universal predicative or affirmative. Therefore it must be noted here that in the second figure the major proposition is always destroyed through the third figure by a conversive syllogism, but the minor always through the first. Likewise it must be noted that everywhere the opposite of the conclusion must be put for the minor in the conversive syllogism.

It must also be noted that in this figure there are twelve conjugations of the conversive syllogism. For either the contrary of the conclusion is taken, or the contradictory. If the contrary is taken, it is either in a universal syllogism or in a particular one. If the contrary is taken in a particular syllogism, neither premise is destroyed. If it is around a universal one, then either according to the first mode or according to the second. If according to the first, then there are two. And if according to the second, then there are others which become four, by supposing the contrary of the conclusion in the universal mode. Again, if the contradictory is supposed, this again is either according to a universal syllogism or according to a particular one. If it is universal, either it is the first, and around it there are two, or if it is the second, around it there are again two. But if it is around a particular, then there are two according to the third, and two according to the fourth. And thus, when the contradictory is supposed, there are made here eight conversive syllogisms, which with the other four make here in the whole twelve conversive syllogisms, just as in the first figure there were twelve.



Treatise III, Chapter V

CHAPTER V.

On Conversive Syllogisms In The Third Figure, Both Universal And Particular, And Both Affirmative And Negative.

But in the third figure it must be attended to regularly that, when the conclusion is converted contrarily or subcontrarily, neither of the premise-propositions is destroyed according to any syllogism which is made in the third figure. But when the conclusion of the syllogism made before is converted oppositely into the contradictory, both propositions are destroyed, and this in all modes of the third figure. But that this is true is proved through the several modes; but first this is shown in affirmative modes, then in negative ones, and in affirmative modes first in universals and then in particulars.

For let A, the greater extreme, be shown or concluded to be present in some B in the first mode of the third, and let C be taken as middle, and let both premises be universal propositions and affirmative, thus: every C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is A; for this is the first of the third. Therefore if the subcontrary of the conclusion is taken, which says that A is not present in some B, and the minor is taken, which says that B is present in every C, no syllogism is made for destroying the major, which says that every C is A, because in this way the disposition of the first figure is indeed not made, since the major is particular, which cannot be in the first figure; and thus the major is not destroyed through the first figure.

Furthermore, neither is a syllogism made if the subcontrary of the conclusion is taken, namely this, that A is not present in some B, with the major, which says that A is present in every C; it will not be a conversive syllogism destructive of that proposition which is B C, that is, which says that every C is B. For either the subcontrary of the conclusion will be the major or the minor. If it is the major, then the disposition of the second figure is made, with the major being particular, which does not occur. Or it will be the minor, and then there will be a syllogism, but it does not destroy the major, but its converse. For then it will be syllogized thus: every C is A, some B is not A, therefore some B is not C, which is not opposed to the minor, but is its converse. For the minor was, every C is B, which is converted into this, some B is C, and opposed to this subcontrarily is this: some B is not C.

Similarly, the rule stated will be shown, namely that when the contrary is assumed no premise is destroyed in affirmative particular modes, namely the third and fourth of the third figure, in which both premises are not universal, but one is particular. For in the third mode, if the subcontrary of the conclusion is accepted with the major for destroying the minor, both premises in the conversive syllogism will be particular, from which nothing follows. But if the subcontrary of the conclusion is accepted with the minor for destroying the major, then it will be the first figure, and the major will be particular; and thus again the syllogism is not valid. But if in the fourth mode of the third the subcontrary of the conclusion is accepted with the minor, both will be particular, and thus the conjugation is useless. But if it is accepted with the major, then either the subcontrary of the conclusion will become the major or the minor. If the minor, there will indeed be a syllogism, but it will not destroy the major. But if the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion will be the major, then the disposition of the second figure will exist, so that the major is particular; and such a conjugation is again useless. And thus it is clear that in affirmative syllogisms of the third figure, when the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion is assumed, no premise is ever destroyed: either in such a conversion it is necessary for both premises to become particular from such conversion of the conclusion, or it is necessary for a universal proposition to be made and to be placed toward the lesser extremity and to become the minor proposition, and for the particular to be placed toward the major, which in the first and second figures does not happen according to a useful conjugation.

But if the conclusion is converted oppositely into its contradictory, both premises will be destroyed; and this should first be shown in affirmative modes, and afterward in negative ones. But in affirmative modes let it be shown first in the first universal mode of the third. For let the syllogism made above in the first of the third be resumed, namely this: every C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is A; and let the contradictory of the conclusion be taken, namely this, no B is A, with the minor which says, every C is B; through the first figure the contrary of the major will be concluded, namely this, that A is present in no C, that is, that no C is A, which is the contrary of this, every C is A, which was the major of the prior syllogism. Again, if A is said to be present in no B in the contradictory of the conclusion, and is taken with the major which says that every C is A, the conclusion follows through the second figure that B is present in no C, which is the contrary of the minor.

But it is similar in the particular affirmative modes of the third figure, and this is plain in the fourth mode of the third figure. For let a syllogism be made in the fourth of the third, thus: every C is A, some C is B, therefore some B is A. And let the contradictory of the conclusion be taken, namely this which says that A is present in no B, or that no B is A, and let it be joined with the minor of the prior syllogism, and let this become the major: the contradictory of the major is syllogized through the first figure, thus: no B is A, some C is B, therefore some C is not A, which is the contradictory of this, every C is A, which was the major of the prior syllogism. Hence if A is present in no B, as the contradictory of the conclusion says, and if B is present in some C, as the minor of the fourth mode of the third says, it follows that A will not be present in some C, which is the contradictory of the first. But if A is present in no B, which is the contradictory of the conclusion, and the same A is present in every C, as the major of the prior syllogism says, then from these two, namely the contradictory of the conclusion and the major, it follows that no C is B, which is the contradictory of the minor through the second figure, thus: no B is A, every C is A, therefore no C is B; for it is the first mode of the second figure. But what we have said about the fourth mode of the third is wholly similarly true also of the third mode of the third, as can be clear even by itself to anyone taking the contradictory of the conclusion and coupling it with the major and with the minor; for the third and fourth do not differ in the quality and quantity of the propositions, but only in position, because the third has the major particular affirmative and the minor universal affirmative, but the fourth conversely has the major universal affirmative and the minor particular affirmative.

But what has been said about the conversion of the conclusion into the contradictory is similarly verified if a privative syllogism is made; and this is first shown in the universal mode, which is the second of the third. For let a syllogism be made in the second of the third, thus: no C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is not A; because if A is shown or concluded not to be present in some B, and the minor proposition is predicative, which is the proposition B C, saying that every C is B, but the major proposition A C is negative, which says that no C is A, for in this way the second mode of the third figure was made.

When, therefore, the contrary or subcontrary is taken for the conclusion, there will not be a syllogism, because if it is accepted with the major, and the contrary of the conclusion becomes the major, it will be the second figure having a particular major, and this is useless. But if it becomes the minor, there will indeed be a syllogism, but it will not destroy the minor; rather it will destroy the converse of the minor. For if in the subcontrary of the conclusion A is said to be present in some B, and in the minor B is said to be present in every C, a syllogism is not made of that proposition which is A C, which was the major saying that no A C; for in this way it will be syllogized: every B is C, some B is A, therefore some A is C, which is the converse of that which said that every C is A.

Nor again will a syllogism be made if A is said to be present in some B in the subcontrary of the conclusion, and is joined with the major which said that A is present in no C; a syllogism is not made of the minor proposition which is called B C, which says that every C is B, but a syllogism is made to its converse, thus: no C is A, some B is A, it will be concluded through the third of the second that some B is not C, which is the converse of its minor which said that every C is B. On account of this it is clear that, when such a conversion of the conclusion into the subcontrary has been made, the premise-propositions are not destroyed through a conversive syllogism.

But when in the conversion of the conclusion the contradictorily opposite is taken, both premises are destroyed in negative syllogisms of the third figure. An example of this is that, if A is said to be present in every B in the contradictory of the conclusion of the negative syllogism of the second mode of the third figure, and B is said to be present in every C, as the minor of the second says, from those two there is concluded in

in the first mode of the first figure, that A will be present in every C, which is the contrary of the major which said that A was present in no C.

Again, in the same mode, if A is said to be present in every B, which is the contradictory of the first conclusion, and it is joined with the major which says that A is present in no C, it follows through the second figure that B is present in no C, thus: every B is A, no C is A, therefore no C is B; for this is the second mode of the figure. And this is the contrary of the minor which said that B was present in every C.

Likewise the demonstration of the stated rules concerning the conversion of the conclusion is made in the particular modes, in which both propositions are not universal; and this is plain in the sixth mode of the third figure, which consists of a universal negative major and a particular affirmative minor, concluding a particular negative. For let the A C proposition be the universal privative major, saying no C is A, and let the other be particular and predicative, saying some C is B; in the sixth of the third it will be concluded that some B is not A. Therefore if the contradictory of the conclusion is taken, saying that A is present in every B, and is joined with the minor which says that B is present in some C, it happens to conclude from the conclusion through the first figure that A will be present in some C, which is the contradictory of the major which said that no C is A.

Again, in the same mode, if in the contradictory of the conclusion it is said that A is present in every B, and it is joined with the major which said that A is present in no C, or that no C is A, then through the second figure it follows that B will be present in no C, thus: every B is A, no C is A, therefore no C is B. And it is the second mode of the second figure.

But if the conversion of the conclusion is made into the subcontrary, and the subcontrary is said, that A is present in some B, so that some B is A, and it is joined with the minor in an affirmative particular syllogism, as in the fourth of the third, which says that B is present in some C, no syllogism is made, because both premises are particular.

Nor again is a syllogism made when the subcontrary of the conclusion is assumed, which says that A is present in some B, and joined with the major which says that A is present in no C; for not even in this way is a syllogism made. For either that subcontrary of the conclusion will be the major or the minor. If it will be the major, then it will be the second figure, and the major will be particular, which cannot be. But if it is the minor, there will indeed be a syllogism, but through it the minor will not be destroyed; the cause of this was stated above. On account of this it is clear that in that mode, when the conclusion is converted contradictorily into the opposite, both premises are destroyed. But in this way or another way, when the conclusion is converted into the subcontrary, the premises are not destroyed; and what has been said about the sixth mode must also be understood about the fifth.

But it must be attended to that in this third figure there are twelve conjugations of the conversive syllogism, as also in the first and in the second figure, which are to be taken thus. For either the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion is supposed, or the contradictory. If the subcontrary is supposed, then there will never be a conversive syllogism in this figure, the cause of which has often been assigned. But if the contradictory is supposed, this will be either in negative modes or in affirmative modes. If in affirmative modes, then either according to the universal mode or according to the particular modes. If according to the universal mode, there are two conversive syllogisms: one destroying the major, and the other the minor. If according to the particular modes, this is twofold. For either it is the contradictory of the particular concluded through the third mode, and thus there are two conversive syllogisms, one to the major and another to the minor. Or it is the contradictory of the particular concluded through the fourth mode; and thus again and in the same way there are two. And so according to the affirmative modes there are six syllogisms. But if the contradictory of a negative conclusion is supposed, it is either around the universal mode or around the particular mode. If around the universal mode, thus there are two modes, as has been said, taken according to the second mode. But if they are according to particular modes, either according to the fifth or according to the sixth, and according to each there are two modes; and thus according to negative modes there are six modes of conversive syllogisms, and so twelve are made in the whole. From this it is clear that in all figures the conversive syllogisms are equal in number.

But from all these things which have been said in this treatise, it is settled and manifest how, when the conclusion has been converted into the contrary or opposite, a conversive syllogism is made in each figure, and when it is contrary to the proposition to be destroyed, and when it is opposed contradictorily. And it is manifest that in the first figure conversive syllogisms are made through the middle figure and through the last. For the major is destroyed in the first through the third, but the minor is destroyed through the second; and therefore it is clear that the proposition which is toward the lesser extremity in the first figure is always destroyed through the middle figure, but the one which is toward the greater is always destroyed through the third or last figure. But in the second figure the destruction is made either through the first figure or through the last: for the proposition which is toward the lesser extremity is always destroyed through the first figure, but the one which is toward the greater is always destroyed through the last. In the third figure, however, destruction is made through the first figure and through the middle: for the one which is toward the greater extremity is always destroyed through the first, but the one which is toward the lesser is always destroyed through the middle. Therefore from what has been said it is now clear what it is to convert, and how conversion is made in each figure, and what the conversive syllogism is.

But if the cause is asked why in the first figure the major is destroyed through the third figure and the minor through the second, it must be said that this is because the opposite of the conclusion and the minor communicate in subject, and this communication in the middle term makes the disposition of the third figure; but the opposite of the conclusion and the major communicate in predicate, and this communication makes the disposition of the second figure.

Similarly it can be asked why in the second figure the major is destroyed through the third and the minor through the first. And to this it must similarly be said that this is because the minor and the opposite of the conclusion communicate in subject. But the major and the opposite of the conclusion communicate in predicate, and thus they make the disposition of the first figure, as can be clear to anyone.

Similarly it is asked why the major in the third is destroyed through the first, and the minor through the second. And it must be said that this is because the opposite of the conclusion and the minor make the disposition of the first figure, but the opposite and the major communicate in predicate, and therefore they make the disposition of the second figure.

It can also be asked why the opposite in the first figure is always put in the place of the proposition to be destroyed, but in the second figure is always put in the place of the minor proposition, and in the third is always put in the place of the major. And to this it must be said that this is because, if the propositions with the opposite were ordered otherwise, either no syllogism would be made, or, if a syllogism were made, the proposition concluded for destroying the premise would not communicate with that proposition which it destroys in both terms according to the same order, but according to a changed order; and thus that concluded proposition would not be opposite to the proposition to be destroyed, which would not be fitting in a conversive syllogism.
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TREATISE IV.

ON THE SYLLOGISM THROUGH THE IMPOSSIBLE.

CHAPTER I.

What A Syllogism Through The Impossible Is, And In What It Differs From, And In What It Agrees With, A Conversive Syllogism.

After the conversive syllogism, we must treat the syllogism through the impossible, because the conversive syllogism proceeds from the opposite of a conclusion previously syllogized, but the syllogism through the impossible proceeds from the opposite of a conclusion not previously syllogized in act, except perhaps potentially and habitually. Therefore let us say that through the impossible a syllogism is shown when a contradiction or contradictory is posited, by the consent of the respondent, for a premise, and the other proposition of the prior syllogism, major or minor, manifestly and according to the thing itself undeniably true, is assumed. And although the conclusion is shown in the syllogism, and not the syllogism itself, nevertheless here we say that the syllogism is shown, because in a syllogism through the impossible, from the opposite of the conclusion it is shown that the conclusion previously concluded follows; and thus the syllogism is shown to be good in its effect, that is, in the previously concluded conclusion. For in such a syllogism the syllogism is shown to be concluding that which is intended. And when it is said "when," it is not understood that the adverb "when" is of the substance of the definition through the impossible, but "when" denotes the time which is the measure of the making or formation of such a syllogism.

But as to the fact that it is said that the syllogism is shown, and yet no syllogism already made actually is posited beforehand, and similarly as to the fact that it is said "when the contradiction of the conclusion," although no conclusion has actually been made, and similarly that it is said that the other proposition is assumed, although no proposition has been proposed before the syllogism: for this reason it is said that the conclusion indeed and the syllogism have not been made before, nor even the proposition actually proposed, but habitually according to the nature of the thing itself. Hence in a syllogism through the impossible the contradictory of a habitually concluded conclusion is supposed, and the habitually proposed proposition of the syllogism made before habitually is taken; and this proposition must be manifestly true, because it could not be taken for the conclusion of the unfitting thing in the second syllogism which through the impossible leads to an unfitting thing, from which unfitting thing the respondent is led back to the concession of the conclusion previously made habitually or actually. Similarly, through the fact that the other proposition is said to be assumed, since there is no other except in a syllogism, and in a syllogism it is not unless it is joined to one middle with the given contradictory, it is necessary that the other proposition agree with the given contradictory in the other term, which is the middle, because otherwise from those two no syllogism would be made. Therefore the definition introduced must be understood in this way: namely that through the impossible a syllogism is shown when, in the formation of the syllogism, the contradictory of the conclusion previously syllogized actually or habitually is posited as given by the respondent, and the other proposition previously and habitually proposed for the prior conclusion is assumed, through the manifest truth of the thing and through the fittingness of the middle, and from these two an unfitting thing is concluded, which compels the respondent to concede the intended conclusion, through this principle: of anything whatever either an affirmation or a negation is true.

Hence it has five differences from the conversive syllogism. The first of these is that the conversive syllogism is made from the previously syllogized opposite of the hypothesis; but the syllogism through the impossible is not of necessity made from a previously syllogized opposite of the hypothesis. For the conversive takes the opposite of what has been concluded in act, and the syllogism through the impossible takes for hypothesis the opposite of what is to be concluded. The second is that the conversive is made by supposing both the contrary and the contradictory of the hypothesis; but the syllogism through the impossible is made by supposing only the contradictory of the hypothesis. The third is that the conversive shows only the consequence of the prior syllogism; but the syllogism through the impossible shows that the intended thing comes about, and through the conclusion concluded from the impossible shows that the proposed thing is true. The fourth is that in the conversive syllogism that is supposed whose opposite is concluded in the syllogism to the impossible, and conversely in the syllogism to the impossible that is supposed whose opposite is concluded in the conversive syllogism. The fifth is that the conversive indifferently supposes either the true or the false, and indifferently concludes the true or the false; but the syllogism to the impossible always supposes and concludes the false.

But this syllogism to the impossible is made in all figures, because that syllogism is similar in many respects to the conversion of the conversive syllogism, as will be clear at once. But in this it differs from the conversive, as we have said: because conversion is made, that is, a conversion occurs, and the conversive syllogism is made when the prior syllogism has already been made according to act, because otherwise the conclusion which is to be converted would be had, and it is made now according to act with both propositions taken, whose opposite the conversive syllogizes. But in a syllogism to the impossible the deduction to the impossible is made even when it has not been previously syllogized in act, because the posit is manifested to be true according to the thing itself without that conclusion which is posited as true by the one syllogizing; and if the opposite is granted, the respondent who granted this is led to the impossible.

But in each, both in the conversive and in the one through the impossible, there is agreement in this, that the terms in some respect have themselves similarly, in that in both the opposite of the conclusion is taken, and in this, that the same taking of both occurs, as is clear in the example. For let A be syllogized in the first figure thus of every B, that is, that every B is A through the middle C, thus: every C is A, every B is C, therefore every B is A. If from the opposite it is supposed that A is not present in every B or is present in no B, that is, if the contrary or contradictory of the conclusion is taken, and the major of the prior syllogism is accepted, namely this, that A is present in every C, with the contrary or contradictory of the conclusion which was, then according to the truth itself it manifestly follows from these two combined that C must either be present in no B or not in every B, which is either the contrary or the contradictory of the minor which said that every B is C. But since this is impossible, because it was previously given that every B is C, and neither contraries nor contradictories can be true at once, for this reason it follows that the opposite of the conclusion which was taken by hypothesis from the respondent or adversary is false; and from this it is further concluded that the opposite of the hypothesis is true, which is the intended conclusion. Similarly, in the other figures, namely the third and the second, whatever things in all figures admit the conversion of the conclusion into the opposite also in all figures admit the syllogism through the impossible.

Yet concerning these things that have been said, it must be attended to that this syllogism, which is through the impossible, also pertains to demonstration insofar as it disputes with the caviller who denies principles. For it will not be able to convict him by ostensively proving the principles, because they do not have prior things; and then it is necessary to proceed from the effect and posterior things, and from what has been granted by the caviller to lead to an unfitting thing, and from that to return to the intended thing. For the demonstrator uses every difference or species of demonstration, and therefore he will use the syllogism through the impossible, because it is a certain species of demonstration which he chiefly uses against the caviller denying principles, as is clear in the fourth book of the First Philosophy, where principles are proved through the impossible. This syllogism is also useful to the dialectician insofar as it meets the stubborn respondent, and especially insofar as it leads to what is manifestly false. And if it does not lead to what is manifestly false, the obstinate respondent can resist by saying that what is concluded as false is not false. And for this reason alone Aristotle says in the eighth book of the Topics that it is not very useful for the dialectician to use the syllogism to the impossible. But every Philosopher uses such a syllogism in the demonstration of his principles against one cavilling at principles, as has been said.

It must also be noted that in the preceding things both the circular syllogism and the conversive have been defined from their own acts, that is, from that which is to convert and from this which is to make a circulation. And this is so because both of these require before themselves a perfect syllogism already made, whose substance according to itself is not manifest, but it is necessary to know their substances from their own proper acts; and therefore they have been defined through their acts. But the syllogism through the impossible does not require before itself a syllogism already made; and therefore according to itself, in its own substance, it is knowable and definable; and therefore it is defined not through an act, but through its own substance according to itself.

It must also be attended to that in a conversive syllogism there can be supposed both the contrary of the conclusion and the contradictorily opposite, and this is so because it shows the consequence and founds itself upon this principle, that if, when the consequent is destroyed, the antecedent is destroyed, then the consequent necessarily follows upon the antecedent. And because this is proved both when the contrary is supposed and when the contradictory is supposed, for neither contraries nor contradictories stand together in truth, therefore it accepts both of these from the hypothesis of the respondent. But this syllogism which is through the impossible does not prove the consequence, but the intended conclusion; and therefore it is necessary that, when one is destroyed, the other follows to be true. This cannot be done except by taking the contradictorily opposite, because there is no opposition dividing the true or the false except that one, and therefore it does not take the contrary.

But if someone objects against the things which have been said, that a little before, according to Aristotle, it was said from what was stated that sometimes the contrary is supposed by hypothesis in a syllogism through the impossible, just as also in the conversive: to this it must be said that something impossible is indeed concluded when the contrary is supposed, but through this the intended thing is not necessarily concluded. For although in some matter, as in necessary matter, they are neither true at once nor false at once, nevertheless the form of arguing is not valid, if one of the contraries is false, that the remaining one on account of this is true; but this holds only in opposites according to contradiction. Therefore these things have been said about the definition of the syllogism through the impossible.
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CHAPTER II.

In What Way A Syllogism Through The Impossible Is Made; And That The Universal Affirmative Is Not Proved Through The Impossible In The First Figure.

Therefore let us say how a syllogism through the impossible is made in all figures, and first how it is made in the first. But in the first figure let us first show that the universal affirmative is not shown through the impossible in the first figure.

Beginning, therefore, we say that all other propositions, or all other problems, universal and particular, affirmative and negative, are shown through the impossible in all figures. I say other than the universal affirmative. For the universal predicative is well shown through the impossible in the middle and in the third figure; but in the first the universal affirmative cannot be shown, because when the contrary or contradictory of the conclusion is assumed with another proposition, either no syllogism is made according to a useful conjugation, or, if one is made, it is not valid for the proposed thing demonstrated. But this is proved thus. For if in the first figure it ought to be shown that every B is A, either its contrary or its contradictory is posited under hypothesis. If the contradictory is posited, there will be no syllogism at all in the first figure: for either another proposition will be accepted above the predicate of the hypothesis, which is A, or it will be accepted under the subject, which is B. If in the first way, either a universal proposition or a particular one will be taken, and either affirmative or negative; for in these four ways and not in more it happens that a proposition is accepted above the predicate of the hypothesis or under its subject. And if, in any of these four ways, a proposition above the predicate of the hypothesis has been taken, then the hypothesis must be the minor in the syllogism, and the proposition taken above the predicate will be the major; and in this way there is no useful conjugation in the first figure, because the hypothesis, which is the minor proposition, will be negative, which cannot be in the first figure. Thus, therefore, it is clear that there will be no syllogism if the contradiction of the intended conclusion is supposed for the hypothesis. But if the contrary of that conclusion is accepted for the hypothesis, then again the other proposition will be taken either under the subject of the hypothesis or above its predicate. If it is accepted under the subject, then the hypothesis will be the major proposition, and then either a negative or an affirmative will be accepted. If a negative, there will not be a syllogism in the first figure, because what is taken will be the minor in the syllogism; and in this way no syllogism is made in the first figure, and this is true whether it is universal negative or particular. But if an affirmative is taken, either universal or particular, then there will be able to be a syllogism in the second mode if a universal is taken; but it will not be to the proposed thing, because although the hypothesis is destroyed, nevertheless from this it cannot be concluded that the proposed thing is true, because although one of the contraries is false, the remaining one need not be true, for both can be false at once. But if a particular is accepted, there will be no syllogism, because the major in the first figure cannot be particular. But if it is accepted above the predicate of the hypothesis, then the hypothesis will be a minor proposition and negative, and such a conjugation in the first figure is useless.

Therefore it is manifest that, in whatever way the other proposition is accepted with respect to the hypothesis, no syllogism will be made for showing the universal affirmative through the impossible in the first figure. But from all the things said it is easy to understand what Aristotle says: that if by hypothesis A is posited either not to be present in every B or to be present in no B, of which one is the contradictory and the other the contrary to this conclusion, every B is A, and another proposition is assumed with respect to this hypothesis in whatever way, whether taken under the subject of the hypothesis in one of the four modes, or above the predicate in one of the four stated modes, or whether it is taken universally, as that C is present in every A, for this is under the subject, or whether B is taken to be present in every D, which is above the predicate. For if the first figure is made only and not otherwise, namely either by taking under the subject or above the predicate, because otherwise the middle will not be in the whole first and the last in the whole middle, since this disposition alone makes the first figure. Therefore, if the contradictory of the universal affirmative, which is "every B is A," is supposed, as if it is said that A is not present in every B, no syllogism is made in the first figure, in whatever way the proposition assumed with the hypothesis is taken, as has already been proved before. But if its contrary is supposed, which is that A is present in no B, and the other proposition is taken with the hypothesis, which is the B C minor affirmative proposition, then there can indeed be a syllogism in the second or fourth mode of the first figure, showing that what has been supposed in the hypothesis is false, but through this the proposed thing will not be shown. For if A is posited to be present in no D, but D is said to be present in every B in the minor, through the second of the first it follows that A is present in no B, which is the contrary of the major. But this becomes impossible and false, because contraries do not stand together in the true; it follows well that what the hypothesis granted is false, namely that A is present in no B. But it does not follow from this that, if being present in no one is false, its contrary, which is being present in every one, is true, because contraries can both be false at once. But if the proposition which is C A is assumed, which had been the major in the prior syllogism, then no syllogism is made, even when the contradictory of the conclusion is supposed, which is that A is not present in every B, because the minor will be negative; on account of this it is manifest that being present in every one, or the universal affirmative, is in no way shown through the impossible in the first figure.

Nevertheless there can be a question why the universal affirmative is not shown through the impossible in the first figure, but is shown in the others, and how this is to be understood. For the universal affirmative is not shown except in the first figure, and not in the second or third, as was shown a while ago in the preceding matters. Again, the conversive in the first figure is for showing the universal affirmative in the first figure, and it has been said that the syllogism through the impossible is similar to the conversive.

But to these things it must be said that the universal affirmative, as has been said, is not demonstrated through the impossible in the first figure, and the cause of this is what has been stated: because when the opposite or contrary of the conclusion is supposed, either there will be no syllogism, or it will not be for inferring the proposed thing. And as to what is said, that the universal affirmative is not syllogized except in the first figure, it must be said that it is not demonstrated through the impossible in the first figure, nor is it syllogized through the impossible; rather from its opposite some false thing is syllogized, by means of which the proposed thing is had. And thus the syllogism of that false thing is not had in the first figure for the proposed thing, but is made in the second or third figure. But if that universal syllogized proposition were concluded only in the first figure, it would not be concluded in the second and third figure. But as to what is said about the conversive syllogism, it must be said that if the universal affirmative is demonstrated in the first figure, and then conversion is made, the conversive syllogism will be through another figure than through the first; and similarly in the syllogism through the impossible. For if the universal affirmative ought to be shown through the impossible, the syllogism concluding the false must be made through another figure than the first. Hence in this the conversive and the syllogism through the impossible are similar; nevertheless the syllogism concluding the universal affirmative is always made through the first figure.

But although the syllogism through the impossible proceeds not from what has been previously syllogized, but from what is manifestly false given by hypothesis, nevertheless it is still necessary for the respondent to be led to what is more manifestly false, because certain things manifestly false according to reality are sometimes unmanifest and unknown to us. This is clear through the fact that the caviller sometimes even denies principles and supposes the opposites of principles; and in this respect especially the syllogism through the impossible is necessary. For if what had been posited by us were false just as it is in reality, it would not be necessary to lead further to some unfitting thing. Thus, therefore, it has been shown that in the first figure the universal affirmative is not shown.
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CHAPTER III.

In What Way Propositions Other Than The Universal Affirmative Are Demonstrated Through The Impossible In The First Figure.

Particular propositions which say that A is not present in every B, and universal negative propositions, such as the one which says that A is present in no B, and likewise the particular negative which says that A is not present in every B, are shown through the first figure in a syllogism through the impossible. For let the conclusion, that A is present in no B, be supposed in hypothesis, but let B in the major be taken to be present in every or in some C. It follows in the second of the first that A must be present in no C, or in the fourth of the first that A must not be present in every C. But this is impossible because it does not stand together with this, that A is present in every C, which was the major of the prior syllogism; wherefore it must be posited and be true and manifest to us that A is present in some C. On account of this, if what was supposed is false, namely that A is present in no C, the proposed thing must be true, namely that A must be present in some B, because this is its contradictory; and if one contradictory is false, the remaining one is necessarily true.

But if the other proposition is taken with respect to A, the greater extremity, that is, if the major proposition is taken above the predicate of the hypothesis, which is taken with the given conclusion for the destruction of the minor, there will be no syllogism; neither when we suppose the contrary, that is, the subcontrary, to the conclusion, as that A is not present in some B, because then the minor in the first figure will be negative. This is Aristotle's meaning, and it can be gathered thus for showing the particular affirmative, which is, some B is A, when its contradictory is supposed, which is, no B is A, and the other proposition is accepted under the subject affirmatively, either universally or particularly: there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing. If the universal affirmative is taken, there will be a syllogism through the second mode of the first. But if the particular affirmative is taken, there will be a syllogism in the fourth of the first. And this is also clear to anyone by itself, thus: no B is A, every C is B; or thus: no B is A, some C is B. Likewise it must be understood that if a negative is accepted under the subject of the hypothesis, there would not be a syllogism, because each would be negative, and also because the minor in the first figure will be negative, which cannot be. Therefore from these things it is manifest that in a syllogism through the impossible the contradictorily opposite, and not the contrary or subcontrary, is to be taken.

Again, for showing a universal negative through a syllogism through the impossible, let its contradictory be supposed, namely this, some B is A, which contradicts this, no B is A; and let another proposition be accepted above the predicate of the hypothesis, whether affirmative or negative, which will be universal, and let it be that every A is C. It follows that some B must be C, and there will be a syllogism in the third or fourth of the first. For if the universal affirmative is accepted, it will be in the third; but if the universal negative, it will be in the fourth. And since the conclusion is incompossible with the premises and cannot stand with them, it remains that its contradictory is true, which is, no B is A. But the syllogisms are formed thus. Let the opposite of that which is no B A be granted, that is, some B A; and let this be taken above the predicate, every A is C. Then C must be present in some B, thus: every A is C, some B is A, therefore some B is C. Likewise also if the A C proposition is taken as privative, thus: no A is C, some B is A, therefore some B is not C. But if a proposition is taken under the subject, which is B, there will be no syllogism, because thus the major will always be particular, which cannot be in the first figure.

But if the contrary and not the contradictory of the universal negative is supposed, there will indeed be a syllogism in the form and figure of a syllogism, and what is concluded will be impossible. But through this the proposed thing is not shown, because it does not follow that if one of the contraries is false, the other is true, since contraries are sometimes both false. An example of this is that A is supposed to be present in every B, which is the contrary of that which is A being present in no B, and in the other proposition taken, A is present in every C; therefore C must be present in every B, which is contrary to C being present in no B. And therefore it follows that its contrary, which is A being present in every B, is false, and therefore A is not present in every B; but from this the proposed thing does not follow, namely that A is present in no B, because being present in no one does not follow from being not in every one.

But for showing that A is not present in every B, which is the particular negative, its contradictory and not its contrary must be supposed, namely this, that A is present in every B, and another universal proposition, either affirmative or negative, must be accepted above the predicate. Or if under the subject of the hypothesis a universal proposition or a particular proposition is accepted, there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing: in one way through the first mode, if a universal affirmative is accepted; in another way through the second, if a universal negative is accepted; in a third way through the third, if a particular affirmative is accepted under the hypothesis. But if a particular proposition is accepted above the hypothesis, or a negative is accepted under the hypothesis, there will be no syllogism, because in the first way the major will be particular, but in the second way the minor will be negative. An example is that, if A is said to be present in every B in the contradictory, and C is said to be present in every A in the proposition assumed above the hypothesis, then in the first of the first it follows that C is present in every B. On account of this, if this is impossible, it follows that what was supposed as true is false, namely that some B is not C.

Likewise a syllogism through the impossible is made if, under the subject of the hypothesis, which is B, the other proposition has been taken which is combined with the stated contradictory; but then the syllogism is made in the third mode. Likewise a syllogism through the impossible is made if a privative universal proposition is taken above the predicate of the hypothesis, as the A C proposition which says no C is A; for thus again a syllogism is made in the second mode of the first figure. But if with respect to B, which is the subject of the hypothesis, so that under it a negative proposition is taken, nothing will be shown syllogistically, because thus the minor will be negative, which cannot be in the first figure.

But if, for showing the particular negative through the impossible, what is contradictory, namely "every," is not supposed, but "to be present in some" is supposed, which is its contrary or subcontrary, then from such a combination it will not be shown that the "not every," which is contrary or subcontrary, holds, but it will be shown through the impossible that "in no one" holds, which is contradictory to "to be present in some." For if A is present in some B, but C is present in every A, it follows that C will be present in some B; and if this is false and impossible, then it is false that C is present in some B, to which this is equipollent, that C is present in no B. Therefore this will be true: no B is A. But when this has been shown, at the same time with it the true is co-destroyed. For it was posited that A was present in some B and was not present in some B, because subcontraries can be true at once; and if it is present in no one, with this there cannot stand being present in some one and not being present in some one. For every syllogism to the impossible destroys the false; but this syllogism destroys the true; therefore it is not properly a syllogism to the impossible. For if as hypothesis it is supposed that some B is not A, which is the contrary of this, some B is A, and another proposition is accepted with that, and from these it is syllogized, this hypothesis, some B is A, will be destroyed, and it will be shown that no B is A. But if this follows, then the true is destroyed; for this hypothesis, namely that some B is A, is true, and is verified together with the principal conclusion, namely this, that some B is not A, because subcontraries are verified at once.

Furthermore this is also proved by another reason: because in a syllogism through the impossible the false which follows ought to happen because of the hypothesis of the false itself; but in this way it does not happen if the particular negative is supposed; therefore from such a supposition there will not be a syllogism to the impossible. For the proposition co-assumed with the contradictory of the conclusion will be false. The proof of this is that, because from it the false follows, it itself will be false and not true, because from truths it does not happen that a false is syllogized. But now what follows is true, because subcontraries are sometimes true at once. It is clear, however, that that which follows is true, because A is present in some B and is not present in some B. On account of this it is clear that the contrary or subcontrary of the conclusion is not to be assumed in the proof of the particular negative which is "to be present in some," as "some B is A," but the contradictory is to be supposed, which is "to be present in every one."

It is similar, as to the mode of proof, in a particular accepted with a particular sign following the negation, and in that which is with a universal sign preceding the negation, because of equipollence. For not to be present in some one, or not to be present in every one, are either the same in equipollence, or, if they are not entirely the same in mode of signifying, nevertheless because of equipollence the same demonstration belongs to each.

But from all the things that have been said, it is manifest that not always the contrary, but always the contradictorily opposite, must be supposed in all syllogisms which are through the impossible. For when the contradictory is taken in this way, what follows will be necessary with respect to the intended conclusion; and the axiom, that is, the principle through which the syllogism through the impossible is proved, will be probable and accepted among all wise persons, and this is that of every thing either the affirmation or the negation is true. Therefore when it has been shown through a syllogism through the impossible that the negation is not true, it immediately follows that the affirmation must be true. And again, if someone does not posit the affirmation to be true, at once the negation is established as true. But by supposing the contrary, in neither way will it happen or follow that the matter is ratified; for it does not necessarily follow that if being present in no one is false, then being present in every one is true, because they can both be false; nor is it probable, so that it would seem so to wise persons, namely that if one of the contraries is false, the remaining one is true.

Therefore it is manifest that in the first figure all propositions other than the universal affirmative are shown through a syllogism through the impossible. But the universal affirmative is not shown through the impossible in the first figure.

Here, however, it must be attended to that in a syllogism through the impossible in the first figure one proposition must always be accepted above the hypothesis and the other under it, because otherwise the disposition of the first figure would not be made, in which the propositions have themselves to one another as part to whole.

Again, it must be noted that what has been said, that the universal negative cannot be proved by supposing the contrary, must be understood thus: that although it can be proved through the contrary that it is false, nevertheless it cannot be proved in such a way that from that it is inferred that the proposed thing is true, because it does not follow that, if one of the contraries is false in this way, the remaining one is true.

Again, what has been said seems to be doubtful, namely that the particular negative cannot be shown by supposing its subcontrary. For this seems false, because it has been said that, when the particular affirmative is supposed, it is shown that no B is C, thus: every A is C, some B is A, therefore some B is C; but this is false; therefore the hypothesis is false; therefore its opposite is true, namely this, that no B is C. But it follows, if no B is C, that some B is not C; wherefore the particular negative will be shown through the impossible. And this indeed is true, but in this way it is not shown fittingly to the proposed thing. For it does not suppose the false and something incompossible with the proposed thing, but rather supposes the true and something compossible with the proposed thing; nor does it conclude the false because of the hypothesis, and therefore in such a showing the conditions of a syllogism through the impossible are not preserved.

But here it must be noted that in the first figure, in a syllogism through the impossible, there are eight conjugations, which are taken thus. For if something ought to be shown through the impossible by the first figure, then either an affirmative conclusion or a negative conclusion will be shown. If affirmative, either universal or particular. If the affirmative is universal, either there will be no syllogism at all, or, if there is one, it will not be to the proposed thing. But if a particular affirmative is to be shown, its contradictory must be supposed, namely the universal negative; and then the negative proposition is taken either above the hypothesis or under it. If above it, either universal or particular, and this either affirmative or negative. But in none of the stated modes is there a syllogism, because since the hypothesis is negative it will not be able to be the minor in the first figure. But if the remaining proposition is accepted under the hypothesis, it is either universal or particular. If universal, either affirmative or negative. If an affirmative and universal is taken, there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing in the second of the first. But if a negative, there will not be a syllogism, because the minor will not be negative. But if a particular is taken under the hypothesis, it is either affirmative or negative. If affirmative, thus there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing in the fourth of the first. But if negative, there will not be a syllogism. And thus it is clear that there are eight combinations, but only two are useful.

But for showing the particular negative, its contradiction must be supposed as universal affirmative; and if the remaining proposition is accepted above that, either a universal or a particular will be accepted. If universal, either affirmative or negative. If universal affirmative, there will be a syllogism in the first of the first. But if universal negative is taken, there will be a syllogism in the second of the first. But if a particular is taken above the hypothesis, then there will be no syllogism, because the major will be particular. But if it is accepted under the hypothesis, either universal or particular. If universal, either affirmative or negative. If affirmative, there will be a syllogism in the first mode of the first. But if universal negative is taken, there will not be a syllogism, because the minor will be negative. But if the remaining proposition taken is particular, either affirmative or negative: if particular affirmative, there will be a syllogism in the fourth of the first; but if negative, there cannot be a syllogism, because the minor in the first figure will be negative. And thus here there are eight conjugations, but only two useful for concluding the particular affirmative through the first figure.

But if the conclusion to be concluded is negative, it will be either universal or particular. If it is universal, its contradictory to be supposed will be particular affirmative. But if under that the remaining proposition is accepted, whether universal or particular, whether affirmative or negative, in no way will there be a syllogism, because the major will be particular. But if the remaining proposition is taken above the hypothesis, either what is taken will be universal or particular, and either affirmative or negative, and in each way there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing: with the affirmative indeed in the third, but with the negative in the fourth. But if the remaining proposition taken above the hypothesis is particular, either affirmative or negative, there will not be a syllogism, because nothing follows from particulars. And thus there are eight conjugations here, but only two useful.

But if the conclusion to be shown is particular negative, its contradictory to be supposed will be universal affirmative. If above it the remaining proposition is accepted, it will be either universal or particular. If universal, either affirmative or negative. If affirmative, there will be a syllogism in the first of the first. But if universal negative, there will be a syllogism in the second of the first. But if what remains taken is particular, there will be no syllogism, because the major will be particular. But if the remaining one is accepted under the hypothesis, it will be either universal or particular. If universal and affirmative, there will be a syllogism in the first of the first. But if universal and negative, there will not be a syllogism, because the minor will be negative. But if it is particular and affirmative, there will be a syllogism through the third of the first. But if particular negative, there will not be a syllogism, because the minor will be negative. Therefore it is clear that in the first figure there are eight conjugations, but only four are useful. Therefore there are eight useful conjugations in the first figure, namely two for showing the particular affirmative, two for showing the universal negative, and four for showing the particular negative.

It must also be attended to that, because the conversive syllogism is made with reference to a syllogism made before it, which is diversified in modes and figures, for this reason it could not be sufficiently determined except by leading it through all the modes of syllogisms in the three figures. But because the syllogism through the impossible does not presuppose for itself a syllogism made before, but only a given conclusion, therefore it is sufficiently determined not according to the order of modes, but according to the order of conclusions, namely when it has been shown how the universal affirmative and universal negative, and particular affirmative and particular negative, are demonstrated through the impossible.
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CHAPTER IV.

What Is Shown Through The Impossible In The Second Figure, And How.

But in the middle figure and in the last or third, along with the other conclusions, this also is shown through the impossible, namely the universal affirmative. For let A be posited not to be present in every B, which is the contradictory of the universal affirmative that says every B is A. But let it be taken outside the hypothesis as manifestly true that A is present in every C. Therefore if indeed B is said not in every case to be present in A, and the same A is said to be present in every C in the assumed proposition, it follows through the fourth of the second that C is not present in every B. Thus, if it ought to be demonstrated that every B is A, let the contradictory be supposed, namely that some B is not A, and let the manifestly true be assumed, namely this, that every C is A, and let it be syllogized thus: every C is A, some B is not A, therefore some B is not C. But this is impossible, because it has been supposed as manifest that every B is C; on account of this, what has been supposed for the hypothesis is false, namely that not every B is A.

But if the contrary of the universal affirmative which is to be proved is supposed, there will indeed be a syllogism concluding the false and impossible, but the proposed thing cannot be shown through such a syllogism. This is clear because A is supposed to be present in no B, which is contrary to A being present in every B, but the manifestly true is taken, that A is present in every C; it follows that C is present in no B. But this is impossible, and therefore it is false that C is present in no B. Yet it does not further follow, if the contrary is false, which is to be present in no one, that its contrary is true, which is to be present in every one, because contraries can be false at once. For if one proceeds thus in the second of the second, every B is A, no C is A, it follows that no C is B.

But to demonstrate the particular affirmative in the second figure, namely this, that A is present in some B, that is, that some B is A, let its contradictory be taken, and let A being present in no B be posited in the hypothesis, that is, that no B is A, and let the manifestly true be assumed, namely this, that A is present in every C, that is, that every C is A. Therefore from these two it follows in the second of the second that C must be present in no B; on account of this, if this is impossible and false, its contradictory will be true, namely that C must be present in some B. But if for proving

the particular affirmative, if its contrary or subcontrary is supposed, which is not to be present in some one, the particular affirmative cannot be proved, because the same things stand in the way which stood in the way in the first figure, namely that what has been supposed is not necessarily false, nor is it also incompossible with the proposed thing, because subcontraries can be true at the same time, and because the false does not occur because of the false hypothesis.

Likewise, in the second figure negative conclusions are shown; for the universal negative is shown through the impossible in the second figure thus. Again, if A is supposed to be present in some B, which is the contradictory to the universal negative, namely this, no B is A, and something manifestly true is assumed, and let this be that no C is A, it follows in the third mode of the second that C is not present in some B, thus: no C is A, some B is A, therefore some B is not C. But this is false, because it has been said that B was present in every C, or that every C is B; therefore what was supposed in the hypothesis is false; therefore its contradictory is true, namely this, that no B is A, or that A will be present in no B.

But if a particular negative is to be shown, namely this, that A is not present in every B, or that some B is not A, let its contradictory be accepted, namely this, that it is posited that A is present in every B, and let something manifestly true be assumed in a negative, namely this, that A is present in no C. It follows through the impossible that C must be present in no B; for it is syllogized in the first mode of the second, thus: no C is A, every B is A, therefore no B is C. But this is impossible, on account of which it follows that its contradictory is true, which is, that not every B is C, or some B is not C.

Therefore it is manifest that syllogisms of all conclusions are made through the middle figure, because through it the universal affirmative, the universal negative, the particular affirmative, and the particular negative are concluded.

But here it must be attended to that in a syllogism through the impossible the manifestly true proposition, which is assumed from outside, is always taken under the predicate of the hypothesis. And the cause of this is that propositions disposed to the second figure communicate in the predicate, and therefore it is necessary to assume under that predicate.

Again it must be noted that one need not teach how to suppose the contrary of negative conclusions, as the supposition of contraries for affirmative conclusions has been determined, because the same mode is in both cases, and through one the remaining one is understood.

It must also be noted that here in the second figure eight syllogisms through the impossible are made. For if a conclusion is demonstrated through the impossible in the second figure, the conclusion will be either affirmative or negative. If affirmative, either universal or particular. If universal, let its contradictory be supposed, which is particular negative, under whose predicate it is necessary to accept the manifestly true, in the way which was said before in the formation of syllogisms. But if a particular is accepted, it is either affirmative or negative, and this will be made either major or minor; and in no way will there be a syllogism, because nothing follows from particulars. And therefore if a particular is assumed with the contradictory, no syllogism is made. But if a universal is taken, it will be either affirmative or negative; and whether that is made major or minor, there will not be a syllogism. For if a negative is taken, there will not be a syllogism, because nothing follows from all negative propositions. But if it is affirmative, there will not be a syllogism, because the major must be universal in the second figure; for then the hypothesis, which is particular, will be the major proposition. But if what is assumed is universal affirmative and is made major, there will be a syllogism in the fourth mode of the second. Therefore here there are eight conjugations, but only one is useful for demonstrating the universal affirmative.

But if a particular affirmative ought to be shown, let the contradictory universal negative be supposed, and let something be accepted under the predicate, either universally or particularly. If universally and negatively, there will be two useless conjugations, because nothing follows from negatives. But if it is taken universally and affirmatively, then either the hypothesis will be the major and the remaining proposition the minor, and there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing in the first of the second; or it is taken conversely, and there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing in the second mode of the second. But if under the predicate of the hypothesis a particular negative is accepted, there will be two useless conjugations as before. But if a particular affirmative has been taken, then either the hypothesis becomes the minor and the particular assumed proposition the major, and then there will not be a syllogism, because the major becomes particular; or conversely, and there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing in the third of the second. Therefore here there are eight conjugations, but only three are useful for the proposed thing.

But if the conclusion to be demonstrated is negative, it is either universal or particular. If universal, let a contradiction be supposed, namely a particular affirmative, and let another or remaining proposition be assumed, and this will be either universal or particular. If particular, in no way will there be a syllogism, for the cause which has been stated. But if it is universal and affirmative, again there will not be a syllogism, because in the second figure nothing follows from affirmatives. But if it is universal negative, it will be universal if it is the major and the hypothesis the minor, and it will be in the third of the second. And thus it is clear that there are here eight combinations, but all useless except one.

But if a particular negative ought to be shown, a universal affirmative contradiction is supposed, and another proposition is assumed; and this will be either universal or particular. If it is universal and affirmative, there are two useless conjugations. But if a negative is taken, there will be two useful conjugations, one according to the first mode and another according to the second mode. But if the subcontrary particular affirmative is assumed, there will be two useful ones. But if a particular negative is assumed, it will be useful when the major exists as universal, and not otherwise. And thus here there are eight conjugations, but only three useful. Therefore here all conjugations are useless except eight, of which one shows the universal affirmative, three show the particular affirmative, one the universal negative, and three the particular negative.
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CHAPTER V.

In What Way A Syllogism Through The Impossible Is Made In The Third Figure.

Likewise a syllogism through the impossible is made for demonstrating conclusions through the last figure. For to show the universal affirmative, which is, every B is A, let its contradictory be posited, which is, some B is not A, which says that A is not present in some B; and let something manifestly true be assumed under the subject of the hypothesis, namely this, every B is C, or C is present in every B; and through the fifth of the third it follows that A is not present in some C, thus: some B is not A, every B is C, therefore some C is not A. Therefore if this impossible thing is false, namely what was posited, that A is not present in some B, then its contradictory is true, which is that A is present in every B, or that every B is A, which has the same force.

But if, for the universal affirmative, the contrary is supposed, which is that A is present in no B, there will indeed be a syllogism concluding an impossible thing, but through it the proposed thing is not shown to be true, because it does not follow, if one of the contraries is false, that the remaining one is true. And the same reason holds as in the preceding matters.

But if a particular affirmative ought to be shown in the third figure, namely that A is present in some B, or that some B is A, the same hypothesis must be posited, namely that the contradictory is supposed, that is, namely, no B is A. For if A is present in no B, and a manifestly true particular affirmative is assumed, namely this, that C is present in some B, it follows in the sixth of the third that A is not present in every C, or that some C is not A. But if this is false, its contradictory is true, namely that A is present in some B, or that some B is A; for this contradicts that which is every B's not being A. But if its subcontrary is supposed, there will not be a syllogism, as has often been said in the matters already had.

Negative conclusions also are shown in the third figure. For the universal negative is shown thus: as, if we ought to show this conclusion, that A is present in no B, let its contradictory be supposed, which is that A is present in some B; but let it be taken as true from outside that C is present in every B. It is syllogized in the third of the third that A must be present in some C. But if this is impossible, the contradictory is true, namely what had been given, that is, that A is present in no B, and the contradictory of that is false, which is that A is present in some B. But if in such a showing of the universal negative the contrary and not the contradictory is supposed, namely this, that A is present in every B, the proposed thing will not be shown, as has often been held.

But if a particular negative is to be shown, as this, A is not present in every B, this same hypothesis must be taken, namely by supposing the contradictory. For if A is present in every B, as the hypothesis of contradiction says, and again C is present in every B, as the proposition assumed from outside under the subject of the hypothesis says, it follows in the first of the third that A is present in some C. But since this is not so, because it cannot stand, it is clear that what has been posited is false, namely that A is present in every B. But if this is false, therefore the contradictory is true, which is that A is not present in every B, or some B is not A. But if in such a showing of the particular negative its subcontrary is supposed, which is that A is present in some B, the same things follow which have often been stated before, and the proposed thing is not shown.

Therefore it is manifest from these things which have been said that in all syllogisms which are made through the impossible the contradictorily opposite must be supposed. It is also plain from what has been said that in the middle figure too the universal affirmative is shown in a certain way, and also in the last, because although the universal affirmative is not concluded in the middle and in the third, nevertheless through the syllogism to the impossible one comes into the showing of it. But here it must be noted that in the third figure nothing is assumed except under the subject of the hypothesis, precisely because the propositions constituting the third figure must communicate in subject, and therefore the same subject must be in the hypothesis and in the true proposition assumed from outside.

It must also be noted that here there are twelve syllogisms, which are taken thus. For if a universal affirmative conclusion ought to be shown, let the contradictory be supposed, which is particular negative; and when the true from outside is assumed with that, it is either universal or particular. If particular, this is made in four ways, but in no way will there be a syllogism, because nothing follows from particulars. But if a universal and negative is taken, this is made in two ways, but again there is no syllogism, because the minor in the third cannot be negative. But if a universal and affirmative is taken, there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing, if the minor is affirmative, and not otherwise; and thus there is one syllogism for showing the universal affirmative.

But if a particular affirmative ought to be shown, let the contradictory be supposed, which is universal negative. And then the proposition assumed from outside will be either universal or particular. If it is universal and negative, two useless conjugations are made. But if it is universal and affirmative, it will be useful when the minor is affirmative, and not otherwise. But if a particular is assumed, it will be similar in all respects. Hence here there are two syllogisms.

But if a universal negative ought to be shown, let the particular affirmative contradictory be supposed. If a particular is taken with it, in no way will there be a syllogism. But if a universal is taken with it, it will be either affirmative or negative. If affirmative, either it will be the major, and then there will be the fourth mode of the third, or it will be the minor, and then there will be the third mode of the third; and both are for showing the opposite. But if a universal negative is taken, there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing when the minor is affirmative; and thus here there are three syllogisms.

But if a particular negative ought to be shown, let the universal affirmative contradictory be supposed, and in all ways there will be a syllogism to the proposed thing except in two ways, namely when the minor is negative, universal or particular, as is clear in the formation of syllogisms set down before. Thus, therefore, there are here six useful conjugations. Therefore it is clear that here there are only twelve useful conjugations: one namely for showing the universal affirmative, two for showing the particular affirmative, three for showing the universal negative, and six for showing the particular negative.
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CHAPTER VI.

On The Difference Between The Syllogism Through The Impossible And The Ostensive Syllogism, And On Their Agreement.

The demonstration which is to the impossible differs from that demonstration or showing which is, and is called, ostensive. And the first difference between them is taken on the part of the propositions. For demonstration to the impossible first posits and supposes that which it wishes to destroy; for through this it leads to an indubitable falsehood, and thus it proceeds from a false thing posited in one of the premises. But an ostensive demonstration begins from indubitable things, that is, from propositions posited and conceded and true, and proceeds to the proof of a doubted conclusion. And thus these two demonstrations agree in this, that both, namely the ostensive and the one to the impossible, take indubitable propositions in the syllogism1. But this one, namely the ostensive, takes indubitable propositions as true ones, from which there is a syllogism. The one which is to the impossible, however, takes one of them as indubitable in this way, and the other as indubitably false, which is the contradictory of the given conclusion. And when we say that propositions are indubitable in the ostensive, we understand this with respect to the one positing, because he posits them as known and indubitable; because otherwise an unknown and doubted conclusion would not be proved through them.

But another difference is in the conclusions, because for the one which is ostensive it is not necessary that the conclusion be known before the syllogism, nor is it necessary first to have an opinion about the conclusion, whether it is or is not, or whether it is true or false, which is the same thing, because an ostensive syllogism is made for this, that the conclusion may become known, and that it may fall into opinion whether it is or is not. And therefore before the syllogism the conclusion is as unknown. But in the syllogism to the impossible the conclusion must be foreknown, because it is not, or because it is false2, because otherwise one would not proceed from it to a greater unfitting thing.

But according to agreement they are compared, because in the ostensive and in the one through the impossible it makes no difference whether the conclusion is affirmative or negative. Rather, these two demonstrations have themselves similarly to one another in this, because each has both an affirmative and a negative conclusion; because every conclusion, whether affirmative or negative, which is shown ostensively, is demonstrated in the same terms also through the impossible, and conversely everything which is shown through the impossible is shown also in the same terms ostensively. But this is proved thus: because when the syllogism through the impossible is made in the first figure, then ostensively that which is true and intended for proving is syllogized in the middle or third figure. Indeed a privative conclusion concluded through the impossible in the first is concluded ostensively in the middle, which has only negative conclusions. But a predicative conclusion syllogized through the impossible in the first is concluded or proved ostensively in the third or last. But when in the middle figure something is proved through a syllogism to the impossible, then that which is true and intended is concluded ostensively in the first figure through all propositions. But when in the last figure a syllogism through the impossible is made, then what is true is concluded ostensively in the first and middle: the affirmative indeed in the first, and the negative conclusion is concluded ostensively in the middle, which has only a negative conclusion.

But if it is asked why what has been syllogized through the impossible in one figure cannot be concluded ostensively in the same terms in the same figure, but in another, it must be said that this is because the ostensive syllogism which concludes the intended conclusion always proceeds from the opposite of the conclusion of the syllogism to the impossible and the other premise. But from the opposite of the conclusion and the other premise the disposition of the same figure cannot be made; rather the disposition of the terms is made to another figure. And therefore the syllogism through the impossible and the ostensive syllogism, ordered in the same terms to the same intended conclusion, cannot be in the same figure. For if the syllogism to the impossible is made in the first figure, the ostensive will be made from the opposite of its conclusion and one of the premises; but the conclusion with the minor makes the third figure, and the conclusion with the major makes the second figure. Likewise, when a syllogism to the impossible has been made in the second figure, from the opposite of the conclusion with the minor the third figure will be made, and when the same opposite is taken with the major the first figure will be made. Likewise, when a syllogism to the impossible has been made in the third figure, from the opposite of the conclusion with the minor the first figure will be made; but when the same opposite of the conclusion is taken with the major the second figure will be made.

But if it is asked whether a negative shown through the impossible in the first cannot be syllogized ostensively in the second, it must be said that a universal negative shown through the impossible in the first is syllogized ostensively only through the second. But a particular negative syllogized through the first through the impossible is concluded ostensively both through the second and through the third. There is a double cause of this. One is that a universal is not concluded through the third, but a particular is. The other is that, looking to the hypothesis, it is nearer to demonstrate the particular than any other conclusion. For if a universal is shown through the impossible in the first, the hypothesis will be particular, and thus the true assumed proposition will be the major proposition, from which and from the opposite of the conclusion there will be the disposition of the second figure. But if a particular negative is shown through the impossible in the first figure, the hypothesis will sometimes be the major and sometimes the minor; and similarly the true proposition assumed will sometimes be the major and sometimes the minor; and therefore the opposite of the conclusion with the true assumed proposition sometimes constitutes the second figure and sometimes the third.

But if it is further asked concerning the particular affirmative concluded through the impossible in the first, whether it can be syllogized ostensively in the same terms elsewhere than in the third, it must be said that it cannot: for through the second only a negative is concluded; and also because, for showing the particular affirmative, the hypothesis is universal negative, which will only be the major in the first figure, and thus the true proposition assumed will be the minor proposition, from which and from the conclusion only the third figure is constituted.

It must also be noted that because the universal affirmative is not proved through the impossible in the first figure, therefore it is more consequent to show the things that have been said through the universal negative concluded through the impossible in the first than otherwise; and because the universal is before the particular, therefore it is first shown in the universal negative rather than in the particular negative. After the universal negative it is shown in the particular negative because of their conformity in quality, and last in the particular affirmative. In the other figures, however, it is conversely, because in them the universal affirmative is shown through the impossible. Again, negatives demonstrated through the impossible in the first figure, if they are universal, are concluded ostensively in the second; and the particular affirmative shown through the impossible in the first is shown ostensively in the third; but the second figure precedes the third, and from these things the order of proceeding in these conclusions is taken.

Again it can be asked whether conclusions proved through the impossible in the second figure can be concluded ostensively only through the first. And to this it must be said that the universal shown through the impossible in the second is syllogized ostensively only in the first in the same terms. But the particular syllogized through the impossible in the second can be proved ostensively both in the first and in the third; and this can also be clear in itself to anyone considering, because only a particular is concluded in the third, and because the opposite of a particular conclusion is a universal, which can be both major and minor in the second figure. But the opposite of a universal conclusion is a particular, which cannot be its minor in the second figure.

Likewise it can be asked concerning conclusions demonstrated through the impossible in the third figure, whether affirmatives are concluded ostensively only through the first and negatives only through the second. And to this it must be said that the affirmative shown through the impossible in the third is syllogized ostensively only in the first, as is clear from what was said before, because an affirmative is not syllogized in the second. But a negative shown through the impossible in the third can be syllogized ostensively both in the first and in the second.

But if it is asked whether to syllogize conversively and to the impossible is the same, because each syllogism accepts the opposite of the conclusion, it must be said that it is not: because the conversive syllogism is contained by one conclusion, but the syllogism to the impossible has two conclusions. Again, because the conversive accepts as the opposite of the conclusion both the true and the false, but demonstration through the impossible always accepts the false; hence to syllogize conversively is broader than to show through the impossible, for the latter follows upon the former, and it is not converted.

Notes

	From this it is clear that an indubitable proposition is twofold, namely true and false. (Ex quo patet quod duplex est propositio indubitabilis, scilicet vera et falsa.) ↩

	He takes what is not as false, according to that saying in Posterior Analytics I: What is not, is not to know. (Capit quod non est pro falso, juxta illud I Poster.: Quod non est, non est scire.) ↩
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CHAPTER VII.

On The Showing Of Those Things Which Have Been Said Through The Formation Of Syllogisms.

Therefore let us show the things which have been said, and first that a negative proved through the impossible in the first figure is syllogized ostensively through the second figure, because from the hypothesis and the true proposition assumed above it a syllogism is made in the third of the first, thus: every A is C, some B is A, therefore some B is C; but this is false; therefore the opposite of the hypothesis is true, namely this, no B is A. Then from the opposite of the false conclusion and the true proposition previously assumed, the proposed thing is syllogized ostensively in the second of the second, thus: every A is C, no B is C, therefore no B is A.

For let A have been shown to be present in no B, or A not to be present in every B. The first is a universal negative, which is concluded in the second of the first; but not in every case is concluded in the fourth of the first. And let either one of these have been shown through the first figure. Therefore the hypothesis taking the opposite of that which has been shown was that A is present in some B, which is the opposite to being present in no one. But C was taken as present in every A as manifestly true, and it was taken as present in no B; for thus the syllogism was made and the impossible followed. But from such a disposition of terms the middle figure was made in this way: if indeed C is present in every A, and A is present in no B, it is manifest that from these it is concluded that A is present in no B in the second of the second, thus: every A is C, no B is C, therefore no B is A. And attend to this, that the syllogism to the impossible is always made from the hypothesis of the opposite conclusion and the true assumed proposition, and it concludes something manifestly false. But the ostensive syllogism to the same conclusion is always made from the same true assumed proposition and the opposite of the false conclusion; and these three propositions are the matter of these two syllogisms.

Let us also show in what way the particular negative shown through the impossible in the first is syllogized ostensively through the second. For just as we spoke of being-present-in-no-one syllogized in the first through the impossible, so we speak of not-in-every-one or not-in-some-one shown in the first through the impossible. For the opposite of this, which is the given hypothesis, is to be present in every one, just as the opposite which the hypothesis takes of that which is not every B's being A or some B's not being A is every B's being A. But C, the middle, was taken as manifestly true: A indeed as present in every B in the major, but B as not present in every C in the minor. And this is clear thus: because when the hypothesis of contradiction has been taken and the true from outside has been accepted above the hypothesis, a syllogism to the impossible will be made through the first of the first, thus: every A is C, every C is A, therefore every B is C, which is manifestly false. Then from the opposite of the conclusion and the true assumed proposition the proposed thing is shown in the fourth of the second, thus: every A is C, some B is not C, therefore some B is not A. But if the true from outside is taken above the negative hypothesis, a syllogism to the impossible will be made in the second of the first, and an ostensive syllogism in the third of the second to the same conclusion. Likewise, the showing through the impossible is made in the first and ostensively in the second, if the major proposition, which is A C, is privative, as in the second and fourth of the first; for by thus taking the opposite of the conclusion of the syllogism through the impossible and the true proposition previously assumed, the middle figure is made.

Again, the particular affirmative shown through the impossible in the first is syllogized ostensively in the third. For we are not speaking about the universal affirmative, because it is not shown through the impossible in the first. For let A be shown through the impossible in the first to be present in some B; then the contradictory hypothesis will be that A is present in no B, but B was taken as present in every C, which is the true proposition taken from outside, and A was taken as present in every or in some C; for thus, and not otherwise, the impossible followed. But this disposition of terms makes the last figure, and from these it is manifest that A's being present in some B follows, or that some B is A. Likewise it is made when B is posited as present in some C, or A as present in some B. But this is clear thus, because for the showing of the particular affirmative concluded through the impossible in the first figure, when the contradictory has been taken and the true outside the affirmative and universal hypothesis has been assumed, there will be a syllogism to the impossible in the second of the first thus: no B is A, every C is B, therefore no C is A; but this is false. But from the opposite of the conclusion and the same true proposition the opposite of the major is syllogized ostensively in the third mode of the third figure thus: some C is A, every C is B, therefore some B is A. But if the true accepted under the hypothesis is particular affirmative, there will be a syllogism to the impossible in the fourth of the first, and an ostensive one in the fourth of the third, as can be clear to anyone in itself. For if both A and B are present universally in the subject C, it follows through the first of the third that A is present in some B; similarly, if one is present in C universally and the remaining one particularly, the same follows through the third or fourth of the same third figure.

Therefore it has been shown that, when the impossible has been syllogized in the first figure, the true is syllogized ostensively in the middle or in the last: the privative indeed in the middle, but the predicative in the last. Therefore let us show the second proposition supposed above, namely this, that when a syllogism to the impossible is made in the middle figure, what is true will be ostensively shown in the first in affirmative propositions. And let us first show it in the universal affirmative which is shown through the impossible in the second figure.

Again, let it have been proved through the impossible in the middle figure that A is present in every B, or that every B is A; therefore the contradictory taken through the hypothesis is A's not being present in every B, or A's not being present in some B. But the manifestly true thing taken in the other proposition is A's being present in every C and C's being present in every B; for thus the impossible follows. But this disposition of terms makes the first figure, if A is present in every C and C is present in every B, thus: every C is A, every B is C, therefore every B is A.

It has itself similarly with respect to the change of figure also if A has been shown to be present in some B; for then the contradictory hypothesis will be that A is present in no B. But in the preceding syllogism A was taken as present in every C, and C in some B, as a syllogism is made in the third of the first concluding a particular affirmative. For if the hypothesis is the minor in the syllogism to the impossible by which the universal affirmative is shown in the second, there will be a syllogism to the impossible in the second of the second; but from the opposite of the false conclusion and the same true proposition there will be an ostensive syllogism in the third of the first. The same holds in negative conclusions. For if a privative syllogism to the impossible is made in a universal negative, then the hypothesis of the contradictory taken will be that A is present in some B; for this is contradictory to being present in none. But the true proposition taken in the syllogism is that A is present in no C, and C is present in every B. From this disposition the first figure is made.

And it is similar in the particular negative. For if the syllogism to the impossible in the second figure is not universal, but through the impossible A has been shown not to be present in some B, then the contradictory hypothesis will be that A is present in every B. But the manifestly true propositions taken are that A is present in no B and that C is present in some B, for by such a disposition of terms the first figure is made. For from the hypothesis, which is the negated opposite of the particular affirmative, and from the true negative assumed as major, the false is syllogized in the third of the second; but from the opposite of the false conclusion and the same true proposition the intended true thing is syllogized ostensively through the fourth of the first. And this is easily clear by forming syllogisms in the terms A B C.

But the third proposition set down above is that, when in the last figure a syllogism to the impossible is made, what is true is syllogized ostensively in the first and in the middle: the affirmative indeed in the first, but the privative in the middle. But let us first show that the affirmative demonstrated through the impossible in the third is syllogized ostensively in the first.

Again, beginning, we say that in the third figure it has been shown through the impossible that A is present in every B, or that every B is A. Therefore, for this to be concluded through the impossible, the hypothesis indeed was that A is not present in every B; but the true proposition joined to the hypothesis was that C is present in every B and that A is present in every C; for thus the impossible which has been stated followed. But such a disposition of terms is the first figure; for from the hypothesis and the true proposition assumed above the subject of the hypothesis the false is syllogized in the fifth of the third. But from the opposite of the false conclusion and the same true proposition the proposed thing is shown in the third of the first.

Here, however, it must be attended to that up to this point, in expounding the three propositions introduced above according to the meaning of Aristotle in the Prior Analytics, which three propositions are the premises of two syllogisms, we have always posited first the hypothesis, second the true assumed proposition, and third the opposite of the false conclusion. But henceforth, with the order changed, we will posit first the hypothesis, second the opposite of the false conclusion, and third the true assumed proposition.

Likewise it is in the third figure in the particular affirmative shown through the impossible, as if in some particular there is a demonstration through the impossible in the third figure, because from its opposite and the true assumed proposition the false is concluded in the sixth of the third, but from the opposite of that false thing and the same true proposition the proposed thing is shown in the third of the first. For the hypothesis of the contradictory to the particular affirmative was that A is present in no B; but what was taken in the syllogism was that C is present in some B and that A is present in every C, and this disposition makes the first figure.

Likewise it is shown that a negative shown through the impossible in the third is syllogized ostensively in the second, and this is first shown in the universal negative. For if the privative is a syllogism to the impossible showing the universal negative, and if the universal negative has been shown through the impossible, as that A is present in no B, the hypothesis of the contradictory will be that A is present in some B, or that some B is A. But what is taken in the syllogism is, in the major, that C is present in no A, and that C is present in every B. But this disposition makes the middle or second figure. For when the contradictory of the universal negative has been taken with the true proposition placed from outside as the major proposition, there will be a false syllogism in the fourth of the third, thus: every B is C, some B is A, therefore some A is C. But this is false. But from the opposite of this false conclusion and the true assumed proposition the proposed thing is syllogized ostensively in the first of the second, thus: no A is C, every B is C, therefore no B is A.

Likewise it is in the particular negative when the demonstration which is to the impossible in the third is not universal. For the hypothesis contradicting this particular negative, some B is not A, will be this, every B is A; the true proposition taken in the syllogism is indeed that C is present in no A, but B is present in some C, that is, that some C is B. For thus the false is syllogized in the third of the third, thus: some B is C, every B is A, therefore some A is C. This is false. Then from the opposite of that false conclusion and the same true proposition the proposed thing is syllogized in the third of the second, thus: no A is C, some B is C, therefore some B is not A. For this is the middle figure.

Therefore it is manifest from these things which have been said about the three propositions introduced, that through the same terms every conclusion or proposition is to be demonstrated both ostensively and through the impossible. It will be similar when ostensive syllogisms are made. For these will be led to the impossible in the same terms taken when the proposition opposite to the conclusion has been taken with the true assumed proposition. The cause of this is that the same and similar syllogisms are made which are through the impossible, as those which are syllogisms through conversion or conversive syllogisms, about which it has been spoken in the things already had; because of this, at once through conversion we also have the figures through which each of the things concluded will be demonstrated to the impossible and ostensively.

Therefore it is plain that every proposition is shown through both modes, namely through the impossible and ostensively, and it does not happen that one of these is separated from the other, although both syllogisms are not made in the same figure.



Treatise V, Chapter I

TREATISE V.

ON THE SYLLOGISM FROM OPPOSITES, WHICH IS THE SYLLOGISM FROM INCOMPOSSIBLES, SINCE ALL THE PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED SYLLOGISMS ARE FROM COMPOSSIBLE PROPOSITIONS.

CHAPTER I.

How Many Kinds Of Oppositions There Are, And That In The First Figure There Is No Syllogism From Opposites.

But in which figure it happens to syllogize from opposite propositions, and in which it does not happen, must be said after these things, because it has already been determined concerning syllogisms in which it is possible to syllogize from propositions that are not opposite, but compossible. But how, and from what sorts of things, and in what figure a syllogism of this kind is made, will be manifest in this way, as will be said at once.

But I say, by distinguishing opposite propositions, that some are according to reality and others according to speech. According to reality, indeed, opposites are those which are removed from one another in such a way that they cannot be at the same time. But according to speech I call those opposite which, although according to reality they can be together in being, nevertheless differ in discourse through affirmation and negation. And speaking in this way, there are four modes of oppositions. Thus, to be present in every one and to be present in no one are opposed as contrary propositions. The second opposition is that of being present in every one and not being present in every one; and this is the opposition of contradiction. And according to speech, in the mode of signifying, it differs from that opposition of being present in some one and being present in no one, although according to reality and equipollence it is referred to the same kind of opposition. The fourth kind of opposition according to speech is being present in some one and not being present in some one, which makes the kind of opposition which is called subcontrariety; nevertheless according to reality it is not a species of opposition, because subcontraries stand at once in being and in truth. But contraries which are false do not stand together in anything, because to be together in the false is to be together in nothing, since the false is not. Therefore according to truth, if the mode of speech is referred to reality, there are three kinds of opposite propositions which cannot stand together: for being present in some one and not being present in some one, since they are subcontraries, can stand together in truth and in being, but according to the mode of speaking by which an affirmative proposition is opposed in the mode of speaking to a negative, they are opposed only, and not according to reality.

But we do not make mention of privatively opposed things and relatively opposed things, because those kinds of opposition are in incomplexes, from which a syllogism cannot be made. But these three kinds of opposition make propositions opposite and incompossible, by the order of which, in figure and mode, a syllogism is made having a special power in concluding.

But of these three oppositions, those which are both universal and are opposed through affirmation and negation, we say are contraries, because they have material opposition, as when by affirming universally we say that every discipline is studious, and by denying universally that no discipline is studious. But the other two oppositions, which are formally opposed, we say are simply opposed, which is to be opposed contradictorily, as every and not every, and some and none. Thus, therefore, enough has been said about the opposition of incompossible propositions from which a syllogism is made. But how it is made through the three figures must be understood thus.

Therefore we say that in the first figure, because of the order of the middle and the extremes, of which nothing is ordered as subject or predicate to the same thing, since opposites always wish to be about the same thing, a syllogism from opposites, either contrary or contradictory, cannot be made in the first figure. But this is clear, because if there were such a syllogism in the first figure, it would be either affirmative or negative. But an affirmative cannot be in the first figure, because in an affirmative syllogism both premises must be affirmative. But opposite propositions, according to every previously determined mode of opposition, are opposed as affirmation and negation, because one is always affirmative and the other negative. Therefore from such things an affirmative syllogism cannot be made. Likewise a privative syllogism from opposite propositions cannot be in the first figure, because the opposition of propositions is when the same predicate is affirmed and denied of the same subject; for opposite propositions both predicate and deny the same predicate of the same subject. But in the first figure the middle is not said of each extreme as the same thing; rather, in a privative syllogism it is denied of one extreme, and the same is predicated of the other extreme in an affirmative proposition. But for the same thing to be predicated of one and denied of another are not opposites, nor incompossibles. Therefore it is clear that in the first figure there cannot be a syllogism from opposites.

But if someone asks for what cause a negative syllogism from opposites cannot be in the first figure, since the first figure is the origin of the figures, to which every syllogism is reduced, and thus it would seem that if it is not made in the first figure, neither can it be made in the others. Again, if a syllogism from opposites is made in the first of the second, when the major proposition has been converted there will be a syllogism in the second of the first, and the propositions will still be opposite. Again, by syllogizing thus, no risible thing is a man; every man is risible; therefore no man is a man: the premises will be incompossible and opposite, and thus it seems that one can syllogize from opposites in the first figure.

But to these things it must be said that opposition can be considered in two ways, for it has two things in itself, namely incompossibility and repugnance. Therefore it can be considered insofar as it comprehends both of these, and thus one can syllogize from opposites in the first figure; but speech here is not being made about opposites in this way. Opposition can also be taken properly insofar as it consists in the proper mode and form of opposition, and this is when the same thing is affirmed and denied of the same thing and according to the same thing. But this happens in two ways: namely that the same thing is subjected on both sides, both according to reality and according to word; or that it is the same according to reality and not according to word. In the first way they are opposites per se. In the second way they are opposites according to accident. But thus, in the second mode of opposition, superior and inferior, or conversely inferior and superior, have themselves to one another. In neither way is a syllogism made from opposites in the first figure.

Therefore to the first it must be said that although all syllogisms arise from the first figure according to figure, nevertheless in this or that matter of propositions a syllogism can be made in other figures and not in the first. To the second, however, the solution is clear from what has been said. But to the third it must be said that contraries and opposites according to accident do not make the disposition of the first figure. This is proved because the relation of two predicates to one subject, if the predicates are opposite, makes the disposition of the third figure; and the relation of one predicate to two subjects makes the disposition of the second figure. And such a relation of two to one makes opposite propositions; and this cannot be in the first figure, where one thing is referred to one thing as subject and to the other as predicate. And opposite propositions do this in no way.

There are, however, some who object that a syllogism from opposites is not a syllogism for this reason: because the definition of syllogism does not seem to fit the syllogism from opposites. For a syllogism is an argument in which, when certain things have been posited and conceded, another thing follows of necessity. But opposite propositions are posited and conceded by no one. They also bring forward another thing to this effect, that in a syllogism there are at least three terms, but in a syllogism from opposites there are only two. And if it is said that there are two according to substance and three according to reason, by the same reason there are four, because just as one extreme and the other are multiplied according to reason, so also there are six, because the middle too is multiplied. Again, according to this a syllogism could be made from one, if one according to reason is multiplied into two, and two into three. They also bring forward that the art of syllogizing is given only for the usefulness of some Philosopher. But the syllogism from opposites seems to pertain to no Philosopher: for it does not pertain to the dialectician, because it produces no belief; nor to the demonstrator, because it does not proceed from truths, nor from the opposite of a conclusion as demonstration to the impossible does; nor does it seem to pertain to the sophist, since it concludes of necessity.

But to these things and things of this kind it is not difficult to respond. For it must be said that the syllogism from opposites is a syllogism, and in it there is a special power of syllogizing in figure and mode. And as to what is said about the definition of syllogism, it must be said that the propositions are posited in figure and mode, and they are conceded not simply for acquiescing in that which is said through the propositions, but they are conceded for comparison with another, so that from the concession of a lesser unfitting thing a greater unfitting thing may be shown; and this is a concession of a position for the sake of something else, not for its own sake. It must also be said that in the two propositions of the syllogism from opposites there are two terms according to substance and three according to reason. For just as we see that a point continuing one line is one according to substance and two by reason of the continuing middle, so the middle in syllogisms is one according to substance and reason, while the extremes are diverse either according to substance or at least according to reason. For an extreme can be multiplied according to reason, but the middle cannot, because the middle always remains in the account of the middle. And therefore that multiplication does not proceed to four, because one extreme can be in a double account, and this does not belong to the middle. Nor can a syllogism be made from one term according to substance, because that syllogism would not have a conclusion diverse from the premises in the other term, which is the middle. But the middle never enters into the conclusion. This syllogism pertains to the dialectician in meeting one who disputes; for thus he intends from a lesser unfitting thing granted to deduce a greater unfitting thing, and in this he chiefly uses the syllogism from opposites, because sometimes opposites are conceded implicitly by the respondent. But more principally it pertains to the demonstrator against the caviller disputing, because, as is said in the fourth book of the First Philosophy, he concedes opposites; for he says that contradictories are true at the same time, and from this concession one is led to a greater unfitting thing.

But if it is asked concerning the disposition of this syllogism, that is, in what figure it is, this is doubtful: because since the same thing is subjected in it in each proposition, the syllogism seems to be in the third figure; and since the same thing is predicated in each, it seems to be a syllogism in the second figure.

But it must be said that if the matter of this syllogism is considered before it is treated through to the conclusion, indifferently

it is related to the second figure, and to the third; but after it has been treated and ordered for concluding, then it appears in which figure it is; for an extreme is always concluded of an extreme. And therefore, if it concludes of the subject an extreme about an extreme, it is in the third; but if it concludes of the predicate an extreme about an extreme, then it will be in the second figure.



Treatise V, Chapter II

CHAPTER II.

In What Way A Syllogism From Opposites Is Made In The Second Figure.

Therefore let us show in what way, in the middle figure, a syllogism is made from opposites. Therefore we say that in the middle figure a syllogism is made both from things opposed contradictorily and from contraries; and let us show this first in the second mode of the second figure, because in that mode it is more manifest. For let good or worthy be that in which there is the sign A; but let discipline be that in which there is B, and that in which there is C, because in a syllogism from opposites one term must be taken twice according to account. Therefore if someone in the major proposition has taken that no discipline is worthy, then A is present in every B in the major, and is present in no C in the minor; on account of which it is concluded that B is present in no C, thus: every discipline is worthy; no discipline is worthy; therefore no discipline is a discipline. This same thing is shown in opposites accidentally; but what opposites accidentally are has been said in the preceding chapter.

For likewise a syllogism is made in the second mode of the second figure, if in the major proposition someone has taken that every discipline is worthy, and in the minor has taken medicine to be a discipline not worthy. For in such a disposition of terms A indeed is present in every B, so that every B is A, because every discipline is worthy. But the same A will be present in no C, because no medicine is worthy, although it is a discipline; and therefore it follows that a certain discipline is not a discipline. For the syllogism is formed thus: every discipline is worthy; no medicine is worthy; therefore no medicine is a discipline. But from this, through the fourth mode of the first figure, it follows that, since some discipline is medicine, some discipline is not a discipline.

But in this way it is also shown that a syllogism is made from opposites in the first mode of the second figure, and this is shown in contraries accidentally, thus. For if someone accepts that A indeed is present in every C in the minor proposition, and the same A is taken as present in no B in the major proposition, and let B be discipline, as was posited before, but let C be medicine, and A opinion: for thus, taking in the major proposition that no discipline is opinion, he has taken in the minor that a certain discipline is opinion; and thus the syllogism is formed in the first mode of the second figure: no discipline is opinion; every medicine is opinion; therefore no medicine is a discipline. But from this, since some medicine is a discipline, it follows that some discipline is not a discipline. Now this mode just stated differs from the mode stated before in the conversion of the terms toward opposite qualities, because the mode stated before had the minor negative and the major affirmative, but this one, conversely, has the minor affirmative and the major negative. For the prior syllogism had the affirmative with respect to B, the major extreme; but the one now posited second has the affirmative with respect to C, the minor extreme.

Likewise, from opposite propositions a syllogism is made in particular cases, when both propositions are not universal, but one is particular. But this can be evident to each person in itself, both in the third mode of the second figure and in the fourth, if opposite propositions are taken, one universal and the other particular. For in the second figure the middle is always that which is said negatively, or is removed, from one extreme, but is said affirmatively of the other extreme; on account of which it happens that opposites are concluded about themselves. Yet this does not happen always and in every mode, or in whatever mode the opposites are taken, but only in this mode and not otherwise: if the opposites which are under the middle are so related that either they are the same in thing and name, and then a syllogism from opposites is made per se; or that they are related as whole and part, or as superior and inferior, and then a syllogism from opposites is made accidentally. But if the things which are under the middle are taken otherwise, it is impossible for a syllogism from opposites to be made, because the propositions in the syllogism will in no way be contrary or opposite when taken otherwise. But in a syllogism from opposites it is necessary that the propositions be either contrary or opposite.



Treatise V, Chapter III

CHAPTER III.

In What Way A Syllogism From Opposites Is Made In The Third Figure.

But in the third figure an affirmative syllogism will in no way be from opposite propositions, on account of the cause stated before in the first figure, namely because in an affirmative syllogism both propositions must be affirmative; but in opposite propositions one is always negative. But a negative syllogism from opposites will be in the third figure both in universal syllogisms, as in the second mode of the third, and in non-universal syllogisms, as in the fifth and sixth. But in a universal syllogism, namely the second of the third, let discipline be that in which B is, as the major extreme, and that in which C is, as the minor extreme; but let medicine be that in which A is, and let it be the middle. Therefore if it is taken in the major that every medicine is a discipline, and that no medicine is a discipline, so that the universal negative is the major and the universal affirmative is the minor, then one who syllogizes thus has taken B to be present in every A in the minor, and has taken C to be present in no A in the major. Therefore it follows that a certain discipline is not a discipline, thus: no medicine is a discipline; every medicine is a discipline; therefore a discipline is not a discipline.

Likewise it is in particular syllogisms, if the major proposition B A is not taken as universal, as happens in the sixth mode of the third. For if there is a certain medicine that is a discipline in the minor proposition, and again no medicine is a discipline in the major proposition, it happens in the conclusion through the sixth of the third that a certain discipline is not a discipline, thus: no medicine is a discipline; some medicine is a discipline; therefore some discipline is not a discipline.

But the same is true in the fifth. In this there is a difference with respect to the universal syllogism, that, when the terms in each proposition are taken universally, the propositions are contrary. But if one of the propositions is particular, they are opposed by contradiction. For this must be observed: in the whole production of syllogisms from opposites, universal syllogisms are made from contrary propositions, but particular syllogisms are made from opposites contradictorily.

Secondly, it must also be noted that one must know that it happens that certain things are taken as opposites in this way, according as was determined earlier in the preceding chapter, because according to other kinds of oppositions a syllogism from opposites is not made, except according to contrariety or according to contradiction. From these it is possible to infer, from one of the opposites having been conceded, the remaining one through a conclusion by a syllogism, or through propositions beyond the necessary ones, as if we say that every discipline is worthy, and again in another proposition that no discipline is worthy; or in particular syllogisms, that every discipline is worthy, and in another proposition that some discipline is not worthy. This does not usually escape anyone, because those oppositions do not escape notice, since they are maximally opposed. For the opposite is not always taken through the same syllogism, but it will also be possible to take the opposite through other interrogations, which are propositions beyond the necessary ones, as has been said in the Topics.

But for the multiplication of syllogisms from opposites it must be noted that, since there are three negative oppositions, or modes of opposition, of affirmations or affirmative propositions, because to being present in every there is opposed being present in none contrarily, and to being present in every there is opposed not being present in every, and to being present in some there is opposed being present in none contradictorily, it happens that opposites are taken six times, or in six modes. For in three modes the affirmation will be the major and the negation the minor, and in three modes it will be conversely, namely either every and none, or every and not every, or some and none. And this can be converted in the terms into minor and major, as A is present in every B, with the affirmative placed in the major, and is present in no C, with the negative placed in the minor; or conversely, A is present in no C, with the negative in the minor; or to this one, indeed, it is present in every in one proposition, but to that one, not in every, in the other proposition; and again this is converted according to the transposition of propositions and terms. It is made similarly in the third figure as in the second. On account of this, from what has been said it is now manifest how many times, or in how many modes, and in which figures, a syllogism is made, or can happen to be made, through opposite propositions.

Marginal label (printed page 763): Objection.

Nevertheless someone could doubt about what has been said, that there are six combinations or conjugations in the second, and six in the third, because this seems false, since no syllogism is made in the second figure when the major is particular, nor is a syllogism made in the third when the minor is negative.

Marginal label (printed page 763): Solution.

To this indeed it must be said that there are six conjugations of a syllogism from opposites, as has been said, but some of them are useless and some are useful.

Marginal label (printed page 763): Doubt.

But if it is asked about the number of useless conjugations in the second figure and the third:

Marginal label (printed page 763): Solution.

It must be said that being present in every and being present in none make two conjugations. For either the major is negative and the minor affirmative, and it is the first mode of the second; or conversely, and it is the second mode of the second figure. Again, being present in every together with not being present in every make two. For either the major is universal and the minor particular, and then it is the fourth of the second; or conversely, and it is a useless conjugation in the second figure. Again, being present in none and being present in some make two, of which one makes the third of the second, which has the major universal negative and the minor particular affirmative. But the one which is conversely is useless. And thus in the second figure there are four syllogisms from opposites. But in the third there are also six conjugations, but only three useful, namely those which have the minor affirmative. And in this way there are in the whole no more than seven syllogisms from opposites.

But a syllogism from opposites differs from that which is from false premises, because in the syllogism which is from false premises it happens that the true is syllogized, as was said before in the things already had. But in a syllogism from opposites it never happens that the true is syllogized, but always the false. For a syllogism is always made in the conclusion contrary to the thing, that is, contrary to that mode according to which the thing has itself: as, if it is good according to the thing, through a syllogism it is shown to be not good; or if it is an animal, it is shown to be not an animal. This is because the syllogism is from opposites contradictorily, which cannot be true at the same time; and in a syllogism from opposites the terms that are subjects or are posited as extremes either are the same, or one is related to the other as whole, and the other to that one as part, which according to the thing cannot be removed from one another. And therefore what is concluded is false, namely that one is removed from the other.

Marginal label (printed page 763): He removes a doubt.

But there is no need to assign the agreement between these syllogisms, namely those from false premises and those from opposites, because they agree in many ways, and their agreement is manifest.

It is also plain from all the things which have been said that in such paralogisms, which are syllogisms from opposites, nothing prevents a hypothesis of contradiction from being made, because nothing prevents the respondent, by conceding opposites implicitly or explicitly, from being led to a greater unacceptable consequence, namely that the same thing is denied of itself, which is the greatest unacceptable consequence. And by this it is spoken against the hypothesis which he first conceded, when he conceded opposites contradictorily, because from this he is convicted that the hypothesis which he conceded is false. And this is as if he is led to this, that an odd number is not odd, because from the opposite propositions which the respondent conceded, there was a syllogism contrary to the first hypothesis, in that it led to a greater and more evident unacceptable consequence. Therefore if the respondent has taken and conceded opposites of this kind together implicitly or explicitly, there will be, as has been said, through the greater unacceptable consequence, a contradiction of the hypothesis.

But it is still necessary to consider that, in this way, things which are contrary at the same time are not to be syllogized from one syllogism, so that the conclusion of one and the same syllogism would be concluding that the same thing is good and not good, or conversely, or some other such thing, in which the same thing is removed from itself, unless immediately something of this sort is taken in the major proposition, in which opposites are joined to the major extreme, thus: every animal is white and not white; man is an animal; therefore man is white and not white. But otherwise there must be two syllogisms, of which one concludes one of the opposites, and the other concludes the remaining one; as if it is taken and posited that every discipline is opinion and not opinion, then to assume in the major that medicine is a certain discipline, and let a syllogism be made in the second mode of the third, thus: no medicine is opinion; every medicine is a discipline; therefore some discipline is not opinion. Redargutions are made from two syllogisms in this way: the first syllogizing one thing which the respondent concedes, and the second syllogizing the opposite, which is the redargution of what was conceded before. But these syllogisms are called paralogisms, because they conclude from false premises, as sometimes happens in sophistical arguments; and especially because by such a syllogism demonstration is made against one who cavils at principles; and because it proceeds from what is proper, concluding false things from false premises, although it ought to conclude from first and true premises, it is called and is a paralogism of the discipline.

Marginal label (printed page 764): In what way a syllogism from opposites is contained under a syllogism from false premises, and in what way not.

It is also clear from what was said before that it is not possible for propositions belonging to a syllogism from opposites to be contrary or opposite in any other way than this way which has been stated and as we have said. But this was said earlier. It must be attended, however, that by taking syllogism from false premises commonly, insofar as a syllogism from false premises can conclude the true or the false, or a true conclusion or a false one, in this way a syllogism from opposites is contained under syllogism from false premises. But in this way syllogism from false premises was not determined above. But by taking syllogism from false premises insofar as it concludes only the true from false premises, as was determined about it in the things previously had, in this way it does not contain under itself a syllogism from opposites.

Marginal label (printed page 764): Objection.

Again, about this which has been said, namely that opposites are sometimes syllogized through one syllogism, namely when opposites are implicated around one extreme, it must be noted that this seems to be false, because such a proposition has several predicates from which one thing is not made, and therefore it is several propositions, and from such propositions a syllogism is not made; therefore neither is one syllogism made.

Marginal label (printed page 764): Solution.

But to this it must be said that from a proposition in which several things are implicated around one, since it has simply several predicates, one syllogism can be made according to that mode of unity by which the proposition is one; and just as the proposition is resolvable into two, so also such a syllogism is resolvable into two syllogisms.



Treatise VI, Chapter I

TREATISE VI.

ON THE FAULT AGAINST THE CIRCULAR SYLLOGISM, WHICH IS PETITION OF THE PRINCIPLE.

CHAPTER I.

What, By Definition, The Petition Of That Which Is In The Beginning Is, And In How Many Ways It Is Made.

Now that the powers of syllogism and the modes of syllogisms from hypothesis have already been determined, one must now treat of the faults which occur concerning the stated modes of syllogisms which have been introduced. But among these faults, the first is the fault which is petition of the principle, which occurs concerning circular syllogism; and concerning this the determination must be made first. Therefore let us first determine what it is, and in how many ways it is made. But in investigating what it is, let us first take its genus, saying that to seek and to take that which is in the beginning, as it is in the genus, is to take something in such a way that, by what is taken, the proposed thing is not demonstrated. Hence in general to seek what is in the beginning is to accept for proving something of such a kind through which the proposed conclusion is not fitted to be demonstrated syllogistically or shown.

But this, thus to seek that which is in the beginning, occurs in many ways. In the first way, indeed, if something of such a kind is accepted through which the proposed thing is not syllogized at all, because it is wholly the same as that which ought to be syllogized and does not have the account of inferring and proving the proposed thing, as if I say, man is an animal, through this, that man is an animal; and this is what is the same as the proposed thing in name and in thing and in account. The second mode is if the proposed thing is syllogized through things more unknown, so that the conclusion concluded is more naturally fitted to be a principle for concluding the premise than the premise is for concluding the conclusion; as if it is syllogized that southern stars, by the fact that they are of swifter motion than northern stars, are smaller according to the quantity of the circle above the horizon. For this is more unknown than that southern stars are of swifter motion because they belong to a greater circle and in the same time pass through a greater space, in which northern stars pass through a lesser space. It returns to the same point if something is demonstrated through things similarly or equally unknown, as when something is shown through that which is the same as it, and even if it is not the same in name and account, nevertheless in convertibility it is the same as it, as if man is shown to be risible through the fact that he is apt by nature to laugh, and not through the fact that he is an animal capable of wonder. But in the third way this is made, if something is demonstrated through its own posterior things; as if it happens that parallel lines are demonstrated not to meet through the fact that everywhere in their whole position they stand equally distant, it is demonstrated well; but if conversely it is done, namely that they stand everywhere equally distant in the whole position through the fact that they do not meet, the unknown is demonstrated through the more unknown. For demonstration is from things more known and prior, either simply, and this is true demonstration, or relative to us, and this is a certain demonstration.

But of these three, taken simply, nothing is to seek those things which are from the beginning simply, although perhaps a principle is sought with respect to something, that is, although that is sought which by such a principle, such as is assumed for demonstrating, cannot be proved according to nature. Therefore, making another division, let us say that, because certain things are fitted to be known through themselves, but other things through others and not through themselves, for principles are fitted to be known through themselves, that is, by their own proper light they incline the assent of the hearer into assent to themselves. For a dignity is, as Boethius says, what each person approves once heard. But other things are fitted to be known through others, and these are the things which are under principles, not as genus under species, but as what is principled and caused under principle and cause, which is known only by the light of principles and not by its own light.

Hence the first condition of petition of the principle is when that which is not naturally fitted to be known through itself is attempted to be shown as if it were naturally fitted to be known through itself, and for the showing of it one does not assume something else by which it may be proved, but without proof through another seeks that it be conceded by the respondent as if it were a principle; then he seeks what is in the beginning. But this is done in two ways. In one way, indeed, in which petition of the principle most of all exists, so that immediately he proposes the same thing in name and in thing and in account for the proof of itself; and yet this is naturally fitted to be known not through itself, but through another, and by that he proves or says that he proves what has been posited or proposed. But the second mode is that in which it happens that persons seek the principle by crossing over to other things which are antecedent or consequent to the proposed thing, and when such things are taken among those which are naturally fitted to be shown through that which is proposed, rather than the proposed thing being shown through them, and if one tries to show the proposed thing through those things which are shown through the proposed thing. An example of this is as if A is shown through B, and B through C, but C is naturally fitted to be shown through A, which was the principle, that is, the proposed thing from the beginning. For then it happens or follows that the same thing is shown through itself in such a proof, because if A is shown through C, C is prior to A, and if C is shown through A, A is prior to C, and thus it is prior and posterior to itself. Again, if A is shown through B, and B is shown through C, the power of proving, by which B proves A, is from C; and if C is shown through A, the power by which B and A are shown through C is from A, and thus the power of proving A is from itself, so that A is proved through A.

This is what those do in geometry who think they are describing parallel lines and proving from the described distance that they do not meet. For parallel lines do not meet from the fact that they are equally distant and are drawn straight on continuously; hence if someone conversely says that parallel lines are parallel from this, that they do not meet, he brings in the effect for the proof of the cause, which effect is known to be proved through the cause. For this same thing which has now been said escapes those themselves who take such things as are naturally fitted to be shown through a principle, things which do not have power to demonstrate the proposed thing, because they are posterior to the proposed thing and are rather proved through the proposed thing than, conversely, the proposed thing through them, since they do not have power to demonstrate that they do not meet if they are not first posited to be parallel. On account of this, when prior things are syllogized from posterior things in this way, it happens by the account of argumentation to say that each thing is thus or thus because it is each thing: and if it is, it is; and if it is not, it is not; and thus individual things are proved from themselves. And from this it follows that all things are known through themselves, which is impossible, because thus all things would be principles and nothing would be principled. Therefore in these two ways that which is in the beginning is sought; and therefore to seek that which is in the beginning is to assume the very same thing immediately for the proof of itself, the same in name and in account, or by crossing over to something else which proves only by the power of the principle, as has been said.

But let us first declare how this is done in the first figure; for in the first figure the middle is in the whole first, and the last is in the whole middle. But let us show how in the first figure the principle is sought in the major proposition, saying that if someone doubts about this conclusion, that A is present in C, or that C is A, and let it have been syllogized thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. But let him similarly doubt about the major, namely this, that A is present in B, or that every B is A, and seek without proof that A is present in B, or that every B is A; from such a process it is not manifest whether he seeks that which is in the beginning. But it is manifest that in such a process he has demonstrated nothing; for that which is similarly or equally uncertain as the conclusion cannot be the principle of a demonstration, posited in that very demonstration as the major, because the less known is not demonstrated except through the more known. But if in such a syllogism, which is the first of the first figure, B the middle is so related to C the minor extreme that B is the same as C in substance and definition, or it is plain that B and C are converted, as man and risible, or that one is present in the other as those things are the same which are the same by a convertible accident, then without doubt he will seek what is in the beginning. For then, just as through B, A is proved of C, so through C, A is proved of B, which is the major proved through the conclusion and the conversion of the minor, just as the conclusion is proved through the major, thus: every C is A, every B is C, therefore every B is A. Therefore he will show through those, that is, the conclusion and the minor, that A is present in B, which was the major, if B and C are converted. But now, if they are not converted, this prevents petition of the principle; but such a mode of taking terms does not prevent petition of the principle. But if some persons do this, namely that the middle term and the minor extreme are converted, then what has been said will occur, namely petition of the principle, and they will convert the syllogism into the proof of the major through the same three terms, by taking the converted minor with the conclusion and syllogizing the major; because thus the major will prove the conclusion and the conclusion the major. And thus, in the second mode of petition of the principle, it follows that the major is proved through the major.

Petition of the principle is made similarly in the first figure in the minor proposition. For it is similar, namely petition of the principle, if for the proof of the same conclusion by which A is proved of C through B, he has taken the minor equally doubtful as the conclusion, namely that he takes B to be present in C, for this was the minor. And if B's being present in C is similarly or equally uncertain as A's being present in C, from this indeed he will not be said to seek what is in the beginning; but it is certain that it is not demonstrated, on account of the cause which was stated before. But if A, the minor extreme, is the same, and B the middle, or if they are related in that they are converted to one another, or in that by some accident A follows B generally and conversely, then, on account of the same cause which has been stated, he will seek what is in the beginning, because just as through the minor he proved the conclusion, so from the conclusion and the converted major he will conclude the minor, and thus the same thing is proved through itself. For it has already been stated by us in the matters previously had what force there is, in the second mode, in that which is to seek what is in the beginning; for it has been said that when one shows through itself something which is not to be shown through itself nor manifest through itself, this is to seek that which is in the beginning. If therefore that which is in the beginning has been sought, it is to show through itself what is not manifest through itself. But this is or happens not to show when the principles of the syllogism are similarly doubtful, as is the conclusion which is shown, and that through which it is shown is the same in this, that they themselves are the same as the same thing, because they are converted; or the middle and extremes are the same which are concluded reciprocally about themselves through the middle; or they are the same in this, that the same accident of the same thing is taken as present in the same things; then there will be petition of that which is in the beginning. But if to seek in the beginning is to show through itself what is not to be shown through itself, but through another, because it is not manifest through itself, then this which has been said, namely not to show, happens when what is shown or displayed as a conclusion, and that through which it is shown, as one of the premises or both, are similarly or equally doubtful. But it happens in two ways, namely either in this, that the same things are converted with the same thing in one proposition, or in this, that the same thing is taken as present in the same things, as in the first figure, in which both the major extreme and the middle are posited as present in the minor extreme. And if these have been the same, it is necessary that the terms of the major be converted with the minor. For in the first figure the major extreme is taken as present both in the middle and in the last; and if these are the same, it is necessary that the terms of the minor be converted, for thus the minor proposition is made from the middle and the last.

And what has now been said about the first figure is common to the second and third, if being present is taken commonly for these two, namely for the mode by which the predicate is present in the subject and for the mode by which, conversely, the subject is present in the predicate. And thus through what has been said, namely in this, that the same things are with the same thing, and in this, that the same thing is present in the same things, the convertibility of terms is understood, namely in this, that the terms of the major proposition are converted, or those of the minor. Therefore in this way, as has been said, petition of the principle is made. But in the middle figure and in the third, convertibility of the terms can happen on both sides or in either way, both in the major and in the minor; and it follows that it is possible to seek that which is in the beginning both in the middle and in the third figure. But there is a difference in this, that in a predicative syllogism, because of the stated convertibility, it happens in the first figure and the third, but in a negative syllogism it happens in the second figure. But when the propositions are negative and the syllogisms negative, then what is in the beginning is sought when the same things are removed from the same thing, that is, when the same thing is removed from the same things. For in a negative syllogism petition of the principle is made by seeking the negative, when the terms of the other proposition, which is affirmative, are converted. For when the same things are removed from the same thing, petition of the principle is made in a negative mode in which the major is affirmative and its terms are convertible, as in the second and fourth modes of the second figure. But through this it is also understood together that petition of the principle is made when the same thing is posited as removed from the same things, as in a negative mode in which the minor is affirmative and its terms are convertible, as in the second of the first and in the first of the second; because the same things can be removed from the same thing in the second figure, where the major is affirmative, if the terms of the major are converted. For there both the middle and the major extreme are removed from the minor extreme; and therefore, if the terms of the major are converted, it is necessary that the same thing be removed from the same things. But the same thing being removed from the same things occurs where the major is negative, if the terms of the minor, which is affirmative, are converted. For there the first is removed both from the middle and from the minor extreme, which are converted if the terms of the minor are converted. Therefore it is plain that both propositions are not sought in the same way in a negative syllogism. For the negative proposition can be sought when the terms of the affirmative proposition are converted, and this is an evident petition of the principle; but the petition of the principle is not evident in the same way when the affirmative is sought, because the terms of the negative are not converted as are the terms of the affirmative, since the terms of the negative proposition have a certain opposition between themselves. Thus, then, petition of the principle is made in the first and third figure.

But petition of the principle is made similarly also in the middle figure in a negative mode, as in the other figures, because the terms are not converted according to negative syllogisms in the sense that they are not converted as in affirmative propositions; because, as we have said, petition of the principle is not made in the same way according to both propositions. Therefore in this way petition of the principle is made in all figures.

Yet petition of the principle, as it has now been determined concerning it, is in demonstrative matters according to truth, because there the same thing in thing and account is sought, because demonstrative matters have their being in this way. But in dialectical matters petition of the principle is made according to opinion, because there it is sufficient for it to be the same according to opinion. Thus, then, petition of the principle is made. But from this it is plain that concerning petition of the principle the determination must be made in one way in the Elenchi, and in another way in the Topics, and in another way here in the Prior Analytics. For in sophistical matters it is determined as a principal part of sophistical places, because it is one of the principles of that science. But in the Topics and here it is determined not as what is principally intended, but as a fault which must be avoided.

Marginal label (printed page 769): Concerning petition of the principle the determination is made with a different intention in the different parts of logic.

Marginal label (printed page 769): In what way petition of the principle according to truth and according to opinion differ.

But if it is asked what the difference is between petition of the principle according to truth and according to opinion, it must be said that petition of the principle according to truth is when what is not known through itself according to the thing and truth is taken as known through itself. But according to opinion it is when what is not known through itself according to the opinion of the respondent is taken as known through itself. And because it falls in circular syllogism, which mode of reasoning is determined here, therefore it has to be determined here, although it is prepared as an instrument for the demonstrator, because it was said from the beginning that the final intention is concerned with demonstrative discipline.



Treatise VI, Chapter II

CHAPTER II.

On The Exclusion Of Two Things Which Concern Petition Of The Principle.

But concerning the things which have been said, first it must indeed be noted that, when it is said that in petition of the principle the proposed thing is not shown, although nevertheless in petition of the principle it is concluded by necessity as in another syllogism,1 this must be understood: that, in order that the proposed thing be shown, the premises must be naturally fitted to show and to make known the proposed conclusion, together with this, that they conclude from the necessity of mode and figure; and this is lacking in petition of the principle. Again, when it is said that the proposed thing is not demonstrated when what is prior is shown through posterior things, which nevertheless always happens when a cause is shown through an effect, it is understood that the proposed thing is not shown in this way simply, but to someone or to some person, or relative to us, the proposed thing can be shown in this way. Likewise, when it is said that petition of the principle is not made when the unknown is shown through what is equally unknown, it is understood that petition of the principle is not made from this, but rather from this, that the same thing, not known through itself, is taken as known through itself, to which it happens to be equally unknown.

Again it must be noted that, although we know principles insofar as we know the terms, nevertheless, because terms are the substantial material cause of principles, in knowing them through the terms we know them through themselves; and if they are also proved by induction, they are not proved through things other than those which are in them. Boethius, however, says that things known of themselves are also approved by everyone having a well-disposed intellect, although perhaps to someone indisposed they may be shown by induction with respect to sense. Nor is it unsuitable for the same thing to be more known and more unknown than itself according to diverse accounts; and in this way nothing prevents principles, considered in their material parts, from being more known than themselves considered in the being of the whole complex according to the composition of one thing with another. One must also attend that petition of the principle is made, as we have said, when what is not known through itself is accepted as known through itself to be shown; because otherwise petition of the principle would be made in principles which show themselves and are naturally fitted to be known through themselves. Although an effect also is demonstrated through a cause, and the same cause is naturally fitted to be demonstrated through the same effect, nevertheless petition of the principle is not made, because the cause is not naturally fitted to be demonstrated through the effect according to the same species of demonstration.

Marginal label (printed page 770): Objection.

But if someone objects, saying that petition of the principle seems to be made in a circular syllogism: for in a circular syllogism the terms and propositions are so related that one is equally doubtful as the conclusion, and the terms of the other are converted.

Marginal label (printed page 770): Solution.

But to this it must be said that, if in a circular syllogism a proposition is supposed which is equally doubtful as the conclusion and is not naturally fitted to be known through itself, without doubt petition of the principle is made. But if an immediate proposition, known through itself, is taken for showing an effect, and it is converted and a circular showing is made, petition of the principle is not made, because a proposition equally doubtful as the conclusion is not accepted according to truth, and also for this reason, because the same thing shows itself, namely what is naturally fitted to show itself.

Marginal label (printed page 770): Petition of the principle in syllogisms is made sometimes evidently and sometimes not evidently.

It must also be known that in every figure and in every mode in which a circular syllogism is made, whether universal or particular, whether affirmative or negative, petition of the principle can occur, if something which is not known through itself is taken as known through itself; but sometimes this is made evidently, and sometimes less evidently. Evidently, indeed, when from the converted conclusion and the other premise, without anything else, the converted remaining premise is syllogized. But it is not made so evidently when for this it needs something else, such as the transposition of the negative into an affirmative. And when it was said above according to Aristotle that in a negative syllogism both propositions are not sought in the same way, it is understood in this way: that the negative is sought evidently if the terms of the affirmative are converted, but the affirmative is sought less evidently, because for syllogizing conversively it is necessary that the negative be transposed into an affirmative.

Marginal label (printed page 770): Doubt.

Marginal label (printed page 770): Solution.

Marginal label (printed page 770): In how many ways the principle is sought in the first figure.

But if it is asked in how many ways the principle is sought in any figure, it must be said that in the first figure, in the first mode, it is sought in two ways, and this evidently; for the major is sought and the minor is sought. But in the second mode it is similarly sought twice, but the major is sought evidently and the minor hiddenly. But in the third mode it is sought only once, namely the minor, if the terms of the major are converted. Likewise in the fourth mode it is sought once; yet not evidently, for it is sought in the minor proposition. Thus, therefore, in the first figure petition of the principle is made six times, but in four modes evidently and in two inevidently, just as in the same place circular showing is made.

Marginal label (printed page 770): How many there are in the second figure, how many in the third.

But in the second figure petition of the principle is made in three ways, as also circulation is, but in the second and fourth evidently, and in the first not evidently. But in the third figure it is made in four, namely in the third and fifth evidently, but in the fourth and sixth not evidently; and this always occurs by seeking a particular proposition.

Therefore it is plain that in as many ways as the principle is sought, in so many ways it is shown circularly. It is also plain that in universal negative modes petition of the principle is made in either proposition, just as also in universal affirmative modes. It is also plain that in particular modes petition of the principle is never made by seeking a universal proposition, but by seeking a particular; the cause of this is that a universal is not syllogized from particulars. But in the universal modes of the third figure, what is in the beginning is not sought at all, just as neither is it syllogized circularly in the same.

Notes

	In petition of the principle there is necessity of inference as in other syllogisms. From this it follows that it does not sin against syllogism simply, but against probative syllogism, concerning which nevertheless it must be considered. P. J. (In petitione principii est necessitas illationis sicut in aliis syllogismis. Ex quo sequitur quod non peccat contra syllogismum simpliciter, sed contra syllogismum probativum, de quo tamen est considerandum. P. J.) ↩





Treatise VI, Chapter III

CHAPTER III.

On The Modes Of That Which Is The False Occurring Not Because Of This.

But the fault according to which the false occurs not because of this, which is said to occur or to follow, and which in disputations we respondents often customarily say to opponents, is first and principally in syllogisms which are made to the impossible, in which first a false thing is supposed, from which another false thing is said to follow, which is a greater unacceptable consequence than the first. This is when the false, which is concluded second from the false thing given, is directed to the contradiction of that false thing which was demonstrated in the syllogism that first was to the impossible. For the second false thing, by the fact that it is greater than the first, contradicts the first, because it shows that first thing itself to be false and not to be conceded. But this is clear from this: because one who does not contradict, that is, who does not intend to contradict the hypothesis first posited, never in disputing says that the false, or the false conclusion, does not follow because of that which has been posited; because he is not disputing toward any hypothesis. But if a false thing follows, he says indeterminately that some false thing has been posited in the premises, and he does not say that the false does not occur, or that it occurs, because of a determinate hypothesis. And therefore this is not said in that demonstration which shows, or in ostensive demonstration; for ostensive demonstration does not first posit a hypothesis which the one who syllogizes to the impossible has contradicted.

Moreover there is another reason for the same point: because when something is destroyed by an ostensive demonstration, it is syllogized according to the thing through three terms, as if it is syllogized through A B C, and something is syllogized to be false according to the thing. And then it is not possible, or does not happen, to say that the conclusion has not been syllogized, not because of this which has determinately been posited in the hypothesis, because no hypothesis has been posited beforehand. And therefore it is not then said by the respondent that an impossible syllogism has not been made according to the conclusion, because we say that a conclusion which is concluded is then made not because of what has been posited, when, after this determinate thing which was previously posited in the hypothesis has been destroyed, nevertheless a syllogism of the same unacceptable consequence is concluded; because that cannot be a cause which, when removed, the same effect still remains. And such a mode is not in ostensive syllogisms. When the proposition which the hypothesis posits has been destroyed and removed, that syllogism which is directed to destroying this same proposition cannot be made.

Therefore it is manifest from the things which have been said that the false occurring not because of this is in these syllogisms which are to the impossible; and from this the definition of that which is to occur not because of this can be concluded. For the false occurs not because of this when the conclusion of the second syllogism, which is impossible, is so related to that hypothesis against the positing of which the syllogism proceeds, and conversely the hypothesis to the impossible concluded, that both when this same hypothesis exists and when it does not exist, nevertheless the impossible concluded occurs or follows. But there are three modes of this fault.

The most manifest, first, and strongest is that the impossible concluded does not occur according to the position, when the hypothesis is unjoined from the terms through which as middles the impossible is concluded; and this is when it communicates in no term with the syllogism which is introduced against the hypothesis. And this indeed has to be said in the sophistical Topics which are called Elenchi; for this is not to posit a cause as a cause. But an example of this is: if someone, wishing to show this conclusion, that the diameter of a square is asymmetrical with the side or edge, takes for showing this, or tries to take, the reasoning of Zeno, who proves that nothing can be moved, because in a space it is not possible to traverse infinities; and for this he introduces it by concluding this impossible thing, that the diameter is symmetrical, thus: it is not possible to traverse infinities; therefore the diameter is not symmetrical. For in no way is the false thing which he concludes continuous or joined, through any of the premises or terms, with the saying or premise proposition which is taken from the beginning for proving that the diameter is symmetrical, because in the syllogism the false thing concluded and the proposition which is premised for concluding this communicate.

But the second other mode, less manifest than the one which has been stated, is made if the impossible is said to be continuous or joined with the hypothesis in one term, whether that term is the subject of the hypothesis or the predicate; nevertheless the false thing which is concluded is said not to occur because of the hypothesis. For this is possible, namely that the false is both joined with the hypothesis and yet that the false does not occur because of the hypothesis. But it is made in two ways, namely both in that which is superior above the predicate of the hypothesis, and in that which is inferior under the subject of the hypothesis. Indeed, by taking the inferior under the subject: as if the hypothesis is this, A to be present in B, so that every B is supposed to be A; but this is taken under the subject which is B, and what is taken under B is C, and under C D is taken, and it is argued thus: every C is B, every D is C, therefore every D is B. And let this be impossible. But this does not occur because of the first hypothesis, because with it posited and with it removed the same thing nevertheless occurs from other posited things; because if that which was said, that A is B, has been removed, nevertheless B is present in C and D, then it is plain that the false thing which has been concluded does not occur because of that hypothesis which was taken from the beginning.

Or again the third mode is if, in the superior above the predicate, the thing which continues or joins to the hypothesis is taken, as if we say that there is a certain same hypothesis which is, B is A, and we take E above A, saying, every A is E, and we take something higher than E, saying, every E is F, and we syllogize thus: every E is F, every A is E, therefore every A is F. And let this be impossible. But this does not occur because of the first position of the hypothesis, because in this way nevertheless there follows, or there will be, the same impossible thing after the first position has been destroyed or removed. For in such cases it is necessary for someone wishing to syllogize correctly from some hypothesis to join the impossible which follows through the terms of the propositions all the way to the hypothesis, so that when the hypothesis itself has been posited it follows, and when it has been removed it does not follow. For otherwise there will be petition of the principle, and the false does not follow because of the hypothesis. But if it is continued all the way to the terms of the hypothesis, then the false follows because of the hypothesis, as is plain if the continuation is made to the inferior, by taking under the subject of the hypothesis. For let C be taken under B the subject, and under C let D be taken, as before, and let this impossible thing be concluded, every D is A, thus: every C is B, every D is C, therefore every D is B. And let the continuation be made to the hypothesis thus: every D is B, every B is A, therefore D is A. And this is false. But this occurs because of the hypothesis, because if the hypothesis were destroyed, the impossible would not occur. For in this way, in affirmative syllogisms, the false will be following because of the hypothesis, if the coupling is made all the way to the predicative term of the first hypothesis. For if it is impossible that A is present in D, which has been concluded as impossible, when A, which was first the predicate of the hypothesis, has been destroyed, now thereafter the false will not be or follow when that has been destroyed.

But in the superior a coupling is made if that which is above the predicate from which the predication goes out is accepted, because this will be predicated of the predicate of the hypothesis thus: for let E be accepted above A, and above E let F be taken, and it is concluded that every B is F, thus: every E is F, every A is E, therefore every A is F. But if this is granted, and every B is A, therefore every B is F, which is impossible. This follows from the hypothesis, coupled all the way to the hypothesis itself; for it is not possible for F to be present in B, and when B has been destroyed in the first position there will not be, or there will not follow, the impossible any more. But this which we have said in affirmative syllogisms is made similarly in syllogisms in which the terms are privative or negative, through altogether the same mode. Therefore it is manifest from the things which have been said that when the impossible which is concluded is not coupled to those terms which are from the beginning, that is, the subject and predicate of the first hypothesis, then the false which is concluded does not occur because of the position, that is, the first hypothesis, and it is a non-causal hypothesis.

Marginal label (printed page 772): The difference between a non-cause as cause and the false occurring not because of this.

Nevertheless there is a difference between a non-cause as cause and the false occurring not because of this, and they are related as inferior and superior, because everywhere and always where there is the false occurring not because of this, there is a non-causal hypothesis:

but it need not be a non-cause as cause, because everything that is a non-cause as cause is a non-cause, but it is not converted. And thus every non-cause as cause is a case of the false occurring not because of this; but it is not converted, that everything which is a case of occurring not because of this is a non-cause as cause.

But it must be attended that the false occurring not because of the hypothesis, which properly happens in a syllogism to the impossible, has now been proved to happen in an ostensive syllogism also, because also by the definition of that which is to seek that which is in the beginning, as is plain from its definition, it happens in an ostensive syllogism. For petition of the principle exists when what is not known through itself is shown as known through itself, or is taken for showing.

Marginal label (printed page 773): A non-cause as cause is said in two ways.

It must also be known that non-cause, said in this way in which the false was said to occur not because of this, properly falls around a syllogism to the impossible. For non-cause is said in two ways. In one way, when propositions do not infer a conclusion by necessity of consequence; and in this way non-cause exists in every apparent syllogism that does not exist, and this also frequently happens alongside an ostensive syllogism. But in this way, here, that which is the occurrence not because of this is not called non-cause. In another way, a proposition is called non-cause when, after it has been removed and taken away, the impossible follows no less; and in this way a non-cause is said to be the false occurring not because of this. And in this way it is called non-cause here, and it occurs concerning a syllogism to the impossible.

Marginal label (printed page 773): He removes a doubt.

But the modes of that which is to occur not because of this need not be varied through syllogisms and figures, because the other figures descend from the first, and the particular modes of the first figure descend from the universal modes. Therefore it is enough to have shown it in the first mode of the first figure, and to say that it is similar in the negative.

Marginal label (printed page 773): In how many ways non-cause is said.

Again it must be noted that, although cause is said in four ways, and non-cause is said commonly in just as many ways, nevertheless non-cause, which is the false occurring not because of this, is said only in two ways, namely through a defect of the material cause and through a defect of the efficient cause. And through a defect of the material it is said in the first mode, which is most manifest; but through a defect of the efficient in the others. For if that which follows is coupled to both terms of the hypothesis, then it will be a cause, and an occurrence because of this. But if a coupling is made to only one of them, then it will be a non-cause; and this coupling will be made either to the subject, and it will be the second mode, or to the predicate, and it will be the third mode.



Treatise VI, Chapter IV

CHAPTER IV.

On The Solution Of The Sophistical Objection Which Is Against The Things Introduced Before.

But these things which have been said about that which is to occur not because of this are true. Or perhaps someone objecting against the things introduced before will say that not even in this way, as was determined before, will the false be said to occur because of the hypothesis, namely because the false is coupled to the terms of the hypothesis. For even if A has not been posited to be present in that which is B, which is the subject of the hypothesis, which was previously syllogized through C and D, but perhaps A has been posited as present in that which is B, which is also taken under B, and this also is unacceptable and impossible, and B is said to be present in C, so that this is true, every B is C, and D has been taken under C, so that every D is C, and thus there still remains an impossible thing syllogized through another middle, namely that every B is A. Likewise the same impossible thing is made upward, by taking terms through other middles in ascent; and thus it is plain that the impossible still follows through another middle, both when the first hypothesis exists and when it does not exist. And thus what was said does not seem to be true, that occurring not because of this is then when, with the hypothesis posited and not posited, the impossible follows, because the same unacceptable consequence follows by descending or ascending through another middle. Thus, therefore, it can be objected.

But to this it must be said that now one must speak in the way it has been determined. Or it must be added to the things said above that, when the position sometimes exists and when it does not exist, it must no less be said that the false is made or follows. And it is not sufficient for the solution that it be said, when this exists, this exists, or when it does not exist, nevertheless the false is made or follows. For this must not be taken in such a way that, when another middle has been posited, that is, through another middle, the same impossible occurs. But this must be added: that when this which is the hypothesis has been removed, through the other propositions that remain, and not through another middle, the same impossible still occurs; then the hypothesis is not the cause of the impossible.

But this must be added for this reason: because perhaps the same unacceptable consequence or false thing can occur through several hypotheses or suppositions, of which one is not ordered to another, as it is proved through two middles that parallel lines coincide or meet. For if the parallels have been extended, and a middle line has been drawn perpendicularly from one over the other, if the interior angle of that perpendicular line which it makes upon the parallel is greater than the exterior angle of the same, although both ought to be right and equal, then it follows that the parallels will coincide toward the smaller angle, if they are extended continuously. But the same unacceptable consequence follows if a right triangle has more right angles, or angles equal to right angles, than two. For if a line which falls upon two parallels makes two right angles when it falls upon the parallel above, and a triangle is closed from the angle of the lower line to the upper by a straight line drawn, the exterior angles, made upon the parallel from that line upon the parallels, are equal to two right angles. But the upper angle of the first line upon the parallel is right. Therefore the opposite angles are equivalent to two right angles. But if they contain more than two right angles, the angle first drawn must be greater than a right angle; therefore the opposite will be less than a right angle; therefore the interior and exterior angles will not be equal; and thus again the lines will meet toward the smaller angle. But the example of this is thus.

Marginal label (printed page 774): He removes a doubt.

But here it must be noted that here it was necessary to determine only about this impediment, and not about the other sophistical places, because this fault is directly against the consequence of the syllogism, about which we intend here. But the other sophistical places are against the proof of the proposed thing, and not principally against consequence. Therefore let these things have been said about that which is the false occurring not because of this.



Treatise VI, Chapter V

CHAPTER V.

On The Removal Of The Error Which Can Concern This Which Has Been Said, That The False Occurs Because Of The Hypothesis.

But since a hypothesis is sometimes true, and it has been said that the false occurs because of the hypothesis, lest someone believe that from the true a false thing sometimes occurs, therefore one must know that a false discourse concluded in some syllogism, whether in one that is simply one or in one that is not simply one, is made and concluded because of some first false thing supposed in a premise. And this is proved thus: because every syllogism is made either from two propositions, if it is simply one, or from several, if it is not simply one, but is composed of a principal syllogism and prosyllogisms. For such a syllogism is called one by the one end of the ultimate conclusion, as was determined in the things previously had. Therefore if it is simply one and from two propositions, if the conclusion is false, one or both of them must be false; and this is because, as was proved in the things already had, from both true propositions there will not be a false syllogism, that is, one concluding the false. But if it will be a syllogism composed from several, namely from a syllogism and prosyllogisms, so that indeed the conclusion C is proved through the syllogism A and B, and this syllogism A and B through D E, the two propositions of a prosyllogism, and D E are proved again through the propositions of another prosyllogism, which are F as one and G as the other, if the ultimate conclusion is false, it is necessary that something of the higher things, that is, of the premises, in some prosyllogism be false. And because of the fact that the premise is false, the discourse concluded is also false, because A and B, which are the premises of the principal syllogism, are concluded, and they are higher in the premises of the prosyllogisms, as if A is concluded through D E, the two propositions of one prosyllogism proving the major, and the minor B is proved through F G, the premises of the other prosyllogism concluding the minor. And therefore, because of those things which are in the prosyllogisms, something false occurs, and the false which is concluded.

Marginal label (printed page 774): Every syllogism is made either from two propositions or from several.

Marginal label (printed page 775): Sophistical objection.

But it is objected sophistically against this, because an impossible false thing seems to follow from possible true things, thus: every man is white; no man is white. Both of these are possible and can at some time be made true; it follows that no man is a man, which can never be made true.

Marginal label (printed page 775): Solution.

But to this it must be said that from true and compossible things the false never follows, but from things possibly true and not compossible the true never follows. But these, every man is white, no man is white, are incompossible.

Marginal label (printed page 775): He removes a doubt.

Again it must be noted that about false discourse insofar as the true follows from it, the determination was made at the beginning of this second book. But here false discourse has been touched incidentally, namely insofar as the false sometimes does not occur because of the hypothesis, since the hypothesis is sometimes true.



Treatise VI, Chapter VI

CHAPTER VI.

On The Caution Of The Respondent, How He Should Take Care Lest The False Seem To Follow Because Of His Hypothesis, And How The Opponent Must Take Care Against The Respondent.

But in order that he not syllogize, that is, in order that the opponent not be able to conclude through a syllogism against the hypothesis of the respondent, this must be observed by the respondent, and in two ways: either he foreknows, or he forefeels or preconceives, the conclusion which the opponent intends to conclude against the hypothesis, or he does not. And if indeed he does not know beforehand what the opponent intends to conclude, then when the opponent interrogates without such foreknowledge of the conclusion, or by interrogating proposes the respondent's assent, the respondent must take care that something not be granted by him twice in two propositions, that is, that two propositions not be granted which communicate in one term that is present twice in them, because that term could immediately be the middle in a syllogism. And this must be guarded against for this reason, because now we know from the premises that without a middle no syllogism is made, and that the middle is what is said for the most part, that is twice, in propositions; but what does not have a middle cannot make a syllogism. But if the respondent foreknows what is to be concluded against the hypothesis, then the respondent must observe how it is necessary for him to watch, lest he give a proposition which can be the middle for each conclusion which the opponent can make against the hypothesis. But what such propositions are is manifest from the things already had, from which it is known what, or which, conclusion is shown in each figure, namely universal or particular, or affirmative or negative. But this does not escape us as respondents, because from the art already handed down we have seen in what way, that is, from how many and what kind of propositions, we have to conclude any discourse to be concluded. For a universal affirmative is not concluded except from two universal affirmatives in the first mode of the first figure, and a negative is not concluded except from one negative proposition; and therefore if the respondent forefeels that the opponent wishes to conclude a universal affirmative, let him take care not to grant a universal affirmative. And if he wishes to conclude a negative, let him take care not to grant a negative. And then the opponent cannot come to the intended conclusion.

Likewise, conversely, the opponent, who intends to conclude something against the hypothesis, must take care, because just as we announce that respondents must take care lest the opponent be able to conclude something against their hypothesis, so also we say that opponents must be cautious and try to escape the notice of respondents, lest they perceive toward what the opponent is striving. Among all such things by which they can escape notice and conceal, the first and principal is this, namely that they not first make manifest the intended conclusions by the fact that they syllogize them. But even when the necessary propositions premised for the conclusion have already been taken, the conclusions are still not manifest to the respondent; for then, once the premises are conceded, the respondent will be compelled to concede the conclusion, which, not foreseeing it, he could not see.

But if the respondent foreknows the conclusion which the opponent intends, then another caution must be used by the opponent. For either he interrogates through many middles, as in prosyllogisms, or through one, as in the principal syllogism. If indeed through many, his intention will most escape the respondent if he does not first propose near things from which the proposed thing immediately follows, but proposes things as far distant as possible, because the respondent will take less care about those. An example of this is that, if he wishes to conclude A of F in the principally intended conclusion, namely that F is A, and this is to be concluded through many middles, which are B C D E, then the opponent should not inquire or ask whether A is B, because B is the immediate middle to A; nor again whether B is C, because C is immediate to B; but he should ask remote things, as whether D is E, and then come to the nearer things, asking whether B is C, and thus always by approaching the remaining things he should interrogate. But if the syllogism is made through one middle according to the intention of the opponent, then he must begin from the middle according as it is in the minor proposition, and not from the major in which the whole power of the consequence of the syllogism is. Most of all, by questioning in this way, he will, while appearing, escape the respondent.

Marginal label (printed page 776): He removes a doubt.

But this art and caution of responding and opposing we will determine subtly according to intention in the eighth book of the Topics. But these things which we have said have been said incidentally for defending or attacking a hypothesis.



Treatise VI, Chapter VII

CHAPTER VII.

That, When One Has That From Which A Syllogism Is Made, One Has That From Which An Elenchus Is Made, And In What Way An Elenchus And A Syllogism Differ.

But since now through the art handed down we have when and how, with the terms being disposed in figure and mode, a syllogism is made, it is also manifest through the same art when, as to figure and mode, an elenchus is made, and when it will not be made as to figure and mode. For either from affirmatives, or from affirmatives and negatives placed interchangeably, so that the major is sometimes affirmative and the minor negative, and sometimes conversely the major negative and the minor affirmative: for when responses are posited in this way, that is, propositions conceded by the respondent, it happens that an elenchus is made just as a syllogism is made, because in this way there will be a syllogism, as was determined in the first book of this science. For thus either from all affirmatives or from affirmative and negative propositions placed interchangeably there will be a syllogism. On account of this, if that which has been posited in the respondent's hypothesis is contrary or contradictorily opposed to the conclusion of the syllogism made, then such a syllogism must be called and made an elenchus. This is clear through the definition of elenchus, because an elenchus is a syllogism of contradiction syllogized against the respondent's hypothesis. But if nothing is conceded or supposed in the hypothesis, it is impossible for an elenchus to be made, because no contradiction is concluded.

And I say well that the propositions in an elenchus must be either affirmative or interchangeably affirmative and negative, because according to the art handed down in the first book of this science there was no syllogism in any figure when all the terms in both premises were privative or negative. On account of this an elenchus also is not made from both privative propositions; for if an elenchus were made from both negative propositions, then it would follow that a syllogism also would be from negatives by necessity, because an elenchus is a syllogism. But although it is a syllogism, it is not necessary that it be an elenchus, because syllogism is related to elenchus as genus to species.

Likewise there is no elenchus if nothing has been posited universally in the hypothesis in the response of the respondent, because then it does not contradict, since an elenchus is a syllogism of contradiction. For the definition of elenchus and of syllogism is the same, as the definition of a genus is in the species, and in substance elenchus and syllogism are the same. But elenchus adds a certain accident beyond syllogism, and therefore they have one definition according to substance, that is, through that which is substantial to elenchus. But if it is defined with respect to the accident which it adds, then in this the definition of elenchus differs from the definition of syllogism. Nor is it necessary to determine further about that in this book, because from the things determined above it is sufficiently known insofar as it is a syllogism; but the contradiction which it adds beyond syllogism is sufficiently known from the things determined in the book Perihermenias.



Treatise VI, Chapter VIII

CHAPTER VIII.

On The Fault Of Contrary Deception Which Concerns The Syllogism From Opposites.

But sometimes a third fault occurs, which falls around the syllogism from opposites, and which is spoken of according to opinion, which is called the fallacy of contrary deception, because from the fact that in a syllogism from opposites contraries are supposed in the propositions, someone would think in this way that he at the same time opines contraries to be or not to be. And therefore it must be shown here when someone can fittingly opine contraries, and when not. For sometimes a fallacy occurs according to opinion in one who accepts contrary or opposite things, so that someone thinks that knowledge and ignorance are at the same time related to the same thing; and we are deceived in such matters in the position of the terms. We were deceived in the syllogism to the impossible which is adduced for destroying a hypothesis, and sometimes it does not destroy because of the disordered position of the terms; and just as in petition of the principle that which is the false occurring not because of this occurs because of the disordered position of the terms, so similarly there occurs the fallacy of an opinion taking contrary propositions of terms at the same time. And therefore it is useful to determine this here. But this fault is called contrary deception because, when one thinks that he receives one thing, in that thing it somehow happens that he receives the contrary. But let us first show this in those things which are formally contrary and per se. And this can be in two ways: for one can be accepted in another in those things which are directly under one another, as man under animal, and animal under body, and this under substance. It can also happen that one is present in two or several things, of which one is not under the other, but another is equally immediately present in them.

Therefore let us first show in what way it is in those of which one is not under another. And this is if we say that the same predicate happens to be present in several things principally in such a way that neither is present through the other, but each through itself; and indeed this can escape someone's notice, and when it is present, it can happen that he thinks it present in none. For example, let us say that A is present in B and C per se, so that neither is present through the other, and let this, namely B and C, be said to be present in D. If then someone thinks that it is present in none, and thinks that he knows this, namely that A is present in every B and every C, and that every B and every C is present in D, he has knowledge of the same thing according to the same thing in the universal, and ignorance in the particular. And this is plain, because if he opines that every B is A and every D is B, and again if he opines that no C is A and every D is C, he will have knowledge and ignorance of the same thing and according to the same thing, because he will opine contraries, namely that every D is A and that no D is A. For if he opines that every D is B and every B is A, he will opine that every D is A. But if he does not opine C to be A, since every C is D, he will opine that no D is A, and thus he will opine contraries.

And there is an example of this in substantial terms: body, animal, sensible, man. For then body is present in every animal and in every sensible thing; and neither is through the other, because sensible is not under animal, nor animal under sensible, and both of these are present in man. Therefore if someone opines that every animal is a body, and along with this opines that every man is an animal and every sensible thing is an animal, he will at the same time opine that every man is a body and that no sensible thing is a body; and if no sensible thing is a body, since every man is sensible, no man will be a body. And thus he opines that every man is a body, and universally that no man is a body, through the fact that he opines that no sensible thing is a body; and thus he will have knowledge and ignorance of the same thing according to the same thing. But an example in accidental terms is sufficiently fitting in these terms: colored, animal, white, swan. For colored is present both in animal and in white, and neither is through the other, but each per se, that is, without the other mediating, and both, namely colored and animal, are present in swan. On account of this, if someone opines that no animal is colored, and that every white thing is colored, and along with this that every swan is animal and white, he opines contraries at the same time by the same account as before.

Again, if someone is deceived about those things which are from the same conjugation in which one is directly taken under another, as species under genus, as if, for the sake of example, A is present in B, and this, that A is present in C, and C is present in D. As if someone posits in terms and says that substance is present in body, but body in animated body, and animated body is present in animal, and animal is present in man; and so further, as far as can be done, it is taken according to the order of the predicament. And if someone opines that every B is A and no C is A, it follows that at the same time he will know and be ignorant of the same thing, which is unacceptable. For when he opines that every B is A, then in the universal he opines that every C is A, because every C is B and every B is A; and thus in some way he knows that every C is A, because he knows this in the universal. But from the other side he opines that no C is A in itself or in the particular, because the particular is known in some way in the universal. On account of this it follows that what he knows in some way, namely in the universal, this he proves that he altogether does not opine according to the same thing; and this is unacceptable and impossible. Thus, therefore, it has been proved that it is unacceptable to opine contraries at the same time, both in those things which are from the same conjugation and in those things which are not from the same conjugation.

But now let us show how it happens to opine contraries without an unacceptable consequence, and how this does not happen. But this seems to happen only in those things which are from a diverse conjugation. And let us first show how it does not happen to opine contraries without an unacceptable consequence, speaking thus: because in that which was said before from the beginning, if the middle or middles taken under one another are not from the same conjugation, then according to each, namely in the universal and in the particular, it does not happen to opine and to be ignorant of both propositions, namely the universal and the particular, or the prior and the posterior, without an unacceptable consequence. That is, someone cannot opine all four propositions at the same time, namely opine that every B is A and every D is B, and at the same time with this opine that no C is A and every C is D. For thus he would opine that A indeed is present in every B, and that the same A is present in no C, and that both of these, namely A and B, are present in every D. For if all four propositions have been opined at the same time, it follows that contrary and contradictory things of the same proposition are opined at the same time, which cannot be; because the intellect does not conceive contraries or contradictories at the same time according to opinion or estimation. For if he opines that every B is A, and conversely every A is B, he will opine that every A is A. Again, if he opines that no C is A and every A is C, he will also opine that no D is A. But from this conclusion and the minor of the prior syllogism there follows the contradictory of the first through the second mode of the third figure, thus: no D is A, every D is B, therefore some B is not A. And thus it happens at the same time to opine the first proposition, which is every B is A, and its contradictory, which is some B is not A, which is unacceptable. But if B and D are converted, then it would follow that he would opine its contrary, thus: no D is A, every D is B, therefore no B is A. Thus, therefore, it is manifest that it happens to opine contrary or contradictory things at the same time, which is unacceptable. For through a syllogism it happens, either simply, that is, universally, or in something particularly, as in a contradictory, to take a contrary proposition with the major. The cause of this is that, if he knows and opines that A is also present in everything to which B is present, and he knows with this that B is present in every D, then it follows that he also knows that A is present in every D. On account of this, if it is posited again that he thinks A is present in none of those things which are C, it follows that to something to which B is present he does not think A is present, which is unacceptable, since A is present in every B; and thus he will opine contradictories at the same time. For that he thinks A to be present in everything to which B is present, and again it is said that he does not think that A is present in some B, either simply and universally, is contrary to the first proposition, or it is contrary in something contradictorily opposed. Thus therefore it is plain that it does not happen to opine both contrary propositions.

Therefore let us show consequently how it happens to be ignorant and to know the same thing without an unacceptable consequence. And let us say first that, according to each middle of the first syllogism and of the second, it happens to be ignorant in each syllogism of one proposition, namely either of the majors without the minors, or of the minors without the majors. But according to the other, or one, middle it happens to be ignorant of one proposition, either the major or the minor. For instance, if someone opines that A is present in every B and B is present in every C, and again with this opines that A is present in no C, although every C is B. For this fallacy is similar to, or as, we are deceived about particular propositions which we know in the universal. An example of this is that we know that A is present in every B in the universal, and B is present in every C in the universal; then from this universal it follows that A will be present in every C. Therefore if someone knows in the major proposition that A is present in everything to which B is present, without doubt that person knows in the universal that A is present in every C, because every C is B; but nothing prevents the same person from being ignorant in the particular whether C, which is this singular and sensible thing, is A.

An example of this in terms is if we say that A, the major extreme, is two right angles, and that in which we have posited B, the middle, is triangle, and that in which we have posited C, the minor extreme, is a sensible triangle of wood or iron. For then someone will opine without an unacceptable consequence that C is not of two right angles, because a sensible triangle is not made of indivisible lines according to sense, and seems to have three angles either greater or less than two right angles; although nevertheless he knows in the universal that every triangle has three angles equal to two right angles. And on account of this he will at the same time know the same thing in the universal and be ignorant in the particular, and this is not unacceptable. For to know that every triangle in the universal has three angles equal to two right angles is not simple, or said simply and in one way, but in two ways. But this thing, taken in the universal in one way, has universal discipline, and thus it is known disciplinarily and through demonstration. But that thing, taken in another way in a sensible triangle, has singularity with respect to the showing of the senses. Therefore in this way either someone knows universally and disciplinarily that C has three equal to two right angles, taking the sensible singular in the universal and not according to sense; but taking singularly in sense C, the sensible triangle, he can fail to know it, and perhaps does not know it. For this is not unacceptable, and on account of this it does not follow that he has contrary opinions and ignorances about the same thing and according to the same thing, because knowledge in the universal is not opposed to ignorance in the particular.

Marginal label (printed page 780): Knowledge in the universal is not opposed to ignorance in the particular.

But this is also plain in a similar discourse, in which such ignorance exists; and this is the discourse which is in Plato's book inscribed with the name of his disciple who was called Meno, because it was Plato's letter responding to Meno's question. But the discourse is one by which he proves that discipline or intellective knowledge is recollection. For he argues thus: whatever is learned and was known before is received through recollection; but everything that is learned was known before; therefore everything that is learned is received by recollection. But that everything which is learned was known before in some way he proved by this, that something is not received in something unless by this, that according to something of it, it is within before it is received. Therefore what is known was previously in the knower; for recollection is a return of remembrance upon that which previously was within and was known. For this has the same solution, namely that in the universal it is within and known, but in the particular and in its proper nature it is outside and unknown. And this is not unacceptable, for it never happens to foreknow what is singular. I mean foreknow according to intellect and according to what is in itself and singular. But it happens to receive at the same time the knowledge of particulars or singulars with the induction of them into sense or sensible cognition. And this happens as if we know singulars by the thing itself, that is, by the manifestation of the thing in sense. For when we know certain things about triangle, at once we know with these that it has three angles equal to two right angles. An example of this is that when we know about something that it itself is a triangle, at once in that universal we know that it has three angles equal to two right angles, and nevertheless we are ignorant in the particular and sensible; and this is because in the universal, indeed, in some way we contemplate particulars. But the proper things themselves and singulars we do not know except through induction in sense; on account of which it also happens to be deceived about such things. But this ignorance is not contrary in relation to knowledge, because, as we have said, ignorance in the particular is not contrary to knowledge in the universal; and therefore it happens to have knowledge of such things in the universal and, concerning the same things, to be deceived because of ignorance in the particular.

And similarly it happens in the aforementioned matters about knowledge in the universal and particular. For that fallacy which is according to a middle is not contrary to that fallacy which is according to the syllogism of the discipline. But by the syllogism which is through the middle I understand particular ignorance, because the singular is not shown in sense through the middle discovered by the discipline; but by the syllogism of the discipline we understand knowledge in the universal. It is similar also concerning knowledge which is not according to both middles, but according to the other, that is, one of the middles. For it happens to opine according to one middle both propositions which are not from the same conjugation, and not only those which are from the same conjugation with it. And indeed ignorance which is according to the other of the middles is not contrary to knowledge which is according to the very same middle. An example of this is that nothing prevents the one who knows that A, the major extreme, is present universally in the whole or in every B, the middle, and knows again in the minor proposition that B is present in the whole or in every C, the minor extreme, from thinking that in the conclusion A is not present in every or the whole C. And the cause of this is that he does not handle and compare the major with the minor according to knowledge in act, so that he sees how the conclusion follows from the major and the minor. An example in terms is one who knows that every mule is sterile, and that this is a mule, and thinks that this one has something in the womb and is not sterile, because he does not handle the major with the minor by referring it to the conclusion. And therefore he does not know that A is C, not seeing by comparing and handling, that is, not perceiving knowledge in act, what exists according to the other, that is, not seeing what follows according to one thing compared to the other; because if he perceived this, he would at once know that this mule is sterile.

On account of this it is manifest that even if someone knows this in the major and in the minor, but does not know that which is the handling of one to the other, he will be deceived concerning that about which he has knowledge. And universal sciences, compared to particulars which are sciences in act outside sense, have this: for we know none of sensible things, since it is external, through itself in the singular. Nor even if we have known it, do we know it except in the universal in the major; and if we have known it in its proper nature in the minor, in which it has its proper discipline according to knowing in the particular, nevertheless because of that twofold mode of knowing we do not know it in that respect in which one acts according to knowledge in act, which is in the comparison of premises to one another and to the conclusion. And therefore, just as in knowledge in act one can be ignorant of it, and such ignorance is not contrary to such knowledge, so in this way it is not unacceptable to have knowledge and ignorance about the same thing.

And this is also plain, that one who knows every mule to be sterile and is ignorant that this is a mule knows in the universal what he is ignorant of in the particular. But one knowing both, both that every mule is sterile and that this is a mule, and not handling them, knows in the universal and in the particular that which he is ignorant of according to knowledge in act; and such ignorances are not contrary to such knowledges.



Treatise VI, Chapter IX

CHAPTER IX.

That Knowing Is Said In Three Ways, Which Is Brought Forward For Understanding The Things Determined, In Which There Is Also A Determination About Other Doubtful Matters That Help Toward Understanding What Has Been Said.

But in order that it may be better understood that to know something in one mode of knowing is not opposed to being ignorant of the same thing according to another mode, and in order to understand which knowledge is opposed to which ignorance, one must know that knowing itself, in complex propositions known or unknown, is said in three ways. For either it is called knowing in the universal, and this knowing is in potency, because although the particular is known in the universal, nevertheless it is not known except insofar as the particular is in the universal. But this is in potency, because any universal principle is of the particular through this, that the universal in power and potency is particular, and it becomes actually particular through this, that it is led down and determined to the particular. This, therefore, is to know in the universal.

Marginal label (printed page 781): Why to know in the universal is called to know in potency.

There is also knowing in proper nature, and this is called knowing in the particular, because each thing through its own proper nature is particular, particularized and determined under the common and universal nature to which it stands under. Or in a third way it is called knowing in act when someone considers this which he knows by actually handling it and referring it to its principles.

Marginal label (printed page 781): What knowing in act is.

But if knowing is said in three ways in this manner, it follows that to be deceived or to be ignorant is said in just as many ways. And thus it is plain that nothing prevents someone from knowing and being deceived about the same subjects and the same predicates, but not contrarily at the same time. For at the same time about the same things and concerning the same things someone does not have knowledge and deception, or ignorance contrary to that knowledge, so that he has about something both knowledge in the universal and ignorance or deception in the universal, or knowledge in proper nature, and knowledge in act and ignorance in act about the same thing. For this cannot be.

Therefore, although someone knows something according to the major proposition and the minor proposition, both in the universal and in the particular, nevertheless he can be deceived according to knowledge in act. For knowledge in the universal is according to the first proposition, especially in the first figure, in which the major is from the middle which is in the whole first; but the minor is from the middle in which the whole last is, and thus in what is accepted in proper nature, because the minor in that proposition determines to proper nature, since the lesser extreme is accepted by descending under the middle. But knowledge of the conclusion is according to knowledge in act, in which the greater is compared to the lesser, and a conclusion is elicited which consists of both extremes.1 For it happens to know something according to both propositions, and nevertheless to be deceived about the conclusion. And this occurs to the person who has not previously handled the matter by referring the minor to the major, and both of these to the conclusion. For one knowing in the universal that every mule is sterile, and that this is a mule, and nevertheless thinking that this one has something in the womb, does not have that discipline which belongs to this act, manifesting the conclusion according to act; the contrary fallacy is contrary to that discipline which is according to act, because syllogism, according as syllogism, is the efficient cause of the knowledge which according to act is in the conclusion. Hence to be ignorant according to act is a fallacy contrary to knowledge according to act. But syllogism according to this, that it is from the first universal, in which is the whole force of consequence and inference, is a contrary fallacy or deception of knowledge in the universal; and syllogism in the particular accepted under the universal is contrary knowledge in relation to fallacy in the particular, and knowledge of the syllogism in the conclusion is contrary to the fallacy about the conclusion which is deception according to knowledge in act. Thus therefore it is plain in what way what was said in the things already had is not unacceptable, in all these things which according to form are contrary or opposite, in which contrary or opposite things happen to be opined and be unknown about the same thing.

But here it must be known that this fault, as we have said, falls around a syllogism from opposites, not on the part of the conclusion, but on the part of the principles, because a syllogism from opposites has opposite principles, and that fault is about the opposition of principles; and to opine these in one way is fitting, in another way not, as has been said in the things previously had. For although this fault is called a fallacy, nevertheless it is neither a fallacy in diction nor outside diction, because it is called a fallacy from the one whom it deceives and misleads, not from appearance, and not from an existence which is in the knowable thing or in the diction signifying it, but from the fallacy of the one who is deceived, because he accepts what ought not to be accepted, since he does not see what must be seen and accepted. And it is called a fallacy of opinion, not of sense or of intellect, because it concerns those complexes about which there is no particular sense. And although composite intellect is concerned with complexes, nevertheless it is of true and certain things, about which there is no deception. But opinion is a wavering and nodding habit concerning complexes, which is received from signs, just as knowledge of such things is received from signs; and ignorance is from the defect of such signs, and therefore it is called ignorance of opinion.

You should also know that when it was said that, if someone accepts contraries according to all four propositions, which are from a diverse conjugation, it happens that he knows and is ignorant according to the same thing, this is not said because he knows and is ignorant of the same thing according to the same middles, but knowing is accepted for opining; and what was said, according to the same thing, is understood according to the same things accepted in the known and unknown, that is, about the same subject and the same predicate. Nevertheless he will not know and be ignorant according to the same middle.

You should also know that it is unacceptable according to the thing to know all four propositions which are from a diverse conjugation with their contraries according to being, because this cannot be, since thus there would be opining and being ignorant of opposites about the same thing according to the same thing. And therefore in a well-disposed soul or reason this will not happen, but in the soul of one who is deceived from something which he omits in considering the properties of the syllogism, as one who does not consider the universal in the power of the universal by which it infers, and does not consider the particular in the property by which it appropriates the universal, and does not consider the conclusion in the relation by which it follows from the premised principles. But all four such opposite propositions can, as has been said, be opined by someone deceived without the conclusion; but it does not happen that they are opined without the unacceptable consequence which follows from his opinion, because if someone opines the premises, in some way of necessity he opines the conclusion as to the habitual opinion of the opinable, but actual handling is lacking to him. And therefore he can have opinion according as it belongs to the one opining and not to the opinable. But according to the things said before it is now clear that it happens to opine that every B is A, and nevertheless to doubt that every C is A, because although C is under B, nevertheless to know that B is A is to know in the universal, and to know that C is A is to know in the particular. By the same account it happens to know that every B is A and no D is A, as is plain. But it does not happen to know that every D is A and that no D, or that some D, is not A, because this would be to know and be ignorant of the same thing, according to the same thing and by the same knowledge.

Again it must also be known that the major propositions of different middles, such as no D is A and every B is A, can be opined together without an unacceptable consequence, if nothing is added to them from the minor proposition from which they can be handled and compared to one another and to the conclusion. But if something of such things is added, they cannot be opined or be unknown at the same time; and when they are opined together, more ignorance than knowledge or opinion is had about them, because they are unknown simply, but are opined in a certain respect. But a thing is denominated from that which belongs to it simply, and not from that which belongs in a certain respect.

Marginal label (printed page 783): In what way it happens to know the major and the minor and to be ignorant of the conclusion.

It must also be known that it happens to opine two propositions according to the same middle as major and minor, and thus to know in the universal and in the particular, and nevertheless to be ignorant of the conclusion. And the cause of this is that the minor propositions are opined without handling; and knowing in the universal and particular is not fully perfect unless handling is added, because the particular is known in two ways: in one way as in its proper nature, and in this way it is not part of the syllogism; in another way it is accepted as actually standing under the universal and determining to the conclusion, and in this way it is not known without handling, and then it makes perfect knowing in that which is known in the universal and particular.

Marginal label (printed page 783): The particular is known in two ways.

Marginal label (printed page 783): Doubt.

But if it is asked whether it happens that propositions which are in the same conjugation are opined and unknown at the same time, as if four terms A B C D are taken, and D is under A, and C under B, and D under C, namely whether it happens to opine that every B is A, and every C is B, and nevertheless with this, that no B is A, and with this, that no C is A and every D is C.

Marginal label (printed page 784): Solution.

It must be said that this does not happen without an unacceptable consequence, because from these things so disposed there follows by necessity the opinion of the opposite, namely that every D is A; for these are middles for one another. And if in non-subalternate modes it does not happen to opine and be ignorant of all four propositions, then much less does this happen in those things which are subalternately related to one another. And this has been said in those things which are accepted with actual handling compared to one another. For if they were only habitually handleable, it would happen to opine and be ignorant at the same time, as has been said in the immediately preceding chapter.

It must also be known that, by knowing the major according to its proper middle in the universal, the minor is known, and the conclusion is known in the universal. For if it is known that every B is A, and it is known that C is under B the middle, it is known that C is B, and it is known that C is A; and therefore according to the same middle the opposite of the conclusion cannot be known, because thus it would follow that what is known in act and in the particular would be unknown in the universal. And this cannot be, because since knowing is threefold, in the universal, in the particular, and in act, knowing in act supposes before itself knowing in the particular, and knowing in the particular supposes before itself knowing in the universal. And therefore one cannot at the same time know in act and in the particular, and be ignorant in the universal. Nevertheless one can fail to handle it, as we have said; and therefore one knowing in the universal can fail to know in the particular, and one knowing in the particular and universal can fail to know according to act, although he is not altogether ignorant.

Notes

	Whence it is gathered that knowledge in the universal is according to the major, knowledge in the particular is according to the minor, but knowledge in act is according to the conclusion. (Unde colligitur quod scientia in universali est secundum majorem, scientia in particulari est secundum minorem, scientia autem in agere est secundum conclusionem.) ↩





Treatise VI, Chapter X

CHAPTER X.

On The Opinion And Ignorance Of Those Things Which Are Opposed According To Matter Accidentally.

In opposites which are contrary accidentally in propositions, and are not contrary affirmations and negations, but are contrary by reason of the terms, and thus the propositions are contrary accidentally and not according to form, it also happens to opine the same thing according to the same thing, and to be ignorant according to the diverse modes of knowing which were determined before. For one who will opine that what is good is evil will opine that the same subject is in opposite affections of predicates, because he will opine the same thing to be good and evil; and let this be reduced to propositions. For let the good be that in which A is, which is the major extreme. But let evil be that in which B is, which is the middle. Again, let this good be that in which C is, the minor extreme. For thus the terms of the syllogism are had. Since, therefore, such a person who opines that good is evil opines A B to be B and C, that is, the middle and the minor extreme according to knowing in the particular, and opines that every C is B, and again he will opine that B is A in the major according to knowing in the universal, it follows necessarily that he will opine that C is A in the conclusion according to knowing in act. And thus he will opine that good is good, which is the opposite of the major which says that good is evil. The cause of this is that, just as, if it has been true to say that of that of which C is predicated, B is predicated of it, and just as it was true that of that of which B is said, A is said of it according to the order of the first figure, similarly it will be true to say that of that of which C is said, A is predicated of it, just as the major is concluded of the minor extreme in the conclusion. And as saying is, so is opining, and similarly in the essence of the thing, because in that by which the thing is or is not, discourse is true or false, and so also is opinion. Hence if the same thing is posited to be C and B in the minor, and again the same thing is said to be B and A in the major, it follows that the same thing will be C and A in the conclusion. On account of this it will be similar in opinion, and thus he will opine that good is good, and good is evil, which is unacceptable; nevertheless this is necessary if someone grants the first thing in the major and in the minor proposition.

But perhaps it is false that someone opines that what is good per se, and not accidentally, is evil, as that happiness is

evil, or virtue. But what is good accidentally, as cutting, or burning, or the taking of a medicine, can seem evil to someone. For good is said in many ways, and evil in many ways, and in some part of that multiplicity some good accidentally can seem evil to someone; and thus it happens that he opines that a good in this way is evil. And because good and evil are said in many ways in this manner, this must be looked into better or more subtly, and it must be distinguished in what sense someone opines a good to be evil.



Treatise VII, Chapter I

TREATISE VII

ON THE REDUCTION OF OTHER ARGUMENTATIONS INTO SYLLOGISM.

CHAPTER I.

On The Conversion Of The Middle With The Extremes And The Conversion Of The Extremes To The Middle.

But because those things which seemed needing to be said have now been said about the power of the syllogism, and because the syllogism is the most perfect of argumentations, it is now at last consequent that certain things be determined in the final treatise of this work about the other imperfect argumentations, and their reduction to syllogism. And because other argumentations cannot be reduced to syllogism unless it is first known in what way the middle is converted to the extremes and the extremes to the middle, therefore first in this treatise one must speak about the consequences of such conversions.

Therefore first we will determine six rules of such consequences, through which imperfect argumentations have to be reduced to syllogism. The first of these is such, that when the extremes are converted, the middle must be converted to each extreme; and we will first declare this in an affirmative syllogism. Therefore we show that at the conversion of the conclusion, in which the extremes are converted, so that from the predicate the subject is made, and from the subject the predicate is made, the middle is converted to the greater extreme in this way. For if the major extreme is concluded of C as predicate of subject through B the middle, thus: every B is A, every C is B, therefore every C is A. If the conclusion is converted, so that to whatever A belongs universally, C belongs to all that, so that it is said: every A is C, then that converse of the conclusion taken with the minor concludes the converse of the major, which was the B A proposition, and it will be concluded that to everything to which being A belongs, B will belong, thus: every C is B, which was the minor; every A is C, therefore every A is B, and C becomes the middle. Likewise also the minor proposition, which is C B, is converted through the middle A, that is, the converse of the minor, which is C B, is concluded from the converse of the conclusion and the major, thus: every A is C, every B is A, therefore every B is C. And then A becomes the middle, and thus the greater extreme in the first syllogism becomes the middle. But in the second, the middle was the lesser extreme B of the first syllogism; therefore the middle is converted both to the greater and to the lesser extreme. And thus in an affirmative syllogism it has been proved that, once the extremes have been converted, the middle is converted to each extreme.

But this is also shown in a negative syllogism, because in not being it is similar as in being; and first we show that if the middle is converted, then the extremes are converted. For let a negative syllogism be disposed in the second mode of the first figure in this way, namely so that the minor is a universal affirmative, such that B belongs to C universally and affirmatively, but A does not belong to B in the major universally and negatively; it follows in the conclusion that A universally does not belong to C, thus: no B is A, every C is B, therefore no C is A. But in this syllogism, from the converse of the major and the minor, the converse of the conclusion is concluded, thus: every C is B, which was the minor; no A is B, which is the converse of the major; therefore no A is C, which is the converse of the conclusion; and it is a syllogism in the second mode of the second figure. And it is established that the middle is B, but the greater extreme in the first syllogism was A, and the lesser was C. But in this one the greater extreme is C and the lesser is A, and B is the middle; but converted to each, one predicate is made for two subjects. Therefore it is plain that if B is converted to A and made its predicate, and C is converted in the conclusion to A, it will be concluded of it as predicate of subject. Likewise, from the converse of the minor and the major, the converse of the conclusion is concluded, thus: every B is C, which is the converse of the minor; no B is A, which was the major; therefore no A is C. And the reason for this is that, when B and C are converted, from whatever one is removed, the other also is removed. Hence if B indeed does not belong to A and is removed from it, it follows that neither does C belong to A, but is removed from it, because it was posited in the minor of the first syllogism that B belongs to every C, and that B is converted with C; and if B is converted with C, then also A is converted to B, because B and C are converted, because of whatever B is predicated wholly and universally, of that whole C also is predicated universally.

Therefore from these things it is plain that if the middle is converted with the extremes, and the extremes are converted reciprocally with one another, it is also shown conversely that, if the extremes are converted, then the middle also is converted with the extremes. For from the converse of the conclusion in which the extremes are converted, and the minor, there follows the converse of the major, thus: every B is A, no C is A, therefore C is B. For it is a syllogism in the second mode of the second figure, because if C is converted to B, then also B is converted to A; for to whatever B belongs, to that C also belongs; but to that to which C belongs, A does not belong, and therefore A is also removed from B itself.

But it must be noted that in these arguments the difference is only in this: that, since in a predicative syllogism it has been shown that, if the extremes are converted, the middle also is converted with each extreme, and in the negative syllogism shortly before it was shown conversely that, if the middle is converted with the extremes, the extremes are converted, this last argument just introduced beside the negative syllogism began from the conclusion and was terminated at the premise, as was done in the affirmative syllogism. But the other arguments did not proceed similarly. But only this which has now been said began from the conclusion and is terminated at the premises; but the other things which were said in the arguments of the negative syllogism did not proceed similarly. Hence that last one began from the conclusion, as in a predicative syllogism. This, therefore, is the first rule of consequence.

Marginal label (printed page 787): Doubt.

But if it is asked about what conversion is intended here, namely whether about the conversion which is in terms, concerning which there was treatment at the beginning of the first book of this science which is called Prior Analytics, or about convertibility in which each is predicated universally of the other. For concerning the simple conversion which is made in terms, the things which have been said do not seem to be true, because a particular affirmative is converted simply and in terms, and nevertheless in a syllogism in which a particular is concluded, it does not happen to show that the middle is converted to each of the extremes through the conversion of the extremes to one another. Again, a universal affirmative is not converted simply, although nevertheless in the preceding things it is taken as converted simply. But if it is said that convertibility according to the property of predication is intended, the contrary seems to be the case, because when it is said: every man is an ass; every risible thing is man; therefore every risible thing is an ass. For here the extremes are not converted, although nevertheless the middle is converted with the lesser extreme. Again, the rule introduced, as has been said, has been shown in a negative syllogism, in which the extremes are not converted, nor do they have convertibility, because one of the extremes is removed from the other.

Marginal label (printed page 787): Solution.

But to these things it must be said, in my judgment, that those things which have been said, according to the opinion of Aristotle, are understood of simple conversion in terms in which the subject becomes the predicate, and conversely; and in which through the syllogism the greater extreme becomes the lesser extreme, and conversely; and the middle becomes an extreme, and conversely, with the same quantity of propositions preserved, on account of which a universal is converted into a universal. And this rule concerning that conversion cannot extend itself to the modes of particular syllogisms, because the conversion of the extremes cannot be shown through the fact that it has itself particularly toward the extremes. Hence it does not extend itself except to the modes of universal syllogisms, in this: that it is shown that the middle is converted to each extreme. For this does not happen in particular modes, although the extremes are converted. But that in a negative syllogism rather than in an affirmative one it has been shown that, if the middle is converted with the extremes, the extremes are converted among themselves, was done for this reason: because this is manifest through itself to anyone in an affirmative syllogism, and it did not need to be shown, because whatever things are converted with one and the same thing are themselves converted among themselves, just as whatever things are the same as one and the same thing are themselves the same. But it is not so in a negative syllogism, in which the terms have opposition; and therefore in the negative syllogism, in which it did not seem to be true, this had to be shown.

Marginal label (printed page 788): He removes a doubt.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Doubt.

There is also a doubt about this which was said, that from the converse of the major or of the minor the converse of the conclusion is concluded in a negative syllogism. For if this is done, from the converse of the minor there will be a disposition of the third figure, with the minor being negative, and with a universal conclusion in the third figure; both of which are unacceptable. But if the converse of the major is taken with the converse of the minor, then from such a disposition there will be made the first figure, and the minor will become negative, which again is unacceptable. But these things are manifest if first a syllogism is made from the same terms A B C in the second mode of the first figure, and then the converse of the major and the minor, or conversely the converse of the minor and of the major, are ordered and disposed to one another. But to this it is not difficult to respond, because the converse of the conclusion follows whether the major or its converse is taken; but it does not follow because of the syllogistic form, but by the power of the convertible terms of the minor proposition, because when B and C are converted, whatever is removed from one is removed also from the other; and from whatever one is removed, the other also is removed.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Solution.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Doubt.

Likewise there is a doubt about this which was said, that the converse of the major is shown in a negative syllogism through the converse of the conclusion and the minor proposition. For thus the minor proposition in the first figure becomes negative, which is unacceptable; for thus the syllogism will be formed: every C is B, which was the minor; no A is C, which is the converse of the conclusion; therefore no A is B, which is the converse of the major. But to this it was at some time said by some that one must understand the negative in terms having an immediate opposition in some determined genus, as even and odd are opposed about number, and straight and curved about line; and then the converse of the conclusion must be transposed into an affirmative, by syllogizing thus: every C is B, which is the minor of the prior syllogism; every non-being-A is C, which is the transposition of the converse of the conclusion, namely of this, no A is C; therefore every non-being-A is B. On account of this no A is B, and then the proposition into which the negative is transposed will be true and affirmative, just as these are true: no even number is odd; every non-even being among numbers is odd. And this is because of convertibility and immediate opposition in the terms.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Solution of certain persons.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Otherwise.

Nevertheless it could be said, as was said above, that in such a showing the converse of the conclusion should be taken not with the minor, but with the converse of the minor for concluding the converse of the major in the second mode of the second figure, just as was done in the things already had when these things were proved.

Marginal label (printed page 788): Doubt.

But if someone asks why it happens that in such a showing one uses the converse of the minor when it has not been demonstrated from the converse of the conclusion and the major, or the converse of the major?

Marginal label (printed page 789): Solution of certain persons.

Some say that this is so because in such a showing both the conclusion and the major and their converses are negative, from which an affirmative cannot be shown; but the converse of the major is an affirmative proposition.

Marginal label (printed page 789): Objection against the solution.

But against this it seems to be the case that here it is shown for a consequence; and the rule is this, that when the extremes are converted the middle must be converted to each extreme. And if this is true, then the middle must be converted to the lesser extreme; on account of which either the rule is false, or it is necessary that the converse of the minor can be shown. Unless perhaps someone says that the rule does not extend itself to negative syllogisms, but only to affirmative ones. But against this it seems to be the case: because, if the converse of the conclusion is transposed into an affirmative, and the major similarly is transposed into an affirmative, as was done in the circular syllogism, the minor will be shown thus: to whatever A belongs to none, to all that C belongs; B belongs to no A; therefore B belongs to every C; therefore every B is C, which is the converse of the minor. And it can be granted sufficiently that the converse of the minor can be shown in this way; nevertheless Aristotle passed over this, both because it is plain from the things determined above, and because it is a certain improper mode of showing.

Marginal label (printed page 789): He removes a doubt.

It can also be said that not this whole rule extends itself to negative syllogisms; and therefore the converse of the minor cannot be shown, nor is it permitted here to use the transposition of the negative into the affirmative, as was done in the circular syllogism. For that such a transposition is made in a circular syllogism was because of the nature of circulation, in which it is not permitted to take any term outside; and therefore the affirmative remains true insofar as the negative is transposed, just as the negative itself is true. But here it does not happen to use such a transposition, because nothing is shown here by looking to the nature of circulation except accidentally; for here the converses of propositions are not shown through the converse of the conclusion for this reason, that circulation should be made, but because through such a conversion the conversion of terms ought to be shown. And let these things have been said about the first rule.



Treatise VII, Chapter II

CHAPTER II.

On The Second Rule Or Consequence, And The Third, And The Fourth, And The Fifth.

Again, in such conversions of terms, the second rule of consequence is this: that if A and B are converted, and C and D are converted, and universally one follows and precedes the other, and to everything which is it must be that A or C belongs, and both cannot belong to any one thing, then regularly it is true that B and D will have themselves similarly, so that one of them belongs to everything that is, and both belong to no one thing, as it is in opposites through affirmation and negation, of which one belongs to everything that is, and both belong to no one thing. For this is shown in this way: since it is generally true that to whatever A belongs, to that it belongs to be B, since it has been said that A and B are converted; to whatever being C belongs, to that being D belongs, since it has been given that C and D are converted; but to everything that is, being A or C belongs, and to no one thing at the same time, for this has been given in the hypothesis; it follows that B or D also belongs to everything and to no one thing at the same time. But an example of this is that, if being ungenerated and being incorruptible are converted, so that every ungenerated thing is incorruptible and every incorruptible thing is ungenerated, then it is necessary that the made and the corruptible also are converted; and every made thing will be corruptible, and every corruptible thing made, as Plato uses this proposition in the first part of the Timaeus. And therefore, if ungenerated is A, and incorruptible is B, and made is C, corruptible is D, then every thing that is either is ungenerated or made, and no one thing is made and ungenerated; and every thing that is is either incorruptible or corruptible, and no one thing is corruptible and incorruptible. For proving this, two syllogisms have been established. For the first part of the consequence is shown by one syllogism, and the second part of the same consequence is shown by a second syllogism. For the first part is shown thus: everything that is A or C is B or D; but everything that is, is A or C; therefore everything that is, is B or D. But the other part of the same consequence is shown by another syllogism thus: whatever is B or D is A or C; but nothing the same is C and A; therefore nothing the same is B and D. But the premises are manifest, because they are taken from the hypothesis. And thus it is plain that the aforesaid rule and consequence holds universally.

The third is as it were the converse of the preceding, and it is this. If to everything that is, A or B belongs, and similarly C or D, but A and B and C and D belong together to no one thing; if A is converted with C, so that every A is C, and conversely every C is A, then B and D also must be converted, so that every B is D and every D is B. But the proof of this is through the impossible, thus. For if B and D are not converted, then one of them will be in more things than the other. Therefore let D be said of more things than B; therefore B does not belong to something to which D belongs, as man does not belong to something to which animal belongs. But if B does not belong to that thing, then A will belong to that to which B does not belong, because A and B are of every thing and of no thing together. But if A belongs to it, then C belongs to the same thing, because it was said that C and D are converted. Therefore it belongs to something to be both C and D at the same time. But this is impossible, because it is contrary to the hypothesis. For it was said that C and D are of every thing and of no thing together. But this is plain in the terms introduced above, if A is ungenerated, and B incorruptible, but C made, and D corruptible.

The fourth rule of consequence is this: that when A the predicate belongs to every B and C as subjects, so that A is universally predicated of these two subjects, which are B and C, and of those alone, so that it is predicated of no other, if one of those subjects is predicated universally of the other, so that B the subject belongs to every C, then necessarily A the predicate also is converted with B. But the proof of this is this. For it is established from the hypothesis that A the predicate is said of the subjects B and C alone. But it is established that B the subject is predicated of itself, because B is B. It is also given that B is predicated of C. Therefore B is predicated of B and C, and A is predicated of those alone; therefore B is predicated of the same things and only those of which A is predicated; therefore they must be converted, because both are predicated of the same things and of those alone. For it is manifest from the aforesaid things that of all and only those of which A is predicated, B is predicated of all and only those.

The fifth rule of consequence is that, when A and B as predicates belong to the whole subject C, so that both are predicated universally of C, and if C is converted with B, then the first predicate A must belong to every B and be predicated universally of it. But this is proved through the syllogism which is in the first mode of the first figure, since A belongs to every C and C belongs to every B; it follows that A necessarily belongs to every B. But the syllogism is formed thus: every C is A; every B is C because they are converted; therefore every B is A.

Marginal label (printed page 790): For what the five previously posited rules of consequences are useful.

But these five rules of consequences must be taken in this way: that the first three are posited for this reason, because they are useful for the conversion of pertinent terms, and for the reduction of discourses simply, and for the reduction of pertinent discourses. But two, namely the fourth and fifth, pertain to the reduction of certain special discourses. Of the first three, however, the first is given for the evidence of the reduction which is made in one syllogized discourse into another syllogized discourse. But the other two, namely the second and third, are given on account of the evidence of a discourse not syllogized, but to be syllogized. But a discourse to be syllogized is either affirmative or negative. And the second rule indeed is given on account of the conversion of terms of a negative discourse to be syllogized, and consequently on account of its reduction. But the third is given on account of the conversion of terms of a negative discourse to be syllogized, and consequently by the reduction of the same. But these things are manifest from this, because the second rule concludes the opposition of terms, but the third concludes the convertibility of terms, while the fourth and fifth have been posited on account of certain special argumentations to be reduced. For the fourth is on account of the enthymeme and on account of the ordering of sign and prodigy into a syllogism. But the fifth is posited on account of induction and its reduction into syllogism.

Marginal label (printed page 791): Objection.

But if someone objects that according to this there ought to be some rule teaching the reduction of example and deduction and instance, or asks why these are not given.

Marginal label (printed page 791): Solution.

And to this it must be said that instance and deduction are truly syllogized, and therefore they do not need reduction into syllogism, as the enthymeme and induction need it. But example is not reducible into one syllogism, because it consists of four terms; nor is it even reducible into syllogisms, because they are necessary of themselves, as will be plain in what follows. And therefore rules teaching the reduction of deduction, example, and instance are not given, as rules of induction and enthymeme are given. Therefore from these things it is plain how the introduced rules are taken, and for what they are necessary here, although certain things of such rules seem to have been determined before in the circular syllogism.



Treatise VII, Chapter III

CHAPTER III.

On The Sixth Rule Teaching The Consequence Of Things To Be Chosen.

But when two things have been opposed, as A and B, so that A is to be chosen and B to be fled. Likewise let another two be opposed, namely let C and D be to be chosen, and C to be fled. Again let it be given that A C joined are more to be chosen than B D; if, with such a position made, A C joined are more to be chosen than B D joined, it follows that A by itself alone is more to be chosen than D. But this is proved through a deduction to the impossible. For let it be granted that A is not more to be chosen than D. But this can be from two causes, namely either from this, that A and D are equally to be chosen, or because A is less to be chosen than D. If indeed A and D are equally to be chosen, but now it has been given in the hypothesis that A is similarly or equally to be chosen or followed, as B is to be fled, for these have been said to be opposites; and C and D similarly have been said to be opposites, because also these, which are C D, are opposed, as A and B are. Therefore if it is granted that A is similarly to be chosen with that which is D, and B is said to be similarly to be fled with that which is C, so that C and B are equally to be fled, for it has been given that each, namely A and D and C and B, is similarly or equally to be fled and followed or chosen with regard to each of its opposites, on account of this it remains that both things joined together also, namely A with C and B with D, are equally to be chosen or fled. For to the more to be chosen the more to be fled is opposed, and to the equally to be chosen the equally to be fled is opposed, and to the less to be chosen the less to be fled is opposed. Therefore since C and B are to be fled, it follows that the aggregate from A and C will be similarly to be chosen, just as the aggregate from B and D, the opposite of which was given in the hypothesis, which said that the joined thing from A and C is more to be chosen than the joined thing from B and D. For when it is given that something is more to be chosen for someone, then it is not possible that it is similarly to be chosen for him. For if A is similarly to be chosen as D, A C also will similarly be to be chosen; it follows that B D also will similarly be to be chosen as A C, which is contrary to the hypothesis.

But if the second is granted, namely that for this reason it does not follow that A C is more to be chosen than C D, because D is more to be chosen than A, then it follows that B is less to be fled than C, because to the more to be chosen the more to be fled is opposed, and to the less to be chosen the less to be fled, and to the equally to be chosen the equally to be fled. And thus that which is less to be chosen is opposed by what is less in being fled. But it is established that the more good and less evil joined is more to be chosen than the less good and more evil joined. Therefore the whole B D joined will be more to be chosen than the whole A C joined from both. But now it is not so, because this is contrary to the hypothesis which said that A C is more to be chosen. But if this is impossible, then the first conclusion follows, namely that A is more to be chosen than D, and that C is less to be fled than B.

But this is plain in a determinate example. For let A be to wish to yield; but let B be to be unwilling to yield; but let D be to yield according to act; but let C be not to yield, so that to yield is to act according to love, but to wish to yield is to have the will to act according to love without act, and D is to act without will, but C is not to yield or not to act according to love, and nevertheless to have the will of acting. Therefore if it is more to be desired from a friend that the friend wish to act, although he does not act, than to be unwilling to act although nevertheless he acts, it is plain that good will without action is more to be chosen than action without good will.

Marginal label (printed page 792): Good will without action is more to be chosen than action without good will.

But this is reduced to transcendent terms in this way. For if every lover chooses from a friend, according to love, to have himself in this way, that he wishes to yield although he does not act; but not yielding is that in which C is, and yielding is that in which D is, and not being such as to wish to yield according to love is that in which B is, then it is manifest from the things said that A, which is such as to wish to yield according to love, is more to be chosen than D, which is to yield and not to will.

From this it is further inferred that to love, which is according to love to will the good, is more to be chosen than coitus, which is to act according to love by a bodily action. And further it is plain that love is more for loving as an end than coitus is the end of love. But if it is most of this as an end, then it follows that loving is the end of friendship, and not to cohabit. And further it is concluded that of this which is to cohabit, either love of friendship is altogether not as an end, or if it is of that which is to cohabit, then it is of it as for the sake of another which is the cause of loving, because from coitus loving is induced. For other concupiscences and arts also are such, that they are for the sake of the last and best as for the sake of an end.

Therefore from the things said it is manifest in what way the terms have themselves and ought to have themselves according to conversion. And still further it is manifest in what way they have themselves in consequences in that they are more to be fled or more to be chosen. But here it must be attended that, although that general science is rectifying in all things, nevertheless because in morals things to be chosen and things to be fled do not altogether follow universal rules, as Aristotle says in the Ethics, therefore it was necessary here to add something to the common art which is not necessary in physics, mathematics, or metaphysics, which follow general rules.

Marginal label (printed page 792): Objection.

Yet further an objection can be made against what has been said, namely that to the more to be chosen the more to be fled is opposed, and to the equally to be chosen the equally to be fled, and to the less to be chosen the less to be fled. For this seems to have an instance, because to live well is more to be chosen than to live, and nevertheless not to live well is not more to be fled than not to live. Again, to be perfectly good is more to be chosen than to be good, and nevertheless to be imperfectly good is less to be fled than not to be good.

Marginal label (printed page 792): Solution. Note the gloss.

But to these and like things it must be said that those things which have been said are understood about those cases where one of the things to be chosen is not in the other, nor is part of the other, as virtue and knowledge have themselves. For since virtue is more to be chosen than knowledge, vice is more to be fled than ignorance.



Treatise VII, Chapter IV

CHAPTER IV.

On The Reduction Of Induction Into Syllogism.

But with these things thus had, one must speak about the reduction of other argumentations into syllogism. For not only dialectical and demonstrative syllogisms are made through the aforesaid figures, but also rhetorical ones, which have imperfect argumentations, are made through the aforesaid figures; and simply or universally, whatever faith is made according to any argumentation whatever according to each art, those argumentations, reduced into syllogism, are made according to the said figures. And this indeed we will say now hereafter. But first about induction, because among the others it has more of the form of argumentation1. But we believe all things by receiving faith either through syllogism or through induction; for under these two example and enthymeme are comprehended.

For first let us define induction, saying that induction, and the syllogism which is from induction, is to syllogize one extreme of the middle through another or third extreme. But I say the third, because there are three: the first, the middle, and the third; and in an inductive syllogism the first is syllogized of the middle through the third. An example of this in transcendent terms is that, of those extremes which are A C, let B be the middle; then to show through C that A belongs to B is an inductive syllogism. For thus we make inductions or inductive syllogisms. But this is plain in material terms in this way. For let A, which is the first, be to be long-lived; but let that in which B is be not to have bile; but let that in which C is be a singular long-lived thing, as a human being, and a horse, and a mule, and each thing of this kind. And thus the first is long-lived, but the middle will be not having bile, and the third the singular things not having bile. Therefore it is plain that the first belongs to the third, because a singular not having bile is not having bile; and since every thing not having bile is converted with the singulars not having bile, it is plain that every long-lived thing is said of what does not have bile. And then the syllogism will be formed in this way: everything which is a horse or mule or human being, and so concerning the others, is long-lived; but every thing not having bile is a horse, and mule, and human being, and so concerning the others; therefore every thing not having bile is long-lived. For according to this position A belongs to the whole C, since everything that is without bile is long-lived; but B, which is not to have bile, belongs to every C. But this is shown through the rule joined and given in the preceding chapter, because if both the first and the middle are said of the third, and the middle and third are converted, the first or last must be said of the middle, because it has been shown that if two predicates are said of some subject, and one of those predicates is converted with it, then the remaining predicate will be said universally of that which is converted with the subject. For it was shown before in the preceding chapter that, if any two predicates belong to the same subject, and the subject which is an extreme in the syllogism is converted to one of them, then the other predicate also will belong universally to that which is converted.

For the term C must be understood to be, namely, the aggregate or composite from all singulars of the middle itself, because induction is through all singulars, with none omitted. But the difference of induction from syllogism, as to their conclusions, is this: that induction is a syllogism of a first and immediate proposition. But a syllogism is, as to its conclusion, of a mediate proposition; for of those propositions of which there is a middle, the syllogism is of such propositions through that middle which they have; but of propositions of which there is no middle, as of principles, there is faith through induction2. But as to premises, the difference between induction and syllogism is that induction in a certain way is opposed to syllogism; for syllogism indeed shows through a middle that an extreme or first belongs to the third. But induction shows through the third that the first extreme belongs to the middle. Therefore from this it is further concluded that syllogism is through a middle, which is prior by nature and more evident according to the nature of the thing. But induction or the inductive syllogism is through what is more manifest and evident to us.

But here it must be attended that here induction is determined insofar as it commonly has itself to the dialectician and the demonstrator, but in the Topics insofar as it has itself to the dialectician only. And because induction has no necessity except from a syllogism, therefore it does not have a special art in which there is a determination about it as the syllogism has; for it is not necessary to hand down a special art about induction, because from its assigned and explained definition it is sufficiently plain how induction ought to be made.

Marginal label (printed page 794): Doubt.

But if it is asked how induction is reduced into syllogism, since induction and syllogism have opposition?

Marginal label (printed page 794): Solution.

It must be said that induction is reduced into syllogism materially and not formally, so that the form of induction is reduced into the form of syllogism, but because the matter now existing under the form of induction is reduced to the acceptance of syllogistic form. For induction is not opposed to syllogism taken commonly; indeed, taking syllogism in this way, it is true to say that induction is a syllogism, but induction is opposed to syllogism properly so called. But although induction is reduced into the syllogism of the first mode of the first figure, which is most perfect of all syllogisms, and a syllogism of an immediate proposition is made, as has been said, nevertheless it is not reduced except into a syllogism commonly and not properly so called. For the syllogism of the first mode of the first figure is most perfect and most noble as to the mode; nevertheless the nature and account of syllogism properly so called is not always preserved. And therefore when induction is reduced into it, the nature of syllogism properly so called according to mode is not preserved in it, that is, according as it is to show in it the first of the middle through the third, which is proper to induction. Nor does it follow, if it is a syllogism of an immediate proposition, that it is a syllogism simply, because every syllogism properly so called is a syllogism of a mediate proposition, because it shows through a middle, while induction shows through an extreme.

Marginal label (printed page 794): Doubt.

But if it is asked how singulars are to be taken when induction is reduced into syllogism, namely whether under disjunction or under copulation?

Marginal label (printed page 794): Solution.

It must be said that they are to be taken under disjunction, thus: everything which is this one or that one, and so concerning each, is animal; every man is this one or that one, and so concerning each; therefore every man is animal. And similarly induction must be accepted in a universal negative. The reason for this is that singulars must be taken in the same mode in which they are ordered under the middle; but ordered under the middle they are under disjunction, and not under copulation. But another reason is that what is collected from all must be predicated in the discourse of the inductive syllogism; therefore in that mode it must be one in which the universal whole is predicable; but the universal whole is predicable of many collected under disjunction. On account of this the singulars also must be ordered under disjunction.

It must also be known that, since induction concludes a universal opposition, it cannot be reduced into the third figure; but every affirmative induction is reduced into the first mode of the first figure, and every negative induction is reduced first into the second mode of the first. But then it can be transferred to the second figure through the conversion of the major, as has been said in the things already had. Again, although singulars are of an infinite multitude, as Plato says, nevertheless for perfect induction it is necessary to introduce them summarily, not so that all are numbered one by one, but so that, briefly collected, they are intimated, by saying, and so concerning each, or so concerning the others. But for probable induction, induction from several is sufficient, provided that no instance is seen, as is said in the Topics. Therefore let so much have been said about induction.

Notes

	It is plain that induction has more of the form of argumentation than rhetorical argumentations, which will be more apparent below. (Patet quod inductio plus habet de forma argumentationis quam rhetoricae argumentationes, quod magis inferius patebit.) ↩

	How does induction differ from syllogism? Induction is toward immediate propositions, as is gathered here and in Physics I, text/commentary 11; but syllogism is toward mediate propositions. (Quomodo differt inductio a syllogismo? Inductio est ad propositiones immediatas, ut colligitur hic et I Physic. tex. com. 11; syllogismus autem est ad propositiones mediatas.) ↩





Treatise VII, Chapter V

CHAPTER V.

On Example, What It Is And How It Has Itself To Syllogism And To Induction.

Since example is annexed to induction, because induction is made from many things accepted exemplarily, after induction one must determine about example, what it is in the genus of argumentation, and how it has itself to syllogism and to induction.

Therefore we say that example is an argumentation when, or in which, the middle is shown to belong to an extreme through that which is similar to the third; and thus example must have four terms. But in example one must take that the first belongs to the third through the middle, and that the first is similar to the third, that is, that the first belongs to the third through something similar to the third, and that this similar thing is more evident. And this is shown more easily in terms thus: let the first be evil, in which A is; but let B be to make war against neighbors; and let that in which C is be Athenians fighting against Thebans; but let that in which D is be Thebans fighting against Phocians. Therefore if we wish to show that fighting against Thebans is evil for Athenians, that is, to show the first of the third through a middle, then the middle must be taken, namely this: that fighting against neighbors is evil. And if we wish to show the first of the middle, we will show this through a similar thing or similar things to the third, because faith that the first belongs, which had before been taken to the middle when the first was concluded of the third, is made and effected from a similar thing or from similar things known and better known than that the first belongs to the third, as for example, since for Thebans to fight against the Phocians their neighbors was evil, and this is evident and known. Therefore one must argue the first of the third by concluding through the middle thus: neighbors fighting against neighbors is evil; Athenians fighting against Thebans is to fight neighbors against neighbors; therefore it is manifest that Athenians fighting against Thebans is evil. For it is manifest that B, which is to fight against neighbors, belongs to C itself, that is, Athenians against Thebans fighting, because this is to fight against neighbors; and the same also belongs to that which is D, because Thebans and Phocians fighting is neighbors fighting against neighbors; and therefore each of these, both C and D, is to fight against neighbors. It is also manifest that A, which is evil, belongs to D, and it is more manifest and evident than that A belongs to C, that is, that the first belongs to the fourth, which is similar to the third, is more manifest than that the first belongs to the middle, because that A belongs to B, that is, the first is shown of the middle through D, which is similar to the third.

But it is similar or in the same way if faith of the middle to the extreme is made or would be made through several similar things, by which namely the first extreme may be proved to belong to the middle, provided that all these are similar to the third. And although several similar things are introduced, nevertheless not all ought to be introduced, because thus it would be induction. But it must be attended that in example, according to those things which have been said, there are two argumentations: for the first is shown of the third through the middle, and this is made through syllogism. But secondly, as it were in a pro-argumentation, which is in the place of a prosyllogism, the first is shown of the middle through something similar to the third; and in that argumentation faith is drawn from the example, but in the prior argumentation faith is drawn from the middle.

Marginal label (printed page 796): Objection.

But if someone objects that Boethius does not define example in this way in his Topics, who says that example is when a particular is shown of a particular through a similar particular; but a particular cannot be a middle, as was shown above in those things which were said about the discovery of the middle; and thus what was said about the showing of the first of the third through a middle, and the showing of the first of the middle through something similar to the third, seems to be false.

Marginal label (printed page 796): Solution.

But to this it must be said, as was said a little before, that the definition of example is completed in this, when the first is shown of the middle through something similar to the third; and in such a showing it is necessary that it be more evident that the first belongs to that which is similar to the third than that the first belongs to the third. And therefore the substance of example consists in the comparison of the first premise to the ultimate conclusion; and the first premise is particular, and the ultimate conclusion likewise is particular. For the premise is that Athenians fighting against Phocians is evil, and the ultimate conclusion is Athenians fighting against Thebans; for this was to be proved through example. And therefore the fact that the first is proved of the middle does not make example, but the fact that the first is proved of the third through something similar to the third, this makes example; and therefore there is nothing to what is objected about the middle.

Therefore it is manifest from these things, from the fact that the premise is particular and the ultimate conclusion is particular, that that in which the account of example is completed has itself as part to part1. For in it a particular is proved through a particular, and example does not have itself to that through which it is proved either as part to a universal whole or as universal whole to part, as it is in syllogisms which are proved through being said of every one; but it has itself as part to part, or as particular to particular, when both particular things are under the same common thing, as Athenians fighting Thebans and Thebans fighting Phocians are both under this middle, which is neighbors fighting against neighbors and this being evil; but one of those particulars is evident, and therefore from that the first is inferred. Therefore in this example differs from syllogism. Hence example is reduced to two syllogisms, as was shown in the things already had in this chapter.

Marginal label (printed page 796): Objection.

But if someone objects that then, when the first is concluded of the middle, either it is concluded of the middle taken universally, or of the middle taken indefinitely. If it is concluded of the middle taken universally, there will be a fallacy of the consequent in the argument in which the first is concluded of the middle through something similar to the third, because a universal is inferred from a particular, which does not happen; but rather conversely a particular ought to be inferred from a universal. But if the first is concluded of the middle taken indefinitely, then the second argument does not hold, because it does not have a universal proposition, from which alone a syllogistic inference is made.

Marginal label (printed page 796): Solution.

But to this it must be said that the first is shown of the middle taken universally through something similar to the third, but not from necessity; rather it is from the respondent's preconfession, namely if it is conceded that it is similarly in one and in the others, as if, if it is evil for Thebans to fight against Phocians, then it is evil for all neighbors to attack neighbors. And thus when it is reduced into two syllogisms, the second has necessity of itself; but the first, which is a prosyllogism or in the place of a prosyllogism, is probable, not of itself, but has necessity from preconfession2. For the first proves the first of the middle through

something similar to the third; and once that has been done the second proves the proposed thing through the middle already proved.

But example differs from induction in this, that induction, from all the individuals introduced, used to show that an extreme belongs to the middle, and did not join a syllogism to the extreme; for induction shows that the first is to be shown of the middle through all particulars of the middle, and it does not conclude the first of the last. But example concludes the first of the third through a middle, and not through all particulars, but through some one or some ones. Hence induction from all individuals used to show that the extreme belongs to the middle, and did not join a syllogism to the extreme; but that which is example both joins to the extreme and shows not from all singulars, but from a certain one or certain ones.

Marginal label (printed page 797): In what way example is reduced into induction.

But example is reduced to induction in this, that many examples make one induction, through this, that many examples conclude many particulars, from which, once aggregated, the universal which is concluded in induction is made; and thus many examples make one induction.

Marginal label (printed page 797): He removes a doubt.

But although many examples make one induction, and one induction is reduced into one syllogism, nevertheless on account of this example is not reduced into one syllogism, because example, in the mode in which it is reduced into syllogism, has four terms, and therefore it cannot be reduced into one syllogism. But in the mode in which many examples make one induction, the middle is taken away in them, and only three terms remain, namely the first, the third, and the similar to the third; but many thirds are aggregated into one third, and many things similar to the third are aggregated into one thing similar to the third. And thus many examples, in the mode in which they make one induction, are immediately reduced into one syllogism. Nevertheless, in the mode in which example has four terms, example cannot be reduced into one syllogism. But this is manifest if someone compares many examples of one genus with one another.

But it must be noted that, since example makes no necessity according to itself, it principally pertains neither to the dialectician nor to the demonstrator, but to the rhetorician; nevertheless, insofar as it makes probability not from itself but from preconfession, it can be referred to the dialectician.

Notes

	From this the difference between example and syllogism is gathered. P. J. (Ex hoc colligitur differentia inter exemplum et syllogismum. P. J.) ↩

	From this infer that example is reduced into two syllogisms, of which one does not have necessity except from the respondent's preconfession, but the second has necessity of itself. P. J. (Ex hoc infer quod exemplum reducitur in duos syllogismos, quorum unus non habet necessitatem nisi ex praeconfessione respondentis, secundus autem de se habet necessitatem. P. J.) ↩





Treatise VII, Chapter VI

CHAPTER VI.

On Deduction, What It Is And In How Many Modes It Is Made.

But deduction, because it is opposed in some mode to induction, must be ordered after these things; for deduction has a middle more known according to nature than the conclusion, and nearer to knowledge than induction, which according to the nature of the thing has what is less known and more remote from knowledge according to nature. For it infers a universal from singulars, which according to nature are less known and more remote from knowledge than the universal.

Therefore deduction is when it is clear that the first extreme or greater extreme belongs to the middle itself in the major proposition, in which the greater extreme is predicated of the middle; for with the terms having themselves thus, namely the first and the middle, the major proposition is made known through itself. But it is doubtful whether the middle belongs to the last, which is the minor extreme, in the minor proposition, in which the middle is predicated of the minor extreme according to the disposition of the first figure; and although this is doubtful, nevertheless it ought to be credible either similarly or equally, or even more credible than the conclusion. For then, because the minor is not certain, it cannot make perfect knowledge; and because it has something of credibility disposed in some mode into the form of a syllogism, it deduces and brings near to knowledge, although it does not attain perfectly all the way to knowledge. Therefore this is one and the prior mode of deduction.

Moreover, the second mode of deduction is if indeed the minor is a mediate proposition, just as the conclusion is, but there are fewer middles for proving the minor than for proving the conclusion. For then it altogether happens that the minor, because it has fewer middles than the conclusion, is nearer to knowledge; for although the middle is the cause of knowledge, nevertheless what has more middles is more uncertain and farther from knowledge than that which has fewer, because it is more distant from the first principles known through themselves and immediate1. Therefore these are the two modes of deduction. For deduction cannot be taken according to the diversity of the major, because in it is the whole power of inferring in the syllogism, and the conclusion is a part of it; and therefore, if it were doubtful, no discourse would become a deduction toward nearness to knowledge.

But the explanation of the first mode of deduction is in transcendent terms A B C, which nevertheless are determined to matter in the example of Plato posited in the book which is called Meno, where it is asked whether virtue is a teachable or habituable good, or a gift given by the gods. For let A be teachable, which is the major extreme. But let that in which B, the middle, is be discipline; and let C, the minor extreme, be general justice, which is virtue in the genus. But with such a disposition of terms made, it is manifest through itself that every discipline is teachable, and takes increase by experience and teaching. But that general justice or virtue is discipline, although Socrates said this, is doubtful. Therefore if in such a syllogism the minor proposition, which is B C, is similarly or equally or more credible than the conclusion which is the A C proposition, then such a syllogism is called deduction. The reason for this is that it is nearer to knowledge, because those syllogizing in this way will have assumed that the A C conclusion is such a thing of which previously they had no discipline or knowledge, but they took the B C proposition as doubtful indeed, but not wholly unknown.

Marginal label (printed page 798): Objection.

But if someone objects, saying that where the minor proposition is doubtful, there that which is in the beginning is begged.

Marginal label (printed page 798): Solution.

It must be said that this is not true where the minor is wholly unknown. Again, when the minor is doubtful, if there ought to be petition of the principle, the terms of the major proposition must be converted; but here it is not so. Thus, therefore, the first mode of deduction has been explained; and it is argued thus in the first mode of the first figure: every discipline is teachable; every virtue is discipline; therefore every virtue is teachable.

Or again, in the second mode, such an explanation is made both through transcendent terms and through terms taken in special matter. For the second mode is if there are fewer middles for this, that C is B, which the minor proposition said, than for the conclusion; for thus also the minor is something nearer to knowledge than the conclusion that is wholly unknown, as if D is to be made quadrangular or to be squared, and is the major extreme; but that in which E is, let it be a straight line, which is the middle; but that in which F, the minor extreme, is, let it be the circle. Therefore, if there is only one middle of that which is the minor E F proposition, namely this, through lunar figures or equal portions to take curved lines equal to the straight line which is the root of the square, and thus for the circle to become equal to the straight line of the square, but more middles are had for the conclusion than this which has been said, then this is the second mode of deduction, because then again the minor is nearer to knowledge than the conclusion; and it is syllogized thus: every straight line is squared through lunar figures; through the cone of the circle it is possible to receive curved lines equal to straight lines; therefore through lunar figures it happens that the circle is squared.

But when the minor proposition, which is B C, is neither more credible, nor equally credible with the conclusion, which is A C, nor are there few or fewer middles for the minor than for the conclusion, then I do not say that such an argumentation is deduction, because it does not lead to something or through something nearer to knowledge. Likewise it is also not called deduction when the minor proposition is immediate and known through itself just like the major; for such a syllogism is demonstration, and discipline or perfect knowledge, which is of this kind, and deduction is not in it, but a standing-point and end. But although deduction said according to each mode has here been disposed by us only in the first figure, nevertheless it can be made in any figure, provided that care is taken that that which will become the major, when a syllogism of the second or third figure is reduced into the first figure, is always known through itself and the other is doubtful, but not unknown.

But deduction is a mode of reason deficient from demonstration when it is in demonstratives, and deficient from syllogistic certainty when it is in probabilities and dialecticals. And these things have been said about deduction. For here those things which have been said have been posited on account of the opposition which it has to induction; and its use is not great in sciences or arts.

Notes

	It is also gathered from Posterior Analytics I, text/commentary 9, that the more middles something has, the more uncertain it is and the farther from knowledge. (Colligitur etiam ex I Posteriorum, tex. com. 9, quod quo plura aliquod habet media, eo incertius est et longius a scientia.) ↩





Treatise VII, Chapter VII

CHAPTER VII.

On Instance Or The Instantiative Syllogism, What It Is And Through Which Figures It Is Made.

Marginal label (printed page 799): Why one must determine here about instance.

But after these things one must determine about instance or about the instantiative syllogism, which in some respect is opposed to example, because example consists of four terms, of which the fourth is similar to the third. Similarly in an instantiative syllogism there are at least four according to reason, of which the third and fourth have the account of opposition. For one is taken under affirmation, and the other under negation; nevertheless the third and fourth are the same, if affirmation and negation are set aside. And therefore, since there has now been a determination about example, now here there must be a determination about instance.

But it must be attended that instance is said in two ways. For in one way the proposition instancing absolutely, or considered, is called an instance. In another way the very reasoning, through which such a proposition is proved and concluded, is called an instance. And here we will consider instance said commonly according to each mode.

Marginal label (printed page 799): He removes a doubt.

And when it is said that an instance is a proposition, it is not understood that it is a proposition considered absolutely, but also that it is a proposition concluded according to its ordering to its principles, so that the name of proposition in a certain way says a position for another, and imports the whole substance of the reasoning and of the instantiative syllogism; and thus under the name of proposition is comprehended instance said in each mode. Therefore, determining about instance in this way, for instance said in this way does not differ substantially from an elenchus, but only according to reason, since an elenchus is according as it syllogizes the opposite of the respondent, but an instance according as it syllogizes the opposite of a previously concluded proposition, let us say therefore that an instance or instantiative syllogism is a proposition contrary to a proposition, so that by contrary are understood things truly contrary and opposed through contradiction.

But instance differs from proposition in this, since it happens that an instance is sometimes in part or particular, but the proposition to which the instance is brought either cannot be particular at all, as in demonstratives, where all propositions are necessary and universal, or also in those which are truly propositions as it were posited for another, because in them is the whole force of inference, and they are universal, or also in universal syllogisms to which all other syllogisms are reduced. For propositions of such syllogisms are truly said according to the account of propositions; for an instance is truly made only against such a universal proposition, because every instance properly is against a universal.

But instance is brought against a proposition accepted in the aforesaid mode through two modes of propositions and through two figures, if the instance is a proposition syllogized against the proposed thing. But I say that instance is made in two modes with respect to the double quantity of the instancing proposition; for every instantiative proposition is either universal or particular. But I say from two figures because instances are brought in an opposite mode to that proposition which is truly a proposition; and that proposition is the one without which there is not a universal syllogism, namely the affirmative. But the opposite to such a proposition is concluded only in the first and third figures, as will be plain through what follows. But that an instance is made through the first is plain from this: because if the adversary concludes that the major belongs to every minor extreme, then we instance by saying the contrary, that it belongs to none, or by bringing the contradictory, saying that it does not belong to some. But of these two through which we instance, we conclude that the major extreme belongs to no minor through the first figure in the second mode of the first figure; but we conclude that it does not belong to some same subject which is, through the third.

Therefore let us show how instance is brought through the first and third figures mentioned. Therefore let us say, for the sake of example, how instance is brought against an affirmative proposition: for if A, the major extreme, is that there is one discipline, but B, the middle, is contraries in this way, of which A is predicated, because there is one discipline of contraries, therefore, with one discipline of contraries proposed, so that every B is A, those who instance either instance in this way, that they bring the contrary of this, for they say that absolutely, that is universally, there is not the same discipline of any opposites; the common is taken above the subject of the proposition against which they instance, as opposites are above contraries, because all contraries are opposites, but it is not converted. On account of this, then in the first figure an instance is made in a syllogism, thus: there is the same discipline of no opposites; all contraries are opposites; therefore there is the same discipline of no contraries. For thus the first figure is made in the second mode of the first figure.

Or they instance by concluding a particular contradictorily opposed proposition, taking a particular minor under the subject of the proposition against which the instance is made, as if under contraries the known and the unknown are taken, and these are taken for contraries thus: of the known and the unknown there is not the same discipline; but the known and the unknown are contraries; therefore of some contraries there is not the same discipline. For here there is a syllogism in the second mode of the third figure; for of C, which is the minor extreme and stands for the known and the unknown, it is true to predicate that they are contraries themselves, but it is not true to predicate of that C standing for the known and the unknown that there is one discipline, because in that way by one knowledge both the known and the unknown would be known.

Again, in a universal privative proposition it happens to instance similarly through two propositions and through two figures. For when someone proves and proposes that there is not one discipline of any contraries, we instance by saying either that there is one discipline of all opposites, taking the middle above the subject of the proposition against which we instance, and under its predicate arguing thus: of all opposites there is one discipline; all contraries are opposites; therefore of all contraries there is one discipline. And it is a syllogism in the first mode of the first figure. Or we bring an instance by taking the middle under the subject of the proposition to which we bring the instance, by saying thus, that of some contraries there is the same discipline, thus: of the healthy and the sick there is the same discipline; the healthy and the sick are some contraries; therefore of some contraries there is the same discipline. And it is a syllogism in the fourth mode of the third figure. Therefore it is plain that the instance which is made universally by saying that there is one discipline of all contraries is made from the first figure. But that which is made particularly through this, that of some there is not one discipline, is made through the third figure.

For if someone is instancing simply in all things, he must say a contradiction, that is, a contradicting instance or contrariety simply in all things by taking the middle above the subject of the proposition against which he instances. For example, if someone proves that there is one discipline of contraries, let the one instancing accept that there is one discipline or not one discipline of all opposites; for then, because he accepts the middle above the subject and under the predicate, the first figure must be made, because the middle so accepted becomes universal to that which from the beginning is the subject of the proposition against which the instance is brought.

But one wishing to instance particularly ought to take under the subject of the proposition, against which the instance is to be made, something to which that universal subject belongs, so that in this way under contraries, of which it is said that there is one discipline, he accepts that of the known and the unknown there is not one discipline; for contraries are universal with respect to this, which is to be known and unknown. And in this mode the figure becomes the third, because the middle will be taken particularly under the universal subject, as the known and the unknown is a particular taken under contraries, which is the universal. For from those things from which there is syllogizing the contrary or opposite to the saying of the respondent, from those same things we will try to bring instances through syllogism. On account of this, from these figures alone, namely the first and the third, we bring instances. For in these two figures alone are syllogisms of the opposite, that is, of things opposed contrarily or contradictorily, because properly an instance is not brought except against a universal proposition; for through the middle figure it does not happen to affirm, that is, to conclude affirmatively, and thus through it it does not happen to instance against a negative proposition. Therefore evidently it will not happen to instance through the second figure in such a way that the one instancing needs no other discourse except the one syllogized.

Moreover, it indeed happens to instance through the middle figure, even if the one so instancing needs very many discourses besides the syllogized instance. As for the sake of example, if someone does not grant that A belongs to B, and wishes to instance through the second figure, taking C to be the middle, and says, instancing against this, every B is A, that A does not belong to B because A does not follow C, syllogizing thus in the first mode of the second figure: no A is C; every B is C; therefore no B is A. For the major in this syllogism is not evidently opposed to the proposition against which the instance is made, but to its converse; but in an instance one must take a proposition evidently opposed. But this, that the major here is opposed, must be manifested through other propositions, as through conversion and things of this kind. And thus, although an instance is made through the second figure, nevertheless an evident instance, needing nothing else, is not made through it. For an instance ought not to be converted to other things, but immediately when it has been concluded through syllogism, it ought to have a manifest proposition instancing without some other thing proposed. And because the second figure does not conclude affirmatively, but an argument is not drawn from a sign except affirmatively, therefore from a sign there is no syllogizing in the second figure; and a sign, from which it is argued, does not exist in it.

But although instance according to its most powerful account is made through the first or third figure, as has been said, nevertheless, because instance is also said according to an extension and broadening of the name sometimes in a syllogism from hypothesis when the hypothesis is contradicted, one must look carefully and also distinguish concerning other instances commonly and not properly so called, as concerning those which are taken from contraries or from a similar thing or from opinion, that is, from the authority of some philosopher saying this; it must also be looked into whether it is possible to take a particular instance, commonly and not properly so called, from the first figure, and whether it is possible to take a privative instance from the middle figure. For this will be an instance commonly and not properly so called, and an evident instance.

But examples of these are through the place from opposites, as if someone says that every joy is good, and from this the manifestly false thing is inferred, that every sadness is evil; for many sadnesses are good; therefore not every joy is good. But through the place from a similar thing, as if someone says that a point is a part of a line, and someone argues the contrary from a similar thing, saying: as the point has itself to the line, so the line to the surface; but the line is not a part of the surface; therefore neither is the point a part of the line. But from opinion without authority, in this way: if someone says that the soul is mortal, we say, instancing, that Socrates and Plato say that the soul is immortal.

But a particular instance is made through the first figure in this way. When it has been said that there is the same discipline of all contraries, let it be said: there is the same discipline of no opposites; certain contraries are opposites; therefore of certain opposites there is not the same discipline. But in what way an affirmative proposition is instanced against through the second figure has sufficiently been said in the preceding things.

But the syllogism of instance pertains both to the dialectician and to the demonstrator; but universal instance pertains to the demonstrator, while both universal and particular instance pertain to the dialectician. For when the demonstrator proceeds from universals and necessary things, the quibbler cannot instance except by positing something false. Therefore let these things have been said about instance and the syllogism of instance.

Marginal label (printed page 802): What must be understood here by opposites.

But about this which has been said, that opposites are not concluded through the second figure, it must be noted that opposite propositions are not called opposites; rather all things which can be brought to the instance of the proposed thing are called opposites, which are not evidently concluded in the second figure. But the cause why an evident instance is not concluded in the second figure is this: because in an evident instance one must take another proposition which evidently conflicts with the proposition against which the instance is made; but in the second figure it is not so. For the converse of the proposition assumed evidently contradicts the proposition against which the instance is made, but not the assumed proposition itself. An example of this is if someone should instance against this, every B is A; through the second figure he will instance thus: no A is C; every B is C; therefore no B is A. But the first does not evidently conflict with this, every B is A, but its converse does, namely this: no C is A. For in this and in the other the same thing is affirmed and denied; but in this, no A is C, the same thing is not denied in the predicate which is affirmed in the predicate of this, every B is A, but this, no A is C, has itself as conversely; and therefore it is not an evident instance, for it is not manifest except through its converse.



Treatise VII, Chapter VIII

CHAPTER VIII.

On Ikos And Sign, From Which Enthymeme Is Made.

At last one must determine about the argumentation which is called enthymeme; but because this proceeds from ikoi and signs, with one proposition posited and the other omitted, therefore first one must speak about ikos and sign.

Marginal label (printed page 802): Ikos is said in two ways.

But one must know that ikos is said properly and metaphorically. Properly, however, it is the same as image; and therefore icons in Greek are called tablets depicted and marked with images. But metaphorically ikos is said according to a likeness of this; and then ikos is called a probable proposition in which, as in an image and not as in a substantial cause, another thing results as though pre-depicted, namely that toward which it posits probability. And therefore the custom of the philosophers is, when they proceed from such propositions, to say that they touch upon the matter figuratively, because then they do not proceed from essential causes.

But ikos and sign are not the same; rather ikos indeed is a probable proposition, as has been said, conjecturing and enunciating about a thing through extrinsic things and things commonly found in the thing. For what some know by knowledge of estimation as in the majority of cases, that it has been done thus, or has not been done in the past, or is or is not in the present, this is called ikos, as is this: to hate or have hated the envious or enemies; this Plato posits in the definition of man in the book of the Meno, because it is a sign or ikos grounded in the nature of animal. Such also is to love lovers or friends. This therefore is ikos.

But a sign is that which, beyond the species which it offers to the knower, leads to something of which it is the sign; and therefore by its signification it wants to be a demonstrative, or necessary, or probable proposition. But I say wants, because by the aptitude of the sign and relation to the thing signified, sometimes it leads into an essential cause, and then it wants to be a necessary proposition, although according to itself and according to its own account it is not so; but sometimes it leads into those things which are commonly in the thing and adhering extrinsically, and then it wants to be a probable proposition. But I call a sign a demonstrative proposition according as demonstrative is commonly taken for ostensive, whether in demonstratives or dialecticals. For that by whose existing in the present the thing is, and is inferred from it; or that by whose having been done in the past the thing has been done in the past; or that which, having been done later, indicates that something has been done, as paleness indicates that conception has been made; or that which indicates that the thing will be when that has first been done, as a tremor made in the lower lip in a sick person indicates future vomiting: this is called a sign.

Marginal label (printed page 803): Difference of ikos and sign, and in what way sign is said in two ways.

Whence the difference of ikos and sign must be noted; and it must be said that sign is said commonly and properly. A sign said commonly is everything which from its species, which it displays to the knower, holds forth something else which can be inferred from it; and thus ikos is contained under sign, as species under genus; and in this way sign is in every figure, but ikos properly is in the second and third. And when it is said that ikos is a probable proposition, the probable must be taken as that which is truly and according to the thing itself probable, and which appears to the knower to be such. But sign taken properly is then a sign when it leads into the signified thing ostensively and as though by demonstrating or showing; and thus a sign is called a prodigy, as though shown before the fingers, and thus in the first figure it is a middle which essentially and by position is the middle, part of one extreme and whole to the other. And in this way sign is not ikos, as has been said; but ikos will be a sign in the second figure, in which the middle is outside the extremes and before them, because many things are predicates of many things which are not essentially rooted in them. It will also be in the third figure, because one subject frequently stands under many things which are not rooted in it. And when it is said that a sign is a demonstrative necessary or probable proposition, it is a sign accepted in the first figure in necessary demonstrative matter, and in dialectic matter it is probable, as was said a little before.



Treatise VII, Chapter IX

CHAPTER IX.

On Enthymeme, What It Is, And By Which Modes It Is Made, And In What Way It Is Reduced To Syllogism.

But from the definition of ikos and sign, the definition of enthymeme is concluded, by saying that an enthymeme is a syllogism proceeding from ikoi and signs. For although syllogism and enthymeme are diverse argumentations, nevertheless substantially the enthymeme is a syllogism; for although only one proposition is posited in an enthymeme, but two in a syllogism according to voice, nevertheless in an enthymeme, when one is posited according to voice, the other is understood according to the thing and the course of reason. And thus, according to the thing and the course of reason, an enthymeme is substantially said to be a syllogism from ikoi in the second and third figures, and from signs or prodigies in the first figure.

But the modes by which enthymemes are made are found from this, that a sign, which is as it were the middle of the enthymeme, is taken in three ways according to the position and order of the terms; for as often as the middle is taken according to diversity of position in the figures, either the position of the sign is taken as the middle is taken in the first figure, which by position and order of the terms is middle, as part of one and whole of the other, or it is taken as the middle is taken in the second figure, in which the middle is outside the extremes as one common predicate of many, or it is taken as the middle is taken in the third, as one common subject standing under many predicates. An example of this is that, if we wish to show the first figure, that is, through an enthymeme whose sign of the middle has power according to the mode of the middle of the first figure, we argue thus: this woman has milk in her breasts; therefore she has given birth. For it is reduced to a syllogism of the first figure, so that the middle, which is to have milk, is B, but A, which is the major extreme, is to be giving birth; but to have in the breasts, let it be the minor extreme C, and the form of a syllogism in the first figure will result, thus: every B is A, because every woman having milk in her breasts is one giving birth; a certain C is B, because this woman has milk in her breasts; therefore a certain C is A, because this woman has given birth. For it is a syllogism in the third mode of the first figure. But to have milk is a sign and not a cause, because if even she who has not given birth rubs her breasts with nettle and salt, she will have milk in the breasts, but her breasts will not pour it forth abundantly. Thus therefore an enthymeme is made in the first figure from a convertible sign, with the major proposition left tacit, because it is reckoned manifest.

In the third figure, which agrees with the first in many things, a sign is taken which is in fewer things, as if we wish to conclude that the studious are wise thus: he is studious; therefore wise; we will accept that Pittacus is studious, and from this wise. But Pittacus was a certain Pythagorean, a disciple of Pythagoras, and is so named from Pythagoras. But it is reduced into a syllogism of the third figure thus: let that in which A is be to be studious; but let that in which B is be to be wise; but let that in which C is be Pittacus studious. For thus again A will be studious and will be predicated of B and of C, because both wise persons are studious and Pittacus is studious. And then it is argued thus: Pittacus is studious; Pittacus is wise; therefore the wise person is studious. But this, which is the major proposition, they do not say with vocal expression, namely that every wise person is studious, because this is reckoned to be obvious. But that which is the minor proposition they take and from it they argue with it vocally expressed, with the major nevertheless understood, because without it there would be no course of reason.

But in the second figure an enthymeme is made by accepting a sign which is in more things, just as it is the middle in the second figure; as by enthymeme we argue that someone has given birth from this, that she is pale. For this enthymeme reduced to a syllogism wants, as much as concerns the order and disposition of the terms, to be through the middle figure according as it appears, although in truth it is not, because it is argued affirmatively in this way, and in the second figure nothing is concluded affirmatively. On account of this it was said in the things already had that in the second figure there is no sign. For since paleness for the most part follows those giving birth, and it also follows this woman, they judge that this has been shown through the conclusion, namely that this woman has given birth, and they argue thus: whoever has given birth is pale; this woman is pale; therefore she has given birth. And in transcendent terms in this way, that paleness is that in which A is, but to give birth, which is the major extreme, is that in which B is, but this woman, who is the minor extreme, is that in which C is, thus: every B is A; a certain or this C is A; therefore this or a certain C is B. And it is an affirmative syllogism in the second figure, and such syllogizing precedes a true syllogism; but that syllogism is presupposed by him who argues thus by enthymeme: she is pale; therefore she has given birth.

But there is a difference of enthymeme from syllogism, because enthymeme proceeds from one proposition, but syllogism from two; because if indeed only one proposition is said or expressed vocally, then a sign is made from which the enthymeme is taken. But if with that one the other universal proposition also is taken and vocally expressed, then there is a syllogism perfect in form according to figure and mode and proximate matter, which is two propositions formed from three terms. But this is shown through example both in the first figure and in the third. In the first figure indeed thus, as when we wish to prove that the ambitious person is liberal; then we argue thus: every ambitious person is liberal; Pittacus is ambitious; therefore Pittacus is liberal. Or again in the third figure, concluding that the wise are good or studious, arguing thus: Pittacus is wise; Pittacus is good; therefore the good are wise.

Thus therefore through all figures syllogisms of enthymeme are made. But in this enthymemes of the first figure differ from enthymemes of the second and third figure, because syllogisms of the enthymeme which is made through the first figure are insoluble and perfect, not loosened from the form of syllogism, because they are founded upon a universal proposition, according to which the course of the syllogism is perfect. And I say this when the syllogism is true in form, and true and truly concluding. And this is so, as we have said, because the proposition through which it is argued is universal in it. But the syllogism of an enthymeme which is made through the third figure is soluble, not having form, although it is true, so that it concludes what is true, because it is from singulars or particulars and not from a universal; from such a form nothing follows syllogistically. But a universal proposition is not in the third figure from which there may be a power of inferring. Again, nevertheless, such a syllogism made in the third figure is not to the matter, because it does not conclude an extreme of an extreme, since it does not use a universal proposition. For if Pittacus is studious and wise, on account of this it is not necessary that other wise persons are studious or good, even if the universal proposition is assumed that all wise persons are studious. But the syllogism which is made through the middle figure from an enthymeme of the second figure is always and altogether or universally soluble, or loosened, and imperfect and sophistical, whether a universal is assumed or not, because it is always affirmative; because with the terms having themselves thus, a syllogism is never made in the second figure. For it does not follow by the power of a syllogism of the second figure that, if whoever gives birth is pale, but this woman also is pale, it is necessary that this woman give birth; rather it is a fallacy of the consequent. Therefore the true indeed is concluded through the syllogism of the enthymeme in all figures; but syllogisms also have the differences which have now been stated, and enthymemes also differ in this way.

Marginal label (printed page 805): Difference between sign and prodigy.

Thus therefore, as has been said, the sign which has the account of a middle in an enthymeme must be divided. But of these signs, that which truly and by position is the middle, as the sign in the first figure, has the account of a prodigy. For the philosophers say that this sign is a prodigy, which makes one know as the middle in the first figure makes one know; and it truly has the account of the middle, because such a thing is most of all the middle according to the account of the middle or according to nature. But the signs which are taken in the extremes, and are extremes according to nature, although they are accepted in the place of middles, as in the second and third figure, for in the second the sign is first, and in the third it is last, in neither position is it the middle. And therefore those must be called signs only and not prodigies. But the sign which is taken from a middle which truly is a middle by position, or even by nature, that is a prodigy. For the most probable is most true, which has been concluded through the first figure; the account of this has now been given often.

Marginal label (printed page 805): General art of reducing every enthymeme into syllogism.

But from this it is easily plain what the general art is of reducing every enthymeme into syllogism. For since an enthymeme expresses only one proposition with the conclusion, it must be made from three terms. Therefore either the proposition and conclusion will communicate in one subject, or in one predicate, or what is subjected in one is predicated in the other. And if indeed they communicate in one predicate, then that enthymeme either is made in the first figure or in the third, and it is made from the major and the conclusion; and when the minor has been added, a syllogism is made. But into which of these figures it is reduced is plain from the natural position of the terms according to which it is ordered into a syllogism of the first or third figure. But if they communicate in subject, it will be an enthymeme either of the first or third figure, and is made from the minor and conclusion; and a syllogism will be made by the addition of the major, which must be added according to the possibility and inherence of the terms. But if what is subjected in one is predicated in another, then either what is subjected in the premise is predicated in the conclusion, or conversely. If in the first mode, there will be a syllogism in the second figure and from the major and conclusion, and a syllogism will be made by adding the minor. But if in the second mode, there will be an enthymeme in the third figure from the minor and conclusion, and a syllogism will be made by adding the major.

But since an enthymeme is, as has been said, from a prodigy and sign, that is, from a proposition which is a prodigy or sign, with the other proposition left tacit, an enthymeme from a prodigy pertains either to the dialectician or to the demonstrator according to the diversity of probable or necessary matter. But an enthymeme from a sign commonly accepted pertains to the rhetorician, as Aristotle says in the first book of the Posterior Analytics.

Marginal label (printed page 806): He removes a doubt.

And when it is said that an enthymeme is a syllogism from ikoi and signs, this is not said for this reason, that every enthymeme is made from several signs and several ikoi, but it is said for this reason, that an enthymeme accepted in genus is sometimes made from one sign and sometimes from another, and not always from one.



Treatise VII, Chapter X

CHAPTER X.

On The Discovery Of The Sign Which Is In Place Of The Middle In An Enthymeme.

But at last this must be determined, how the sign is found in an enthymeme, through which an affection is shown and concluded of a subject. And this indeed did not have to be taught in induction and example, because both those modes of arguing infer from particulars which are in the senses, and to find them is not a difficulty. But since only the prodigy makes one know, we will teach how to find the prodigy only, passing over the discovery of the other signs. But the consideration of signs of this sort pertains to the logician simply, although sometimes the dialectician uses them, and sometimes the demonstrator, as has been said. For although the logician considers intentions of things and not things, nevertheless principally the logician considers intentions related to things; and thus he considers things standing under the intentions which he considers; and in this way here we will consider signs of natural affections.

Marginal label (printed page 806): The division of affection is manifold.

Again, since the division of affection is manifold. For there is the division of affection according to itself, namely that one affection is convertible, but another not convertible. Again, according to subjects in a genus it is divided, namely that one affection is rational, another moral, and another natural; this division is given according to the cause which the affection has in the subject. Again, natural affection from nature commonly said is divided into metaphysical, mathematical, and physical; and any affection has some sign in the subject. From all the divisions we will consider only, from the first division, the convertible affection; but from the second, the natural affection; from the third, the physical affection, because we proceed by a logical way, which in common hands down an art applicable to any matter, not descending to matter except for the sake of example; and we posit the example in more manifest matter, so that it may be understood similarly in the others.

Therefore for the discovery of such a sign, which is a prodigy, let us say that to know natures, that is, natural affections, is possible through signs which are in enthymemes in the place of middles, with such a supposition previously had: if someone grants that body and soul together, that is, the whole composite from body and soul, is changed, that is, transmuted, by such affections, whatever are natural affections of the whole composite, so that affections change body and soul, so that in them there is a sign of a natural affection. But if someone suffers by a non-natural affection, but an accidental one, then this will not be necessary. For someone perhaps learning music has changed in the soul according to something of some animal and intellectual affection, and he has been changed in the soul, and a sign of this affection need not be in the composite, because such an affection is not natural. But natural affections are, as natural angers and concupiscences, which are affections and passible affections, as they are called; for they are of the natural motions by which they move the composite.

But the second thing to be supposed is that someone gives and grants that one common thing in a common nature is the sign of one common affection in that nature, so that this sign accompanies that whole nature of which that affection is; then by arguing through such signs through an enthymeme, we will be able to take, by concluding, of each genus which communicates that affection, its proper and convertible affection, and the sign of that affection in that nature; and thus we will be able to know that nature according as it is subjected to that affection.

But we will proceed in this way, and in such a mode we will consider. For if there is some proper affection agreeing especially with some genus individuated to a species or determined in a species, as fortitude or spiritedness agrees with lions according to their determined species, then, since it has been granted that a natural affection transmutates the composite, there must be some sign of this affection posited in the whole species of lions, and the composite in body and soul must suffer together mutually with itself in such an affection. For example, if we say that this sign of this affection in the lion is to have large extremities, we will therefore consider this sign in other strong animals to which this affection does not universally happen in all their genera or species, as in strong and spirited human beings by nature and not through an acquired habit. For the sign through which we conclude such an affection of a subject we call proper in this way, because it is a proper affection of that whole genus in this mode in which we call proper what belongs to every genus and not only to it. For in this way we are often accustomed to call something proper. Therefore this proper thing will also be in another genus, namely not universally, as in human beings strong by nature; and in this way a human being will be strong by nature, and any other strong thing or every animal which by nature is strong. And since that animal or human being naturally communicates that affection with the lion, it follows that it will have the same sign of fortitude through the first supposition. For it was said in the second supposition that one common thing was the sign of one common affection in all things in which that affection is. Therefore if these things which have been said are true, then from this art we will be able to gather such signs of such affections in those animals which have only one according to the whole genus or species, that affection and common affection. For each thing has the sign of that affection according to the whole multitude of that species; for it is necessary through the second supposition that it has a common sign of its affection which is proper to its species. Then from this sign we will be able to know the natures of proper affections; for we will consider in a strong human being or another animal, that anything strong by nature has large extremities; and considering this sign in the lion generally we argue thus: the lion generally has large extremities; therefore the lion generally is strong.

But if one nature in one genus or species has two proper things universally agreeing with it according to its whole genus, as the lion has fortitude and liberality, for it is both a strong spirited animal by nature, and is communicative of prey also by nature, then it is doubtful how we know whether this determinate sign in this way of one of those affections is the sign of it or of the other, which both, or both affections, especially, that is, follow the whole species. For we will not be able to know this unless we were to grant that also to another species, not generally to the whole universally, but particularly, not both affections, but the one, belongs. And then we will consider in those in which that natural affection does not belong to all; and we will consider in which not both nor to all it belongs, when it indeed has this sign, which is the sign of the same affection in the lion, as to have large extremities. But it does not have that sign of the other affection, just as it also lacks that affection itself. For if man is strong with the lion by nature, but of the two signs has this one which is the sign of fortitude, it is clear from the conclusion of the enthymeme that also in the lion this was the sign of fortitude, and not of liberality.

Therefore let us show through this mode how to conclude or show an affection of a subject. Let us say that it is to know natures or natural affections of any subject in the first figure indeed, by supposing the middle to be converted with the prior or major extreme, as to be strong and to have large extremities are converted. But the middle is in more things than the minor extreme; for to be strong is in more things than lion. But in the third it is necessary for the minor extreme to transcend and not to be converted, as is plain in examples, if fortitude or being strong is A, which is the first extreme; but having large extremities is that in which B is, which is converted with A; but let C, the third extreme after the middle, be lion, which is less than to be strong. For with the terms disposed in this way, it is plain that B belongs to every C, because every lion has large extremities; but this does not belong only to the lion, but also belongs particularly to other animals; but to whatever B belongs, to all that A belongs, because everything having large extremities is strong; and it does not belong to more things, because it is converted with it. But if it is said not to be so as has been said, an unacceptable consequence follows against the second hypothesis, because it follows that there will not be one common sign of one common affection. But the proof of this is plain through the fourth consequence determined in the things already had, in the chapter where it was said that when the extremes are converted, the middle also must be converted. For if A is said of B alone, and A and B of every C, then A and B are converted; and thus the discovery of the middle is plain in the first figure, in which the sign is a prodigy.

But when through having large extremities the lion is shown to be strong, this is taken and not proved, because this is established to be a sign in the lion through the fact that in others it is a sign of such an affection. But this cannot be shown in this way, that this is a sign of fortitude in another animal through the fact that it is a sign of such an affection in the lion, because it belongs to the lion universally, but not to the others; and therefore through the differences of those who do not have large extremities, this is shown to be the sign of fortitude in the lion.

Marginal label (printed page 808): Objection.

But if someone objects and says that this art is nothing, because it proves the same thing through itself, for it shows the affection through the sign, and conversely the sign through the affection, and thus the same thing through itself.

Marginal label (printed page 808): Solution.

It must be said that the affection is shown through the sign, and conversely, but not in the same mode; for it shows the sign through the affection in a subject not proper to the affection, and it shows the affection through the sign in the proper subject of the affection; and this is not unacceptable. Again, the sign is shown through the affection

through the way of sense, but the affection through the sign, through the way of syllogism and reason. But you should know that the whole science which is called physiognomy is founded upon this art.

END OF THE FIRST VOLUME.
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