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BOOK I. OF THE REFUTATIONS. TRACTATE I. ON THE THINGS TO BE SET FORTH FIRST. CHAPTER I. On what is to be treated in this book.

In this book of the Sophistical Refutations, one must deal with the contentious syllogism for the completion of the science of logic, according as logic is said from λόγος, which is reason, and not from λόγος, which is speech. For Isaac says that reason is a collative power, making the cause come together into the thing caused, according as cause is taken in common for the cause of consequence and not for the cause of the consequent, just as a cause is that which causes the syllogistic course through being said of every and being said of none. For thus logic is the science concerning argumentative reason. But because every argumentation is reduced to syllogism, logic, said in this way, will be about syllogism, whose remote principles, namely predicates and subjects, have already been determined in the books On Universals and On the Categories and Six Principles from their antecedents and definitions according to their own power, and by consequents they have been determined in the book of Divisions. But the proximate principles of the syllogism and those entering into its substance have already been determined in the book Perihermenias, with mode of composition or without mode; and because they do not constitute the syllogism except through the consequences which they have to one another, in that through consequences they have the order of anteceding and following and of repugnance, from which the discovery of the middle is considered, in the same book determination has been made concerning the consequences of enunciations to one another. But the syllogistic form itself as to mode and figure and the order of the middle, and also the syllogistic power insofar as it is caused by such form and order, for order is a part of power, have been determined in the Prior Analytics. And since this form cannot be referred and preserved except either in necessary matter, which contains within itself the cause of consequence and of the consequent, or in probable matter, which has within itself the cause of consequence from the local relation which is called a place, and something concerning the consequent through common things found in all things or in many things, or in matter which seems to have the cause of consequence and of the consequent and does not have it or does not sufficiently have it; and since concerning it insofar as in the first mode it is referred to matter, determination has already been made in the Posterior Analytics, and in the Topics it has also been spoken of insofar as in the second mode it is referred to matter, it now remains to determine concerning it insofar as it is referred to matter which appears to be: for this is the proximate matter of the syllogism insofar as it is in speech. For the sophistical syllogism has this, although it is not, but appears, insofar as that matter, which is propositions, is referred to figure. Therefore, because as to speech it has propositions in which the form of syllogism is preserved, one must show how the form of syllogism is referred to this matter; and then, with respect to the relation of syllogistic form to matter, the logical or syllogistic business will be completed.

Moreover, since logic, said in the aforesaid way, is divided into the science of arguing or discovering and the science of judging, as into objective parts, and in the Topics it has been handed down as the science of arguing, but in the Prior Analytics it has been handed down as the science of judging, while the apparent is neither perfectly the science of arguing nor perfectly the science of judging, although it imitates both 1, therefore this science must be handed down first by arguing and second by judging, or first through the form of composition and then through the form of resolution of that which has been composed. And therefore it is necessary that two books be introduced in this science, of which the first is about the disputative things through form, and the second is resolutive and through the form of resolution for judging what seemed to belong to the composed form of syllogism.

Moreover, since everything that is handed down, if it is incomplex, must be made known through prior things by division; but if its power must be determined, since every power belongs to a superior by the fact that it can have so many or so many parts, it must be determined in this way by division. But if something complex must be determined, each thing must be determined in relation to another, which cannot be done except by collecting one thing with another, as antecedent or consequent, or subject and predicate concerning it; for in this one must use the art of collecting and comparing, because it is necessary in every syllogistic art in which the greater extreme is proved to belong to the lesser. Therefore by this necessity our mode will be definitive and divisive and collective; and this mode is necessary in every art of logic said in the aforesaid way, because the logical business consists of these three as integrating it.

Moreover, since one mode belongs to science and another to art, because science is a collection of principles tending to a passion to be proved of the same subject, but art is a collection of principles which are rules of works tending to the same end of operations, we must in this work keep both the form of science in proving passions concerning the subject and the parts of the subject, and the mode of art in teaching rules of operations tending to the end of sophists, which is glory in apparent wisdom. Therefore we shall keep these modes throughout this whole book.

But as in other matters we follow Aristotle, the prince of the Peripatetics, so we shall explain him here, who, as is said, was the efficient cause in this business; for although a certain Zeno handed down this material concerning sophistical things, nevertheless he did not reduce it to science and art in the way Aristotle did.

And our end, at which our work will be terminated, will be to acquire such science concerning sophistical things, both in arguing and in judging them. For from this both the doubts of the sciences are solved, and one will be guarded against error which could arise from speech or from the thing. But the end of the intention will be that from this reason may be perfected according to the act of collecting such things as seem to be and are not. For the sophist sins against the dialectical syllogism, and therefore this work is to be ordered immediately after the work of the Topics. Thus, therefore, the mode of proceeding in this work is clear, and the efficient cause, and the end; but concerning the matter we shall speak immediately.

Notes

	Sophistical logic has two parts according to imitation, yet not perfectly, namely the inventive and the judicative. P. J. (Logica sophistica habet partes duas secundum imitationem, non tamen perfecte, scilicet inventivam et judicativam. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On the things that must be treated and how many sophistical refutations there are.

But concerning sophistical refutations which truly are refutations according to the form of a refutation, although they sin in matter according as matter is propositions referred to signifying the thing, in the way in which a false proposition sins, because in it the sign is not equated to the signified; and similarly concerning those which seem to be refutations, although in truth they are not refutations, but are paralogisms from παρά, which is beside, and λόγος, which is reason or reasoning, according as reason falls in the definition of argument, when it is said that an argument is a reason making faith concerning a doubtful thing. For thus by reasoning paralogisms seem to be refutations, but are not, since they sin in the form of syllogism; and no thing has the name of that whose form it does not have, since every denomination is from form. But because of the likeness which it has to a refutation, it is called a paralogism, that is, a conjunction of propositions made beside the syllogism by likeness, although it does not have the consequence of syllogism from the true position of the middle and extremes in a natural and real mode and figure. In this book we shall speak, beginning from those things which are first according to their nature and the natural order of the things which must be said. For we shall begin from the question whether there is a sophistical refutation, which according to nature is first among the four questions that can be asked about knowable things: whether it is, because it is, what it is, and on account of what it is.

Therefore we shall begin from the goals, which are first according to nature, because although the goal is last as that to which the sophist leads, nevertheless this is first in his intention; but what is first in intention is first according to nature, because it is the cause of all those things which are for that end. Moreover, treating of sophistical refutations, we shall begin from those that sin in the form of syllogism, which according to nature are first, because through them those that sin in matter are also known. For if I say thus: every statue is natural; the statue of Hercules is a statue; therefore the statue of Hercules is natural. Before this paralogism and the principle of knowing it to be a paralogism, there is that other which is made thus: every bronze is natural; a statue is bronze; therefore a statue is natural. This one sins in form, and in all these three modes we shall begin according to nature from the first things. Yet first we shall begin from the question whether there is a paralogism or sophistical refutation.

And when we say that we are going to treat of sophistical refutations, and not of sophistical syllogisms, we say this because a sophistical refutation says more than a sophistical syllogism, since a refutation stands by addition to a syllogism, and a sophistical refutation stands by addition to a sophistical syllogism. And when we speak of sophistical refutations in the plural, and not of a sophistical refutation in the singular, the reason is that many such sophistical refutations exist and in plurality; for the substance and being of a thing and the whole are from one whole and sole cause, and therefore being and good are one; but corruption is in every way, as Aristotle says, and therefore it is better to speak in the plural of sophistical refutations than in the singular of a sophistical refutation. For the corruption of a refutation does not consist in one mode, but in many modes, divided and not reducible to one mode. But what we said, that a sophistical refutation sins in matter, must be understood as was said concerning matter according to speech, namely also the nature of the thing and the natural conjunction of the things signified in speech. And indeed a paralogism sinning in matter has matter according to speech, and thus it is a true syllogism having the proximate and essential matter of a syllogism; but really, according as the things which are in speech are for signifying the thing, it does not have matter; and therefore it is not a syllogism, since, not having matter, consequently it necessarily lacks real form. Therefore it is a syllogism vocally and not really; for the signification of speech lies next to the false, just as the figure of a man lies next to a dead man; for things which fall from being at once fall or are corrupted from figure, although figure accompanies and is consequent upon being, as Aristotle says in the fourth book of the Meteorology.

Therefore concerning these things we shall speak, beginning from the question whether there is such a sophistical refutation, as we said. That it is, is proved thus. Since therefore some are true syllogisms, really having true matter and true form according to the natural and real position of the middle, and others, though they are not true syllogisms, nevertheless seem to be syllogisms through some cause of appearance and likeness to true syllogisms, this is manifest from the things now to be said. For this happens in all things, both animate and inanimate; hence, just as this happens in things other than syllogisms, that something seems to be and is not, so it happens also in syllogistic speeches. For among men some have a good disposition for which they are praised, as noble and beautiful men, just as they are according to truth; but others, though in truth they do not have such a disposition, nevertheless seem to have outwardly, by external composition, that which they do not have, assigning things apparently to themselves and puffing themselves up by extension to great things which they do not have, proceeding and fashioning themselves outwardly so that they may seem to be what they are not. And thus some are beautiful, indeed some because of the beauty which they have in truth, but others, although in truth they are not beautiful, nevertheless seem to be beautiful, composing themselves outwardly so that they may seem to be what they are not. And this is not only in animate things, but similarly also in inanimate things: for of those things which are inanimate, some are truly silver according to the form and matter of silver, and others are truly gold. But those things are not truly silver or gold, but apparently according to sense, as lithargyries, that is, things made from the foam and dregs of silver, and tin things seem to the sense on the surface to be silver; but brass things dyed with saffron-colored dog-gall seem on the surface, as to the first glance, to be gold.

In the same way also one syllogism and refutation is truly this, while another is not truly a syllogism and refutation, yet they seem to be because of lack of skill in distinguishing. For the unskilled do not look into the depth of truth, but at what appears on the surface at first sight, like those standing far away. For a syllogism in truth is from certain principles or propositions posited and ordered in due order, and from terms and propositions posited and conceded, so that something different is said to come about or occur from the necessity of consequence. I say different from those things which have been posited; and if they have been posited, then those very posited things are the mother, and their position gives them form. And if it occurs from necessity, then the premises will be the causes of the conclusion, and non-cause is excluded. And if what follows is different, begging the principle is excluded. And if they are posited in the order of terms, paralogisms sinning in form are excluded. And if they are posited through concession of truth, those sinning in matter are excluded. But a true refutation is a syllogism with contradiction of the conclusion. And thus each, both syllogism and refutation, truly concludes; the sophistical one does not do this. Therefore the sophistical one seems to be a syllogism and refutation, but is not in truth.

For sophistical arguments do not do this, namely conclude from necessity; nevertheless they seem to do this on account of many causes, which will be determined according to all the sophistical places. Of these sophistical places that bring about that they do not conclude from necessity, the one that is made through names, through which there is equivocation, is most apt for deceiving through a cause of appearance, and is most public. And I say most apt because of its agreement with syllogism, not because it has actual multiplicity, which is more naturally suited to deceive than potential or phantastic multiplicity, just as potential multiplicity deceives more than phantastic. Most public is the same as more common, because it is in the incomplex, which is more extensive and more public than what is in complex speech; and because it is in a name, it has greater appearance than the fallacy of contradiction.

But the reason and cause of the greater appearance in the sophistical place that is made through names is this, that it is not possible, that is, it does not happen, for people disputing to carry or compare the things themselves to one another; for sometimes the things are absent, and sometimes the things about which there is dispute do not exist, but in disputing we use names of known signification in place of things. And what happens in names we also think happens in things, and this frequently deceives. Something like this happens among those reasoning in computations of numbers or calculating, in which not every number is applicable to every numbered thing, just as not every name is applicable to every thing. And therefore it is not similar in this respect, that what happens in names would also happen in things. For names in the same idiom are finite, and consequently the multitude of speeches is finite for us, since they are posited by our institution. For our institution cannot be infinite for us, because what has been instituted by us in a certain finite number cannot be infinite for us; but things, since they are not from us, are infinite for us.

And if someone objects concerning any speech by its saying, and again concerning the saying of its truth: for if Socrates runs, that Socrates runs is true; and if that Socrates runs is true, that Socrates runs is true is true, and so on to infinity. One must say that this does not make the multitude of speeches infinite for us except according to reason and not according to nature, because all those speeches are about the same thing. And because, in the aforesaid mode, things in no way exceed names and speeches for us, if all things must be signified by a name or speech in disputing, it is necessary that one name and one speech signify many things, and thus that the name or speech be ambiguous as to the signification of which thing is taken. Therefore, just as those who in calculations are not ready to carry proportional numbers are driven out, overcome, and deceived by those who know how to carry such numbers, which is especially evident in the science which is called rithimomantia in Greek and the battle of numbers in Latin, in which it is taught how a number captures a number, so also it happens in speeches: because those who are ignorant of the power of names in signifying many things are paralogized and deceived, both when disputing with themselves within themselves and also when hearing others disputing with them. Therefore because of this cause and others, which still must be spoken of in the other fallacies, it is clear that there is some apparent sophistical syllogism and refutation, and one not existing according to the truth of the thing, although it has the substance of syllogism according to speech.

And if perhaps someone objects that in no science is the same thing both what is sought and what is supposed as subject, for one must leave and suppose concerning the subject both what it is and that it is. Therefore if the subject of this science is the sophistical refutation, it seems that whether it exists should not be investigated and proved. But we have now inquired about it, whether it exists, and have proved that it exists. To this one must say that because it is not manifest that it exists, since it seems not to exist, it belonged to the goodness of teaching to prove that it exists. For this science does not receive it with being and established from first philosophy, as do other sciences whose subject is certain; and therefore it was necessary in this doctrine to begin from the question whether it is.
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CHAPTER III. Whose part it is to use syllogism, and on account of these things the kinds of disputations are determined.

But since in some who are sophists, it is more the reward of effort, or the useful and esteemed price of their work and labor, to seem to be wise because of glory than truly to be wise and not to seem so, because they desire glory and praise if they appear wise before men; for sophistry is apparent wisdom and not truly existing wisdom. And because the sophist is furnished from apparent and non-existing wisdom, such a person desires the sophistical syllogism, although it is sophistical rather than true. Therefore it must be treated, so that he may have the instrument by which he exercises his act and comes to his proper end. But because he desires to seem wise in the proper work of the wise man, one must introduce here the work of the wise man, so that it may be known in what the sophist desires to be like the wise man; for in disputation the sophist desires more to seem to do the work of the wise man than truly to do it and not seem to do it.

But the work of the wise man is manifold in himself and toward another. In himself, indeed, it is to know the most difficult things, and the things which are difficult for man to know, or to know the things which are rarely known and by few. Moreover it is to know the highest and first things, from which all other things receive order and the reason of order both in the subject and in the principles. Moreover it is to know those things of which the mode of knowing and the grace of knowing are simultaneous. From these is taken the fifth work of the wise man, which is to order each thing and not to be ordered by anyone; and he has this from the fact that he knows the first things which are heads and roots and principles in all things. And because these are works of the wise man in himself or in those things which are subject to his wisdom and not toward another, therefore in such things there is no appetite of the sophist, because glory exists only in those things which are toward another; because through glory it happens, as is said in the Topics, that with no one aware he would not hasten into being. And therefore in such things the sophist cannot be similar to the wise man.

But toward another, by comparing and disputing, there is a work of the wise man; in this there is true glory, so that, to understand it universally as one thing, in each thing the work of the knower and wise man, when he responds, is indeed not to lie about those things which he knows; and when he objects, the proper work of the wise man is to be able to manifest the respondent as lying to himself through the things which he knows. For the cause by which he does not lie, nor seems to lie, is that he alone knows through the first things which are causes and do not have prior things before themselves; but all other knowers know from secondary things, and therefore they sometimes lie. For the secondary has to make belief from the first, and not conversely. And from the fact that he knows the first things, which are most powerful and flow into all other things, it is his task to examine all other things that are said in relation to the first things, and to see whether they are true or not, and thus it is his task to manifest the one who lies. And he has this toward another, first by teaching and second by objecting; and therefore the sophist desires these things. But these works belong to the wise man: this one in that by his own faculty he can give the truest proposition to speech, and that work he has in that by judging he can take it, and by conceding or denying approve or disapprove it.

Therefore since this is the work of the wise man toward another, it is necessary for those who wish or desire to act sophistically and to have glory from the work of the wise man to seek the kinds of those things which are said and called disputations, because in other things the work of the wise man does not have glory. And because in all things the wise man orders and gives principles, he does not seek the work of the wise man in one single sophistical disputation; and therefore he seeks and desires the work of the wise man not in a species, but in the very genus of disputation, for this is the price for him by his work. For power of this kind, of handing down and taking up such speech in appearance as the wise man hands down and takes up, will in every disputation make sophists seem wise, of which appearance sophists have desire.

Therefore, to conclude by way of epilogue, it is now manifest that there is a genus of disputations of this kind, which is toward another, in which the sophist desires to seem similar to the wise man. And because those whom we call sophists desire, as we have said, power of giving and taking up speech of appearance, therefore we must hand down how many species of sophistical disputations there are, by the number of the goals which are the ends by which sophistical disputations are distinguished, and we must determine from how many fallacies the power of giving and taking up speech consists, and the power of such disputations consists; and further we must determine how many parts there are of the business, because there will be two books, one teaching the power of giving speech, the other of taking it up. And still, because of the goodness of teaching, one must determine the other things which assist this art, as concerning the precautions of giving and taking up sophistical speeches; for when these have been determined the business of this science will be perfect.
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Beginning from the disputation in which the sophist apparently desires the work of the wise man, we shall say that there are four kinds of disputations, namely doctrinal, dialectical, tentative, and contentious; and these kinds are distinguished according to their ends, because disputation is a motion, whose mover is the one objecting, while the movable thing that is moved is the respondent. But the end of the motion, which is the term of the motion, is a habit, which the objector intends either to produce or to test in the respondent. And because every motion is distinguished, specified, determined, and named by its end or term, therefore disputation also is to be distinguished in this way. But these are called kinds and not species, because each of these disputations has many species under itself. And because the effort of the objector tends to one thing, and the effort of the respondent to another in several of them, therefore they are also properly called kinds and not a genus.

Those are called doctrinal which are from the proper principles of each discipline, because even if they are from common principles, these must be appropriated in any science and one must proceed from them as from proper principles; and they are not from those things which seem so to the respondent, that is, because they seem so to the respondent. For since they themselves are known, the doctrinal disputation does not interrogate nor wait for the consent of the respondent; and therefore it proceeds whether they seem so to the respondent or not. If the respondent even denied them, they could not be proved, since they are first and immediate. Hence in such things the respondent who is learning or receiving disciplinarily must believe and not require proof through syllogism from the objector.

Dialectical disputations are those which are collective of contradictions from probable things, that is, objecting to each part of a contradiction, not indeed for refuting as the sophist does by leading to the goal of refutation, but so that, disputing toward each part of the contradiction, he may choose what is truer concerning each part of the contradiction.

Tentative disputations are from those common or proper things which seem so to the respondent, and which it is necessary for the one who pretends or says that he has science to know, that is, by ignorance of which an experiment of ignorance is received with certainty, and by knowledge of which, for this reason, an experiment of science is not had. And these are common, because if they are not known the art or science is unknown, and if they are known it does not follow on account of this that the art or science is known. But how the tentative disputation is about such things has been determined in the other things already had concerning the Topics; yet if the demonstrator sometimes tests about proper things and individual proper things, then he would receive an experiment of science, which, if they were not known, the art would be unknown, and by knowledge of which the art itself is consequently known.

But contentious disputations, which are from those things which seem probable through a sophistical place, are not truly and according to being probable; for they syllogize at least a true syllogism made according to form and matter, which the syllogism seeks in speech. For they proceed from two propositions communicating according to speech in one term, which is the middle of two terms, in which the propositions differ from one another; and this is the true form and matter of a syllogism as to speech, when they are combined in the due quality and quantity according to the mode of some figure. And therefore they syllogize truly with this truth of a sophistical syllogism, although they do not syllogize with the truth of a proving syllogism.

The sufficiency of these disputations is taken according to terms and ends, because the disputant, in moving the respondent, either intends to make a habit or to test whether the habit which he says has been made is truly present to him. But if he intends to make a habit, then that habit is either necessary and immovable, and thus it is doctrinal; or it is persuasive, since from probable things it proceeds through necessary consequence, and then it is dialectical, deficient from the necessity of the consequent which is in the doctrinal disputation and retaining the necessity of consequence; or he intends to make a habit which seems to exist and does not, and this is generated from those things which follow in speech, and therefore seem to follow in reality and do not follow: and then it is contentious disputation. But if he intends to test a habit which is said to have been made, it will be tentative disputation.

And one must note that the division of syllogism and the division of disputation seem to be with respect to the same thing as to matter, and nevertheless the syllogism is divided in the Topics and disputation is divided here; because, since syllogism, and especially proving syllogism, is said by prior and posterior of demonstrative, dialectical, and contentious syllogism, the dialectical syllogism is a middle as changing into the demonstrative so far as matter permits, while the contentious is also changed; and as the middle is referred to each, so in the consideration of it all the differences of syllogism are considered. For this reason in the science concerning dialectical syllogism it was fitting to divide syllogism into its differences, because otherwise it would not be known with which extremes the dialectical syllogism communicates. Disputation also is said by prior and posterior of the kinds of disputations, but by priority it is said of contentious disputation. In those things which are said by prior and posterior, the common is in one, and in the others according to proportion to it; nor can the modes of the secondary things be known except with the principal one, and therefore here it was fitting to distinguish the modes of disputations.

But if someone objecting against this says that this division of syllogism ought to have been placed in the book of the Posterior Analytics and not in the book of the Topics, we say that this would be true if syllogism were divided only as truly proving, because then syllogism would not be truly syllogism; but now, because it is divided as inferring, such as is supposed from the science of the book of the Prior Analytics, therefore it is more fittingly divided in the book of the Topics, in which syllogism is treated, which communicates with the other two syllogisms.

And if it is asked why the kind of disputation is not determined to which the disciplinary paralogism belongs as to a subject, one must say that this question supposes something false; for the disciplinary paralogism belongs to tentative disputation, according as it tests in proper things by taking opposites of principles, which, if the respondent concedes them, an experiment of his ignorance is received.

Moreover, if it is asked why a proper syllogism of tentative disputation is not determined, one must say that there is not any nor can there be a proper syllogism of tentative disputation. For if it tests concerning common things, it tests through a dialectical syllogism; but if it tests concerning proper things from common things, it still tests through a dialectical syllogism adapted to proper things, as if it were to test concerning this, that a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles, it proceeds thus: every proper attribute belongs universally to that of which it is proper; to have three equal to two right angles is proper to the triangle; therefore it belongs to it universally. Moreover, if it tests for an experiment of ignorance concerning common things, it takes a sophistical syllogism in power in matter; for it will propose false propositions which, if the respondent concedes them, an experiment of his ignorance is sufficiently had. And thus it is clear that there is no syllogism among those that have been named which the tester does not sometimes use; and therefore there is no syllogism specially tentative.

But with the kinds of disputations thus determined and distinguished, so that we may receive the one which we intend, concerning demonstrative disputations it has indeed been said in the Posterior Analytics; but concerning dialectical and tentative disputations enough has been said in the other things, that is, in the book of the Topics, both universally and particularly according to individual problems. But concerning agnostic and contentious disputations we shall now speak in the science of this book.
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Because the end is that to which all things that are in disputation are referred, one must first take how many in number are the things which those who, by proposing and responding in disputations, determine themselves to one another, and, as though with the sharpened front of the teeth, contend with one another while sharpening themselves against one another, aim at as goals and ends. But these things to which they wish to lead and drag one another are five in number. The first, indeed, which they chiefly intend, is refutation, as when someone is compelled to contradict himself; for they count this the greatest glory, if one compels the other to do this. The second is the openly false, as if one can compel the other to himself so that he openly says or concedes something false. The third is the improbable, namely if by the violence of argumentation he is led to this, that he says something improbable existing against his own opinion, or the opinion of all, or of the wise. The fourth, which they intend less than the preceding, is solecism, namely that at least he say something incongruously and contrary to the rules of grammar. The fifth, which before all is less intended by the sophist objecting, is to make or compel the sophist to babble; but to make one babble is to compel the respondent by easy repetition to say the same thing frequently. The sophist does not attend to each of the things which we say are goals only according to compelling in truth, that if there is something which he said, he is compelled to say that what was preconceded is not, or is compelled to say something false, or improbable, or a solecism, or to babble, and thus to deny what he conceded; but if he cannot do anything else, he is compelled to this, that he seem to suffer one of these things.

But here one must attend that, through whichever of these he can, the sophist first intends to return to and infer refutation: as if he leads to the false, he infers that the false does not follow except from the false, and thus that what the respondent conceded is false, and therefore he is compelled to deny the preconceded, and thus he is refuted. Similarly, if he leads to the improbable and infers that the improbable follows only from the improbable, then that the improbable was preconceded, and thus he is compelled to deny the same thing which he preconceded. Similarly, if he leads to solecism, he intends that he signified nothing in the preconceded, and thus that he be compelled to deny what he preconceded. And it is the same in babbling, because through this he wishes to disprove what he preconceded, because it was useless, and thus the preconceded is to be denied. From this it is clear that in all the other things he intends the first; but he intends the first itself principally; and therefore the sophistical places which are fallacies are posited only for refutation. But for the other goals other ways are posited, and not fallacies.

But if someone objects and says that whoever concedes contradictories, by that very fact says that the opposite is false, and conversely, and thus every refutation is led back to the false, and so the false and refutation are not different goals: one must say that although such a person says something false, nevertheless he does not say the false insofar as it is a goal according to itself. For he says the false according as the false is in comparison to the preconceded, because it is impossible for contradictories to be true simultaneously. But when the false according to itself is a goal, it is the false not related to the preconceded, but simply and openly false; and this is not true in contradictories, because often each of the contradictories is possible, and nevertheless both cannot be true simultaneously.

Similarly, if someone objects that everything improbable is false, and therefore the false and the improbable are one goal, one must say that this is false, because often the false and even the impossible is opinable; as that the sun is greater than the earth is necessary and demonstrative, and its contradictory is impossible, and yet it is opinable to many. And this suffices for this, that it be opinable; for everything that is opinable to many is opinable, and it is not converted.

But if someone objects concerning solecism, that it is not of the intention of the logician, one must say that it is according as it impedes the true signification in a perfect speech; for thus it is a goal, because the sophistical logician intends in the mode which has been stated agreement in speech. But according as the fault is in the consignified things of speech, thus it belongs to the intention of the grammarian. But since barbarism is a fault in diction, and thus faults attached to barbarism as also to solecism, nevertheless a goal cannot be taken according to them, because they are not in the perfect speech which is the conclusion of syllogism, but in diction, whose turning the sophist does not intend to lead by syllogism or goal, but he intends to lead by syllogism, as has already been said.

Similarly, if objection is made concerning what it is to make one babble: because if a goal has been received according to useless repetition, it seems that there also ought to be a goal according to the omission of something necessary or useful, and thus there seem to be six goals. To this one must say that a goal is in perfect speech, as has been said; but if something useful is omitted in speech, it will no longer be a perfect speech for signifying what the respondent posits, and thus it cannot be a goal.

But the sufficiency of the number of goals is taken in this way. Since a goal is an unsuitable conclusion, and a conclusion is a perfect speech, therefore it will be unsuitable either in the thing or in the speech. If in the speech, it will be either with respect to the substance of the voice or with respect to accidents by which voice is added to voice. And with respect to accidents the unsuitable thing is solecism. But with respect to substance, it is either by reason of a fault in abundance, and thus it is babbling; or by reason of diminution, and then there will not be a fault in the perfect speech which is the conclusion, because when something necessary has been subtracted a perfect speech does not remain. But if it is an unsuitable conclusion in the thing, either it is so in the thing absolutely, and thus it is the false; or in comparison to the respondent, and this in two ways: for either the unsuitable thing is referred to the respondent's position, and thus it is the improbable; or it is referred to what was preconceded or predenied, and thus it is refutation. And thus it is clear what doubt there could be concerning the goals or ends of contentious disputations, which, although they are terms of the act of the disputant, nevertheless cannot be ends of one intending well except accidentally, namely so that, with that which is unsuitable appearing, they return to truth.

Yet know that they are ends of the sophist as faults, since he seems to pursue victory and glory. For it is not unsuitable that fault should be the end of a corrupt intention. But the intention of the sophist is corrupt, since a goal, properly speaking, is not an end, but the term to which the objector endeavors to lead the respondent, so that he may seem conquered; and such a goal cannot be a good in itself, and if it is a good, it is a good accidentally, as has been said in common through the individual cases.

From the things said it is clear that sophists most of all wish to seem refuting, because glory seems to exist in refutation. Second, they desire to show that the respondent says something openly false, because from this the objector seems glorious before the hearers. Third, what he intends is to lead the respondent to say something beyond opinion, and especially beyond his own or everyone's opinion. Fourth is to make the respondent use solecism; but this is, according to locution or perfect speech, to make him barbarize or speak incongruously in the accents of speech. But the last thing which he intends is frequently to compel him to say the same thing by babbling.
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CHAPTER VI. On the modes of arguing toward reduction, which are fallacies in common.

But the modes of arguing, or those through which argument is made by leading to the goal of refutation, are two: namely, according to appearance taken in diction, according as diction is said to be the same as what has been pronounced or uttered by literate and articulate voice; and other modes are outside diction, taken according to the thing, according as the enunciated thing itself underlies diction or utterance. For everything that is brought forth by speaking is called diction; hence in this mode speech also is diction. For the form of diction taken in this way is utterance; and what is brought forth by one continuous utterance is one diction, and what is brought forth by several utterances is several dictions.

But those things in those modes which according to diction make phantasy or appearance are six in number. And those modes in diction are those which will now be stated: equivocation, amphibology, composition, division, accent, and figure of diction. But that there are so many and not more, the proof is both by induction and by syllogism. By induction indeed: because, since a mode of arguing in diction does not make appearance except with the speech of a topical syllogism, that agreement will be either in diction or in speech. For a third agreement which could be both in diction and in speech differs from the agreement which is in speech. But if it is in speech, it will be either according to the matter of diction only, or according to form only, or according to both, matter and form. For if it is according to matter only, it is the fallacy of accent, because in two dictions uttered with different accent, while other things which are in the voice remain the same, there is only one matter. As if I say persona, with the middle syllable corrupted, and persona, with the middle syllable circumflexed. But if it is according to form only, since termination belongs to the form of diction, it will be the fallacy of figure of diction. But if it is according to both together, it will be equivocation, which has the same word both in matter and in form. And thus it is clear by inducing, because it is so in the incomplex voice and similarly in complex voice; and there are not more, and there are so many; therefore there are six modes. For if there is agreement in complex voice, it will be either according to matter and form, and thus it is amphibology; or according to form only, and thus it will again be figure of diction, because the termination of speech and diction is the same, since every speech is terminated at diction; or in matter only, and thus composition and division. For if it is pronounced in one continuous utterance, it will be composed; and if it is pronounced in diverse utterances, it will be divided; and composed and divided speech agree only in matter.

But by syllogism this is proved in this way: whenever by the same names or speeches we do not signify the same thing, appearance in diction is made by one of those six modes; but in every deceiving fallacy in diction we do not signify the same thing by the same names or speeches; therefore every deceptive mode of arguing in diction is made by one of those six modes. Thus therefore the proof is that these, and so many, and not more, are the modes of arguing sophistically in diction.

But when it is said that the same thing is not signified by the same names or speeches, the same and the same speech must be taken broadly, that is, according as it has unity or identity in all things, namely matter and form and termination, or in matter only, or in the form of termination only, or in two of these. For whatever identity there is in these, whether in all, as in equivocation and amphibology, or in two, as in accent and composition and division, in which the termination is the same, or in termination alone, as in figure of diction, suffices for the same diction and the same speech, according as the same diction or speech is taken here. But there cannot be a fallacy with respect to the same matter and a different termination, because of whatever things in voice and syllables the matter is wholly the same, the termination and the figure of termination must be the same.

And attend that, although the thing is prior to the name and speech for the one instituting the name and speech, and thus what is taken from the side of the thing ought to precede what is taken from the side of diction, nevertheless in disputation, according as disputation is a diverse thinking between two persons, speech or voice is prior for the respondent, because through it he perceives the attempts of the respondent; and in this way fallacies in diction are before fallacies outside diction.

But if someone asks, since we have a sophistical place when by the same name we signify many things, why do we not have another sophistical place when we signify the same thing by diverse names? One must say that this would be babbling; but sophistical places are not multiplied except for refutation, and therefore no sophistical place is attended to with respect to this.
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TRACTATE II. ON FALLACY IN DICTION. CHAPTER I. On paralogisms of equivocation.

Because actual multiplicity is before potential and phantastic multiplicity, and equivocation and amphibology indicate actual multiplicity, while the other fallacies in diction indicate multiplicity either potential or phantastic, therefore one must first deal with the paralogisms of equivocation and amphibology. And because equivocation is in diction, but amphibology is in speech, therefore one must first deal with the modes of paralogisms of equivocation rather than of amphibology.

Therefore, beginning with the modes of equivocation, we say that the speeches deceiving according to equivocation are of this kind, such as we shall now state. For since equivocation is named from equal vocation, the first and principal mode will be when a word is referred so equally to several significates that it is referred equally to each one, and does not signify one principally and another secondarily, as some mode of the principal significate. For such a diction signifies several things equally according to the definition of equivocation given in the Categories, that equivocal things are those of which only the name is common, but the account of the signified substance is diverse. And according to these modes of paralogisms it is concluded sophistically that those who know learn, by forming the paralogism thus: Grammarians learn; grammarians are knowers; therefore knowers learn. But so that it may be shown that there is multiplicity of equivocation, it is clear that to learn is equivocal, both in the major and in the conclusion; for to learn is said equivocally with respect to using a discipline and receiving a discipline. For we say that he learns who, by considering according to intellect, actually uses a discipline and is moved from habit to act; and this learning is toward the rooting of the habit, and thus it is true that grammarians and knowers learn. But when it is said to receive a discipline of some unknown thing, then it is false that grammarians learn, because grammarians do not receive science in this mode; it is also false that knowers learn. Therefore it is clear that this is the first mode of equivocation, because to learn is related equally to those two significates, to use a discipline and to receive a discipline.

Again, the second mode of equivocation is when one word does not signify several things equally, but one principally and another secondarily; by this mode it is concluded sophistically that evils are goods, by forming the paralogism thus: whatever is expedient is good; evils are expedient; therefore evils are goods. The proof of the minor is that the cutting away of a putrid member is evil, because it is penal, and nevertheless it is expedient so that the body not putrefy from the putrid member. But it is proved that such multiplicity exists in the paralogism because expedient is double, that is, it signifies two things, namely what is necessary if the health of the body is to be had, as the cutting away of a member; and in this way what is evil is frequently expedient, for often in evils something happens to be expedient. And in the second mode we shall principally say that expedient exists in those things which are good in themselves, as it is expedient to study virtue, to become rich, to philosophize, and things of this sort; nevertheless expedient is said principally in goods and secondarily in certain evils, because evils sometimes contribute in some respect.

Moreover, the third mode is from the fact that some diction taken according to itself signifies only one thing and in one mode of signifying, but, joined with another diction in the same speech, receives several modes of signifying; and according to this it will be concluded sophistically that the same one sits and stands, and that the same one labors with infirmity and is healthy, by forming the first paralogism thus: whoever was rising, stands; the one sitting was rising; therefore the one sitting stands. But the second is formed thus: whoever was being healed is healthy; the one laboring was being healed; therefore the one laboring is healthy. But that in speeches there is multiplicity of equivocation is shown thus. Let force be placed in what is said, was rising and was being healed; for because these are of the imperfect past tense, they include in themselves the present time, and thus in themselves have two times, the past in part and the present. Hence if a past is posited which does not include the present in itself, and it is said, whoever rose stands, the locution is false. Similarly, if it is said thus, whoever was healed is healthy, the proposition is false. But when the imperfect past is posited, then they are true in one sense, because the imperfect past indicates an incomplete act including in itself the present to which the act is continued. But that in such things there is multiplicity of equivocation is clear from this, that laboring, which is formed from the imperfect past, whatever making or undergoing it is, that is, when joined to a verb of active or passive signification, does not signify one thing concerning the past, but several. But by reason of the two times which it encloses in itself, sometimes it signifies the present which now stands, so that it speaks of him who now labors; and thus it is false that he who labors is healthy, because it would follow that he now labors and now is healthy. But sometimes it signifies the past, as when it is said, he who formerly labored is healthy now, and this is true. And so it is also with this, he who was sitting stands. And thus it is clear that here there is multiplicity of equivocation in one diction indeed, but from the conjunction of the diction with another, which, if it were posited by itself, would not be equivocal. Hence the one being healed was laboring and was not laboring according to diverse senses, and the healthy one is not laboring in this sense, that the healthy one is laboring not now in the present in which he is healthy, but was laboring before in the past in which he was not healthy.

Therefore these are the three modes according to equivocation to which all modes of equivocation are reduced. And their sufficiency is clear from the division itself: for everything that signifies several things either signifies all principally, or one first and the others consequently, or signifies them according to itself, or from conjunction with something.

The modes of equivocation seem to have been posited insufficiently, because equivocation seems to arise from diverse signification of case or number, as if I say: whoever are Bishops are priests; these asses are Bishops; therefore these asses are priests. For this mode, arising from the diversity of consignification of case and number, seems to be contained under none of the modes introduced. And one must say that this mode is contained under the first mode introduced earlier, because diverse signification is commonly taken for signification and consignification; for although a diction principally signifies what it says in the direct case, nevertheless it also signifies what it says in an oblique case, although not first, but consequently. Hence it is clear that equivocation is taken differently in the Sophistical Refutations and in the Categories. For in the Categories it is taken insofar as it prevents something from being placed in one genus of a category, and this happens only from diverse principal signification in the thing signified. But here it is taken insofar as it is a principle of deceiving, and this it does from a diverse mode of consignifying and from a diverse principal signification equally; and therefore equivocation is taken more broadly here than there.

CHAPTER II. On the solution of doubts that concern equivocation.

But the doubts that concern the things said about equivocation are many, yet there are five about which one must be concerned. The first of these is whether one diction can signify several things. The second, if it signifies several things, how it signifies them. The third, whether when one diction has once been posited it happens that one and the same person uses it equivocally. The fourth concerns the distribution which is joined to an equivocal diction. The fifth is what the cause of appearance is in an equivocal diction.

To the first of these questions objection is made thus: every perfection of a diction is its signification, for it has been instituted and invented for this; but there is only one perfection of one perfectible thing; therefore there is one signification of one diction; therefore no diction actually signifies several things. But this is easily solved by distinguishing the perfection of diction. For there is a perfection of diction as it is diction, and there is a perfection of diction as it is a sign. The first is substantial to diction, and this is the continuous utterance of syllables and letters in speaking; and one diction cannot have several such perfections. But the perfection of diction as it is a sign is accidental, because it happens to diction to be a sign. Hence signification, which is from the relation of diction to signifying, is an accidental perfection; and one diction can have several such perfections, because several things can happen to one and the same thing; and thus it happens that one diction actually signifies several things.

Second, it is asked how one diction actually signifies several things: whether, namely, it signifies them as discrete and discretely under copulation, and as coupled equally to one word, or whether it signifies them under disjunction, so that what is referred potentially to the same word is either to say one thing or the other, so that in this way it can signify each. But it does not seem that it signifies several things under disjunction, because if it signified several things under disjunction, the speech in which an equivocal diction is posited would not be multiple, but either simply true or simply false. For if it is true in every sense, it is judged simply true; and if it is false in every sense, it must be judged simply false. An example of this is that when it is said, a dog runs, if this diction, dog, says its significates under disjunction, saying a dog runs is the same as saying the barkable thing or the marine thing or the heavenly star runs. For these are equipollent; but this is always true or always false, and is never to be distinguished, the barkable thing or the marine thing or the heavenly star runs. Therefore its equipollent, which is a dog runs, will never have to be distinguished. Therefore this is false; therefore an equivocal diction does not say its significates under disjunction. Moreover, things disjoined are not said by one diction unless it potentially says one or another, able to say either; therefore according to this equivocation would not make actual multiplicity but potential multiplicity, which nevertheless is false.

But if it is said that it signifies several things under copulation, as discrete and by signifying them discretely, the contrary seems to follow, because according to this every speech in which an equivocal diction is posited as supposing with respect to a verb of singular number will be incongruous, and thus this will be incongruous, a dog runs, just as this is, a barkable thing and a marine thing runs, which is false. Moreover, another unsuitable thing seems to follow, because if it signifies the significates under copulation, then it is permitted conversely to infer the equivocal diction from any one of its significates, and conversely any significate from the equivocal diction, just as a part of a copulation is inferred from the whole copulation; and it would be as follows: Socrates and Plato run; therefore Socrates runs. So it follows: a dog runs; therefore a barkable thing runs, which is false. Therefore the equivocal term does not say its significates as discrete, copulated by the mode of copulation in one imported word. Moreover, the same unsuitable thing follows which was stated above, namely that no speech in which an equivocal term is posited has to be distinguished, but is either simply true or simply false; because if part of a copulation is false, the copulative is likewise false. And similarly, if a speech in which an equivocal diction is posited is false for part of the signification, the whole is false. But this is false; therefore an equivocal diction does not signify its significates by the mode of copulation.

To this one must say that an equivocal term says its significates as discrete, and actually signifies each of them and by the mode of copulation. For otherwise the proposition in which an equivocal term is posited in the predicate or subject would not make a universal proposition, because it would be about several predicates, which is false; because Aristotle says in the book Perihermenias that if this diction, tunic, is imposed to signify man and horse, one who says thus, the tunic is white, either says that the man is white and the horse is white, or says nothing. But it is evident that he does not say nothing; therefore he says two things, that the man is white and that the horse is white, and thus the proposition is several and says several things actually. The sign of this is that if one person utters this word, dog, and two hear it, one understands the barkable thing and the other understands the marine thing; and since they cannot understand except what is actually signified in the word, it is evident that each is actually signified in the word and by the mode of copulation, so that both this and this are signified. Hence equivocal diction is related to its significates in a middle mode, partly as a universal whole and partly as an integral whole. For in that it is not constituted in equivocal multiplicity except from all the significates gathered together at once, it is related to its significates as an integral whole; but in that it is inferred from a part of its signification and does not infer it, it is related as a universal whole. And through this it is clear that it is easy to solve the objections.

For one must say to the first that a locution in which an equivocal term is posited as supposing for a verb of singular number is not incongruous, because, since construction must be referred to the intellect, it must be referred to the intellect in the mode in which signs are in the voice. But in an equivocal diction several things are signified in one singular word; and thus according to the intellect of that word it supposes for a verb of singular number, as several things gathered together in one singular word. To the other one must say that equivocal diction sometimes infers its significate, but is not inferred from it. And the cause of this is that it is related to it as a universal whole, because the whole word is preserved in any part of its signification, just as a universal whole is preserved in any of its parts, and therefore it is inferred from any of its parts. But it does not infer that part, just as neither does a universal whole infer its part, because its part is not in it except in potency; but nothing is actually inferred from potency.

But if someone objects that the copulative infers its part, for if Socrates runs and Plato disputes, it follows, therefore Socrates runs, and thus it seems to follow, a dog runs, therefore a barkable thing runs. One must say that the things which antecede for inferring something can antecede in two ways, namely either so that the whole antecedent is referred to the whole consequent, as when I say, if a man is, an animal is; or so that not indeed the whole, but a part of its antecedent, is referred to the consequent, as when I say, Socrates runs and Plato disputes, therefore Socrates runs. For that consequence is only from part of the antecedent, namely by reason of this, that Socrates runs; and the other part is not a cause with respect to the consequent, and does not contribute to the consequence; and therefore the copulative cannot be inferred from a part. And the reason that the whole equivocal word is inferred from part of the signification is this, that it has in this the nature of the universal, namely that the whole word is referred to any part of the signification; and therefore it follows, the barkable thing runs, therefore a dog runs, although it does not follow, Socrates runs, therefore Socrates runs and Plato disputes; although conversely it follows, Socrates runs and Plato disputes, therefore Socrates runs.

If someone objects by saying that if a part of the copulative is false, the whole is false, one must say that if it is understood by reason of copulation, it is true; but if it is understood by reason of the things copulated, it is false. But equivocal diction signifies several things as copulated, and not by reason of formal copulation; and therefore, when it is false in one signification, it is not false in the whole, and therefore by reason of it a part is inferred from it, and by reason of the part it seems true for the part and not for the whole. And by this the solution to all the things asked is clear.

Third, it is asked whether, when one diction has once been posited, it happens that it is used equivocally. But it seems that it does, because since an equivocal diction actually signifies several things and discrete things under copulation, so that it signifies this and this, then it seems that one uttering it can use it in every sense of it, and thus he uses it equivocally. Moreover, if someone utters an equivocal diction, diverse hearers receive its utterance in diverse significates; but they do not thus receive it for diverse significates unless the one uttering it were using it for diverse things by uttering it; therefore he uses a diction once uttered and once posited equivocally. But to the contrary of this is what Boethius says, that once a term has been posited, it does not happen that it is used equivocally. To this one must say that to use a diction once posited is said in two ways: namely according to an intellect referring the word to several significates, and according to utterance alone without an intellectual relation of the word to the significates. And in the first way, indeed, it does not happen that one uses one diction once posited equivocally, because Aristotle says that we can indeed know several things, but by no means understand several things; and therefore by one and the same act of understanding it does not happen that a diction once accepted is referred to several distinct significates. But in the second way it happens that by a single utterance, when the term has once been uttered, it is used equivocally by diverse hearers, as was said; it also happens that by one and the same person using it twice according to a double act of understanding one term is used equivocally. And thus the solution of this question is clear.

The fourth question concerns the distribution of an equivocal term; for it asks whether, if a distributive sign comes to it, it is distributed for all its significates or for one only. It seems that it is distributed for all, since it contains all its significates in itself through the middle of copulation; by whatever reason it will be distributed for one, by the same reason it will be distributed for any; therefore it will be distributed for all. Moreover, as a universal whole is related to its significates, so also the whole universal is distributed for all things contained under one; therefore also the equivocal word will be distributed for all its significates, which are contained in it as subjective parts. To the contrary of this is that there is only one distribution of one distributed thing; but in an equivocal term there are several things in form and account; therefore it will be distributed by several distributions and not by one. To this one must say that an equivocal term can be determined in two ways by a distributive sign. For it can be determined by reason of the signified parts in the unity and community of the word, and thus by one distribution it is distributed for every signification of its own. But if it is regarded by the distribution by reason of the significates, it could not be distributed by one distribution for the parts of each significate. And by this the solution of the question is clear.

Fifth, it is asked what is the cause of appearance in an equivocal diction. For there seems to be none, because since it actually signifies several things, it seems to signify them distinctly and not one in another. But to the contrary, if it did not have a cause of appearance, it would not deceive; yet it deceives someone; therefore it has a cause of appearance. To this one must say that it has as cause of appearance the unity of the word according to the matter and substantial form which belongs to diction as it is diction. For from this someone believes that the significates are one. But it has as cause of non-existence the diversity of the significates. And attend that a universal sign ought not to be added to an equivocal term so that it may be a paralogism, but so that the paralogism may seem to be a syllogism; and so that, under the figure of a syllogism, it may deceive, a universal sign must be added, because without a universal sign there is no syllogism.

CHAPTER III. On the modes of amphibology.

Because amphibology makes actual multiplicity in speech from diverse construction, therefore after equivocation we shall posit the modes of amphibology. And following Aristotle we shall posit five modes together. The first of these is multiple from the fact that the speech principally signifies several or many things, of which the first mode is: I would wish to receive fighters. And the paralogism must be formed thus: whomsoever I would wish to receive me, I would wish that they receive me; I would wish fighters to receive me; therefore I would wish that fighters receive me, which is false. For this multiplicity is according to amphibology from the fact that this accusative, me, can be constructed with the infinitive from the part before, and can be constructed with the same infinitive from the part after; and in the first sense it is true, but in the second false.

The second account is: Do you think that what someone knows, he knows? This speech is an example of the second mode of amphibology, namely because a speech by itself signifies one thing only, and when joined sometimes signifies several things. And the paralogism is to be formed thus: what someone knows, he knows; someone knows grammar; therefore grammar knows. For in such speech it happens that both the knower and the known thing are signified as knower, because this pronoun, this, can signify these things; because this pronoun, this, can signify the knower, and then it is constructed with the verb from the side of the supposit, and is placed before the verb; and thus the speech is false. It can also signify the known thing, and then it is constructed from the side of the apposite; and then it is true.

The third mode is as follows: Do you think that what someone sees, this sees? Someone sees a column; therefore a column sees. But the paralogism is formed as has already been held, and its multiplicity is clear from this, that this pronoun, this, can be constructed with this verb, sees, from the supposit, and thus it is of the nominative case and is constructed from the force of the supposit. Or it can be constructed with the same verb from the side of the apposite, and is of the accusative case and is constructed from the force of transition; and thus the multiplicity is clear.

The fourth is: Do you think that what you say to be, you say this to be? But you say a stone to be; therefore you say that you are a stone. And the multiplicity of this is clear from the fact that this pronoun, this, can be of the nominative case and be constructed with the supposit of the verb as though determining the supposit under this sense: do you think that you, existing, say to be? Or it can be of the accusative case and be constructed with you say from the part after by force of transition, and thus you say that a column or something else exists. But in all such cases it is easy to discover multiplicity from diverse construction.

The fifth mode is in the speech of a syllogism of the first speech, from the fact that in the first the multiplicity is not distinct so that it may be understood distinctly in that and to be in the first; and this is the speech: Do you think that it is, or happens, for one silent to speak? And the paralogism can be formed thus: it happens that Socrates speaks; Socrates is silent; therefore it happens that one silent speaks. This speech is double, because it signifies one silent speaking and this silent one; for this speech can signify these two things, namely this, the silent one speaks; and thus this participle, silent, is constructed with the infinitive verb to speak from the part before, from the force of the supposit. It can also signify this, the silent one is said, and thus it is constructed with the same verb from the part after, because this, which is one silent speaking, is said as one of the number of sayable things. Therefore these are the modes of amphibology, to which all modes of deceptions that arise from diverse construction of diction with diction in the same speech are reduced. And the cause of appearance in them is the identity of the speech according to form and matter; but the cause of non-existence is the diversity of actual signification.

CHAPTER IV. On the solution of doubts that concern the modes of amphibology.

First, then, it must be noted that although in equivocation and amphibology identity of the word according to form and matter is the cause of appearance, and diversity of signification is the cause of non-existence, and thus they seem to have one and the same cause of appearance and of non-existence, and consequently to be one fallacy, nevertheless they are not one fallacy. This is both because one is in diction and the other in speech, and also because one is in diverse sense and the other in diverse signification. Sense properly belongs not to diction, but to speech. And therefore the agreement which they have in the cause of appearance and in the cause of non-existence is an agreement in genus and not in species, and does not make equivocation agree with amphibology except in this, that each causes actual multiplicity, and not in the special mode of deceiving.

Moreover, second, one must note that although in every fallacy in diction there is ambiguity of substance, and thus amphibology seems general to all fallacies in diction, nevertheless, because the ambiguity of amphibology is one and the same in account from a diverse habit of constructing, and such ambiguity is in no other fallacy in diction, because accent and figure of diction and equivocation are in diction and not in speech, while composition and division are not in one speech according to matter, therefore amphibology is a special fallacy and not a general one.

Moreover, third, one must note that although in such modes, what someone knows, he knows, there is multiplicity from the consignification of diverse nominative and accusative case, from which we said in the foregoing that equivocation arises, nevertheless principally and first those speeches are according to amphibology, because in such cases each speech signifies one thing only, and when joined one with another from a diverse signification it becomes a doubtful sense. This speech, everything that someone knows, signifies one thing, and this, he knows, signifies one thing only; but when they are joined from the diverse habit of construction of the pronoun with the verb, a doubtful sense is made; and what is equivocation there is consequent.

Fourth, it must be noted here that although amphibology is said principally to arise from diverse relation, nevertheless it also arises from ambiguity of sense which comes from taking the proper and the transferred meaning: as, whatever laughs has a mouth; the meadow laughs; therefore the meadow has a mouth. For although the same mode in genus belongs to constructing the transferred and the proper, nevertheless for each there is ambiguity of sense, according as sense is referred to the intellect; and this suffices for amphibology, because it makes the sense doubtful in one speech according to form and matter. But this mode is not posited by Aristotle, because it is customary and manifest, since nearly everyone uses parables. Moreover, one must note that one who posits a doubtful sense either intends to deceive through it or only to exemplify. In the first multiple mode it is necessary that those proposing it form it in mode and figure, because otherwise it would not deceive. But in the second mode it must be distinguished, because either the multiplicity is manifest, and then nothing is needed except to propose it; or in the second mode one must lead it out so that its multiplicity becomes manifest.

CHAPTER V. On the three modes in which equivocation and amphibology agree.

But because equivocation and amphibology produce actual multiplicity, their modes agree in many things, which does not happen in the other fallacies except in composition and division; but in these it is manifest through all the modes, because if composition deceives, division solves, and conversely. And therefore in those one need not assign agreement and difference; but, since the difference of the modes of equivocation and amphibology has already been assigned, it follows that one must assign in what they agree.

Therefore let us say that there are three modes according to equivocation in diction, and alongside those there are three modes in speech according to amphibology. One of them, and the first, is when diction according to equivocation, or speech according to amphibology, principally signifies several things. And an example of this in equivocation is fish, equivocal with respect to a true fish and a painted fish, and dog, equivocal with respect to the barkable and the marine. And its example in amphibology was posited above in this speech, I would wish to receive fighters, as was clear through the things already said; and therefore it is not necessary to repeat it.

But another is when we are accustomed by likeness of transference to speak in diction or speech in such a way that one diction or speech signifies one thing properly, but another secondarily and improperly by likeness of transference; there is no need to give an example of this, because parables both in diction and in speech are many and known.

But the third mode is when dictions or speeches, when composed with another diction or speech, signify several things, but separately the diction and speech signify simply, that is, one thing and not several. And an example of this is in amphibology, as this speech, knows the age, by itself signifies one thing; but joined to another speech, as to this, whatever someone knows, this he knows, it will signify several things, because this term, age, joined in the nominative to the verb from the side of the supposit, generates one sense, and constructed in the accusative with the same verb from the part after, will generate another sense, as is clear above concerning this speech, whatever someone knows, this he knows; someone knows grammar; therefore grammar knows, which is similar in all things to that speech. For each of these or of those speeches, if it happens, signifies one thing. But I say if it happens, because it can be joined both to a speech signifying one thing and to a speech signifying several things, and receive multiplicity from that very joining; but both or the speeches joined together signify several things. And this, namely whatever someone knows, this he knows, is not multiple. But when in the paralogism there is added, someone knows the age, at once there is multiplicity from the thing joined, because from the joining it receives that it can be constructed before or after the verb of knowing, which without this joining it does not have. For it signifies either that the age itself has knowledge, if it is constructed from the side of the supposit with the verb, or it signifies that someone else has knowledge of the age or concerning the age, if this term, age, is of the accusative case and is constructed with the verb of knowing from the side of the apposite.

Therefore, speaking by way of epilogue, amphibology and equivocation are commonly about these three modes. But what certain people say, that both to know and age are said multiply and cause multiplicity from this, is false, unless to know is understood with what is joined to it in this speech, he knows the age, because otherwise it would not belong to the matter proposed.

If perhaps, when this speech is taken according to itself, it is asked whether there is multiplicity or not, even if it is not joined to another, one must say that it is not multiple. But if someone objects that still in that speech, age can be constructed with the verb from the side of the supposit or from the side of the apposite, one must say that this is false, because if it is constructed from the side of the apposite, there is nothing that is supposed to the verb, since every verb of the third person requires a supposit either finite or infinite; it is evident that, since it has no supposit when this term, age, is constructed with it from the side of the apposite, the speech will be incongruous. And thus in this sense it is neither true nor false, and thus its multiplicity perishes. For it cannot be excused from requiring one, nor is it of an excepted action; and this is known to be true. And if it is objected that the infinitive is related to the accusative by requiring it from the part before, just as the indicative of the third person is related to the nominative, this is clearly false, because the infinitive does not necessarily require an accusative before itself, as is clear in many cases, as I know how to reap, I wish to run. But the indicative necessarily requires a nominative before itself for the supposit, and unless it has it certain and determinate, it is not a perfect speech for signifying true or false, and such an imperfect speech cannot be multiple. Because of this it is clear that that speech, knows the age, is not multiple from itself unless it is joined to another. Thus, therefore, let the determination concerning amphibology and the common modes of amphibology and equivocation have been made.

CHAPTER VI. On the three modes of composition.

After actual multiplicity one must determine concerning potential multiplicity, which, although it is in composition and in division and accent, and composition and division are in speech while accent is in diction, nevertheless one must deal first with composition, because in accent, in the diverse pronunciations of acute, grave, and circumflex accent, the same form of diction does not remain according as utterance is the form of diction; and therefore it is referred more to diversity. But in speech, whether composed or divided, the dictions remain the same according to form and matter, and therefore they look more to unity; and thus composition must be ordered before accent, and composition before division, as habit before privation.

And therefore in this multiplicity we first give the modes of composition, which are three. The first of these arises because some diction in a speech is composed with something, and nevertheless that which is in the speech is not divided; and such are these two speeches, as to be able, while sitting, to walk, and to be able, while not writing, to write. For if someone says these speeches by composing the accusative with the infinitive, and says them by dividing the same accusative from the same infinitive, he will not signify the same thing, but a multiple thing according to composition and division. For if he composes the accusative with the infinitive, then it signifies the same as this speech, that someone has the possibility that, while not writing, he writes, and it is false. But if someone does not compose the accusative with the verb, then it signifies that one who now is not writing has the possibility of writing, and this is true. Therefore the composed speech is false, the divided true. It must be pronounced as divided thus: it is true, not writing, to be able to write, so that the suspensive point is placed at not writing, and to be able to write is subinferred. But the composed speech is pronounced thus: it is true that one not writing is able to write, so that the suspension is placed at to write, and thus it is false 1.

The second mode arises from this, that something is composed with something posited in the same speech, and is also divided from something posited in the same speech. An example of this is to learn letters now, if indeed he learned those which he knows; and the paralogism is formed thus: let this be proposed, whoever knows letters has learned them; from this is elicited this, which is multiple: whoever knows letters now has learned them. For if this adverb now is composed with this verb, learned, and divided from this verb, knows, thus it is false. But if it is composed with this verb, knows, and divided from this verb, learned, the speech is true; and thus the composed deceives and the divided solves: whoever knows letters at some time learned them, and in the past time up to now learned them; and whoever knows letters learned them; but this person knows letters; therefore he now learned them.

The third mode is when it composes with something posited in the speech, but under an understanding in the same speech. And an example of this is what is said, what can carry one only can carry many. For the sense of composition is according as there is a continuous and composed utterance between these two, one only, and this infinitive verb, to carry, thus: what can carry one only, so that nothing further, can carry many; for thus it is composed and false; and thus the exclusive diction regards the infinitive to carry, because what thus can carry one only and nothing more cannot carry many. For thus the exclusive diction posits its form around this term, one, and excludes what is opposite to one from the infinitive over which can or possible is posited; and therefore what thus can carry one only cannot carry many. But if the utterance between these two, one only, is discontinuous and divided, then the exclusive diction is excluded from that term, one, and is joined with the participle understood, which is being or existing only, can carry; and this is true. And therefore the divided is true and the composed false.

But there are some who distinguish the example of this third mode otherwise from composition. For they say that this speech, what can carry one only can carry many, can be rendered to the subject jointly or dividedly. If it is rendered to it jointly, then it is false under this sense: for that which can carry one only cannot jointly with this carry many. But if it is rendered to it dividedly, the speech is true under this sense: because that which can carry one only dividedly cannot jointly or with this carry many.

Others also say that this speech, what can carry one only can carry many, is not multiple but simply false, nor is it posited for the reason that it is multiple, but because it follows from a multiple one thus: what can carry one and another can carry one only; therefore what can carry one only can carry many. This speech can also be distinguished in several ways from composition and division, but the first mode seems more reasonable.

CHAPTER VII. On the three modes of division.

But according to division, or the fallacy of division, we shall give three paralogisms alongside the three modes of composition according to the same order. The first mode, therefore, will be when something is divided from something posited in a speech and is composed with nothing posited in the same speech; and concerning this there are two examples thus: five are two and three; and it is formed thus: whatever are two and three are five; two and three are two and three; therefore two are five, and three are five, which is false. Moreover another speech: whatever are two and three are even and odd; five are three and two; therefore five are even and odd. Moreover, according to the same mode this speech is also received, which is for the greater to be equal, and it is formed thus: what is greater is so much and more; but what is so much is equal, and what is more is unequal; therefore what is so much is equal and unequal.

But since in these speeches there is multiplicity in this, that the same speech according to matter in all these, divided and composed, does not signify the same thing but another, in all these it signifies divided and composed. But the example which exists when something in the same speech is composed with something, and, divided from that, is composed with something posited in the same speech, is: I have posited you as a slave being free. And there is multiplicity in this speech from the fact that this participle, being, can be composed with this name, slave, and thus the speech is composed and true; or it can be divided from it and composed with this name, free, and thus it is divided and false. And this is alongside the second mode of composition.

But the example of that which is the third mode of composition, namely that what is divided from something posited in the speech is composed with something not posited in the same speech but understood under the subject, is this: forty men, divine Achilles left a hundred. And this is multiplicity from the fact that this diction, hundred, can be composed with this term, men, and then it is its adjective and is of the genitive case; and thus the speech is composed and true under this sense: divine Achilles left forty of a hundred men. Or this term, hundred, can be added to this term, left, and then it is composed with this term understood, which is men; and thus it is divided and false under this sense, that of the number of forty men divine Achilles left a hundred, which is impossible. Therefore these are the modes of composition and division.

CHAPTER VIII. On the exclusion of doubts that concern the fallacies of composition and division.

But with regard to the solution of doubts that concern these two fallacies, one must attend that potential multiplicity in speech makes only one fallacy, which is accent; and although the cause of appearance in composition and division seems to be the same, namely the identity of speech according to matter in composed and divided speech, nevertheless composition and division are distinct fallacies. And this is on account of two causes: namely, because there is not the same cause of appearance, but a diverse one. The other is because there is not something common in one thing by which those two fallacies could be named. Hence, as to the constitution of one sophistical place, it is not similar concerning potential and actual multiplicity in speech. For speech in which there is actual multiplicity has only one cause of appearance; but speech in which there is potential multiplicity has two causes of appearance, and this will be clear in what follows.

Moreover, one must note that it is not similar concerning potential multiplicity in diction and in speech, because in diction through accent there is only one cause of appearance; but in multiple speech there are two causes of appearance, and therefore two fallacies. Moreover, one must note that although composition and division are always together in speech as to this, that if composition deceives, division solves, and conversely, nevertheless they are not together in such a way that generally what is composed with one thing is divided from another posited in the same speech, as is clear in the three modes of composition and in the three modes of division posited a little before in the foregoing; nor does every false composition make the fallacy of composition, as will be clear in what follows.

But if someone asks what is the proper cause of appearance of composition, and what is the proper cause of division, and what is the proper cause of non-existence of composition, and what of division, one must say that the proper cause of appearance of composition is the identity of the material speech divided to the composed, and conversely the material identity of the composed to the divided is the special cause of appearance in division. But the cause of non-existence is the diversity in the formal speech, both divided and composed, as is clear through what has been said before.

But if it is asked according to what the modes of composition and division are received, it is sufficiently clear through the foregoing, because what is divided from something posited in speech either is not composed with something posited in the same speech, and thus it is the first mode, or is composed with something; and if it is composed, it is composed either with something posited in the speech or with something not posited but understood. And in the first way it is the second mode, but in the other way the third, both in composition and in division.

There are nevertheless some who say that nothing is composed with something or divided from it unless it is an adjective of a verb or of a noun; and this, divided from its substantive, requires by its dependence that it be composed with another, because it cannot stand by itself. But to this one must say that although it cannot exist by itself unless it is composed with another according to construction, nevertheless it can exist by itself and be divided according to utterance. But disjunction in utterance makes division, just as continuous utterance makes composition, according as composition and division are understood here.

Moreover, concerning the first mode of composition especially, one must note that the example of that mode is to be able, while not writing, to write; and this seems to be true both in the sense of composition and in the sense of division. For in the sense of division, according as the accusative is divided from the infinitive, it is signified that the one who now does not write can write, and this is true. But in the sense of composition, according as the accusative is composed with the same infinitive, nothing else is signified except that the predicate of the dictum can belong to the subject, and this is that one not writing can write; and this again is true. Moreover, the same extremes remain, that is, the same predicate and the same subject in the sense of composition and in the sense of division; and when the same extremes remain, the same falsity and the same truth always remain.

But to this one must say that the sense in composition and division of the speech of the first mode of composition is diverse; and it is not true that in the sense of composition it signifies nothing other than that the predicate of the dictum can belong to the subject. For it is signified that the predicate of the dictum actually belongs to the subject, which is the one not writing, and this is possible. For the sense of composition is, that one not writing is able to write, that is, the dictum of this proposition, a non-writing one writes, is possible, which cannot be, since the proposition is impossible; and therefore the dictum must be impossible. Nor also are the extremes the same, which are predicate and subject. For in the sense of composition only the accusative, not writing, is subjected, and this whole, to write is possible, is predicated; and thus the extremes of the composed and divided speech are diverse.

Further still, inquiry is made in the second mode, in which what is divided from one is composed with another. For in this there seems to be double composition and double division from one of two causes from which it must arise: either, namely, that in the speech there is one determination and two determinables.
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one must consider whether those determinables are so related to one another that one is part of the other, or not. And if one is part of the other, then there does not occur there a double composition and a double division. But if they are not related to one another as a whole, or so that one is part of the other, but are diverse or disparate, then multiplicity occurs from the preposition or postposition of the determination. From preposition thus: not one man to sit follows upon this man to sit; for here there is multiplicity from this, that the negation can be referred to the whole or to the part. But from postposition of the determination multiplicity occurs, as here: every other thing than an animal which and Socrates are two differs from Socrates; because this determination, which, can determine this whole, other than animal, or a part of it, namely animal.

Therefore, speaking generally, when there is one determination and two determinables, of which one is related as a whole, the remaining one as a part, then it must be said that the speech is called composed from the composition of the determination with that determinable which is related as a whole, and from the division of the same from that it is called wholly divided; and according as it is divided from that, it is not composed with anything else, as here: not one man to be follows upon every man to be, so that the suspensive point is placed immediately after the negation thus, not, one man to be follows upon every man to be; for in this way the speech is divided, according as there is a discontinuous utterance between that whole and the preceding negation. But if it is pronounced continuously, thus it is composed. Similarly also when a determination follows, as here: every other thing than animal (which and Socrates are two) differs from Socrates; for according as this determination, which, here is part of the whole relative expression, it is uttered continuously with this whole, other than animal, and thus it is composed under this sense: every other thing than animal, which and Socrates are two, differs from Socrates. But according as a part of that to which it is referred is uttered continuously with the relation and not as the whole, thus the speech is divided, according as a certain small pause is made between what I say, other, and what I say, than, thus: every other thing, than an animal which and Socrates are two, differs from Socrates.

But if there are two determinables and they are so related that neither is as a whole with respect to the other, as if there are two substantives or two verbs to which the determination can be referred, then multiplicity always occurs from the interposition of the determination, as here: whatever lives always is. For then the speech would not be multiple if the determination were placed before or after, thus: always whatever lives, is; or thus: whatever lives, is always. Therefore when it is so, that the determination is placed between determinables, then one must consider whether those determinables are related in the speech according to equality, so that neither is more principal in the speech, or whether one is more principal than the other. But if one is more principal than the other, then when the determination is composed with the more principal one, the speech is called composed, and from the division of the same determination from that it ought to be called divided. And the cause of this is that a determination by its own nature is antecedent and dependent upon another, and the more principal is more naturally fitted to receive its dependence than what is less principal. But if they are so related that neither is more principal, as here, I have posited you as a slave being free, then one must consider which of them will more have the nature of a determinable, and this will always be the one preceding the determination. For the nature of a determinable is always to precede its determination, as a subject precedes form; and then from the composition of the determination with the more determinable one the speech is called composed, and from the division of the same from the same it is called divided.

But if a double composition or a double division occurs, because there is one determinable and two determinations, then multiplicity occurs only from the interposition of the determinable between two determinations, as here: fifty of men, divine Achilles left a hundred. For if the determinable is placed first, the speech is not multiple thus: of men fifty, divine Achilles left a hundred; or also if it is placed after, as here: fifty, he left a hundred men, divine Achilles. For adjective and substantive always wish to be coordinated together immediately. Therefore when the determinable is placed between two determinations, one must consider which of them has more of determination, and from the composition of that with the determinable the speech ought to be called composed, and from the division of that from the same it ought to be called divided; and this determination which has more the nature of determination will always follow the determinable, because it belongs to the nature of determination always to follow its determinable, since naturally it is posterior to it. And from this it is clear that not every false proposition makes the fallacy of composition, nor does every false division make the fallacy of division.

And from these three modes it is easily seen concerning composition and division whether one of two determinables is related as a whole and the other as a part, or not, and whether there are two determinables and two determinations, or two determinables and one determination, or one determinable and two determinations. And let these things have been said concerning the fallacies of composition and division.

CHAPTER IX. On the exclusion of doubts concerning the modes of composition and division.

There is also doubt concerning the modes of composition and division, and first concerning the third mode of composition and division, namely when what is composed with something posited in a speech and divided from that is composed with something not posited in the same speech but understood. For from this it could seem to someone that these fallacies were outside diction, since they arise not in the word but in the thing according as it is understood. And to this one must say that it is not called a fallacy for this reason, that it is composed with what is understood or divided from it, but it is principally a fallacy because in utterance it is divided from that with which it was being composed, and consequently it is necessary for it to be composed with something or divided from something understood.

Further, although in the first paralogism one must say that the multiplicity arises from this, that the accusative can be divided from the infinitive or composed with the same, nevertheless one must know that the accusative cannot be divided from the infinitive in such a way that the infinitive does not always require an accusative just as an indicative requires a nominative; and therefore it cannot be divided from it as to construction, yet it can be divided from it as to the interposition of continuous utterance, and this makes the multiplicity.

Further one must note that although the examples previously introduced were given concerning the multiplicity of composition, nevertheless this one is simply true, whoever knows letters at some time learned them; and this one is similarly false, one knowing learns letters; nor are they posited for this reason, that they are multiple, because a true speech is posited so that a multiple one may be elicited from it, and a false speech is posited because it follows from a multiple one, as in the foregoing the formation of the aforesaid modes was clear.

Further one must note that in this speech, what can carry one only can carry many, composition principally deceives and division solves consequently; nevertheless this follows, that the exclusive diction can be held syncategorematically 1, as it is held in the sense of composition, or categorematically, as it is held in the sense of division; and this is not inappropriate, that in one speech there should be several causes of deceiving, one namely principally, but another consequently.

Further, concerning this speech, five are two and three, one must note that since and always couples like things, it couples either speech to speech or diction to diction, and not speech to diction or conversely; and thus although the speech seems to be false both divided and composed, nevertheless it is not so, that it is false in both senses, but the sense of composition is true and the sense of division is false; and term is coupled with term, both in the sense of composition and in the sense of division. Yet in the sense of composition the whole coupled thing is rendered to the subject, while the coupled parts are rendered dividedly. For according as these, two and three, are uttered conjointly, it is composed; but according as they are uttered dividedly, it is divided. And therefore composition and division are passions of speech existing in the voice, and not in the intellect; and if sometimes it is uttered actually in only one way as to construction, nevertheless it can be uttered in diverse ways in pronouncing, and from this the multiplicity of composition and division is caused.

CHAPTER X. On the fallacy of accent and its two modes.

For those considering the fallacy of accent, it first occurs that one must determine in what way accent belongs to the consideration of the logician and the sophist, and in what way to the consideration of the grammarian. One must know that to consider accent in general and under the special differences of accents, grave, acute, and circumflex, makes for the discretion of signification in a diction; for through due and discrete accent the signification of a diction is known, or the slackening of signification, as if I say legere with the middle syllable shortened, or legere with the middle syllable lengthened. On account of this also in the determination of cases the accent is varied, as of the first declension consequent in a lengthened e, and so concerning others; and thus it makes for the good of discrete signification in diction, and therefore in this way it does not produce a fallacy. But consideration of accent under confusion toward one or many, or toward grave or acute, generates confusion, and therefore produces deception in diction; and thus a sophistical place is effected, and it belongs to the consideration of the sophist, and is his instrument.

But although there is a fallacy according to accent, nevertheless there cannot be a fallacy according to other things that happen to a syllable, or letter, or diction; for according to difference of accent the diction remains the same according to matter, although not according to form, and thus it can have agreement with syllogism and elench, and from that agreement it can receive the cause of appearance. But when there is variation in letters or in the number of letters, then it loses that agreement and consequently the cause of appearance.

But when a syllable or diction is varied in time, it retains the same matter and is the same as to pronunciation, and therefore it does not vary the sense nor make potential multiplicity, as if I say caput with the first syllable long or short; or if it varies anything, this will be equivocation and not accent, because accent wishes to have the same matter and a diverse mode of uttering. Similarly also breathing, which happens to diction, diversifies diction neither according to matter nor according to the mode of uttering, as if I say hominem with aspiration and ominem without aspiration; for in both there is the same utterance, as the same mode of uttering. But when the name is the same according to matter and according to utterance, and the significates are diverse, then there is equivocation. But if the number of letters causes any fallacy, that is the fallacy of figure of diction. But breathing and diverse time will cause equivocation.

Nevertheless certain of the ancients said that deception caused by breathing and time is reduced to the fallacy of accent, as this: it is good to weigh just men; but to hang is to suffer punishment; therefore it is good for just men to suffer punishment. And this saying is not inappropriate. Others, however, said that when lengthening and shortening of times cause a diverse accent, then they cause equivocation rather than accent, because in this way they diversify diction neither as to matter nor as to form or mode of uttering.

But one must attend that although diverse cases cause equivocation, as was said in the foregoing, nevertheless diverse accent cannot cause equivocation, because in diverse accent there is diverse utterance; nor can there be equivocation, because the name is varied. But in diverse numbers and cases the same name remains according to utterance, although the significate is varied as to the mode of signifying; and this causes equivocation. With these things had, the modes of deceiving according to accent in dialectical matters must be posited.

Those which are without the writing of poems are not suitable for making a sophistical speech, because immediately the diversity of the accent of the diction is manifested. But in the writings of authors, and especially in poems, in which diversity of pronunciation is not so manifest, it is more suitable to make a sophistical speech. And we shall give two modes of this in poetic matters. First, when under one accent two dictions are pronounced which have divided accents, as, metuo longas pereunte noctes Lydia dormis. For there is multiplicity from this, that metuo, according as it is one diction, is pronounced with one accent; but according as it is the speech me tuo, it has to be pronounced with two accents. But another example is: Alas! what such clouds have girded the ether? and concerning the diversity of acute accent and grave in one word: for if this very thing which is said, quinam, is pronounced with an acute accent at the end, then it is worth as much as why, and it is one diction, and it is as if it were said: Alas! why have such clouds girded the ether? But if it is pronounced with a grave accent, it is worth as much as because, or as much as for, and it has another signification.

Therefore concerning an accent of this kind, such as those that have been stated, sophistical speeches of this kind are made. But from the modes introduced it seems that accent is not a fallacy divided from composition and division. For the fallacies of composition and division arise from this, that divided dictions are uttered conjointly, or conversely composed dictions are uttered dividedly. But this is nothing, because in accent two are uttered as one, or one as two. But in composition the dictions always remain distinct, whether they are uttered composed or divided.

Further, in those modes one must note that although in particular in the two introduced modes there are two diverse causes of appearance, nevertheless in particular there are not two fallacies, because there is one univocal common thing for both, which is the common cause of appearance, from which only one fallacy is caused; and this is the appearance of one significate because of the unity of diction according to matter, and therefore they are not two fallacies, but one.

One must also note that although diverse fallacies coincide in one speech, nevertheless the multiplicity of one is not the multiplicity of another, and the cause of the multiplicity of one is not the cause of the multiplicity of another, as is clear in composition, division, and amphibology. For they can coincide in the same speech, but then they have an order toward one another; for then composition and division occur in the speech first, and amphibology afterward, as from this sophism: everything that is true to be known by you is true. For this is multiple according to composition and division, and it is divided according as there is discontinuous utterance between these two, by you namely, and everything that is true, under this sense: everything that is true; and let a pause be made; and let that residue be inferred, to be known by you is true; and thus it is false. But it is composed according as there is continuous utterance of one with the other thus: everything that is true to be known by you, is true; and thus it is true. And thus multiplicity according to amphibology occurs afterward, because this name, every, can be construed with this verb, to be known, and thus it is false, and the sense is: every thing to be known by you that is true, is true; or it can be construed with this verb, is, and thus it is true, and the sense is: every that thing is true, which is true to be known by you.

Similarly it is concerning equivocation and accent, that they coincide in one speech; nevertheless the mode of deceiving of one is not the mode of deceiving of the other according to this order, so that in such a speech the fallacy of accent is first, and afterward by the distinction of accent equivocation occurs, from the fact that it can be a noun or an adverb; and thus it is in many cases.

Therefore it is clear that diverse fallacies coincide in one speech; nevertheless not in such a way that the cause and mode of deceiving in one is the cause and mode of deceiving in another. But the two modes that have been posited concerning the fallacy of accent are taken according to two variations of accent: for one can be varied into many, or conversely, and thus is the first mode, as here: whatever God made in the vine, he made unwilling; but he made wine in the vine; therefore he made wine unwilling. It can also be varied from one difference of accent to another difference, and thus is the second mode. And the unity of the word according to matter, which someone believes ought to be unity of accent, is the cause of appearance; but the diversity of signification under accent is the cause of non-existence. And let these things have been said concerning accent.

CHAPTER XI. On the fallacy of figure of diction and on the modes of the same.

Concerning the fallacy of figure of diction one must first note that the figure of diction is in likeness of termination; on account of which it is principally in diction, and through diction afterward and accidentally in speech. And because it is per se in diction, therefore it is called figure of diction and not figure of speech. For this reason also, although other multiplicities cause diverse fallacies in diction and speech, this multiplicity both in diction and in speech produces only a single fallacy. But the cause of appearance in this fallacy is likeness of the figure of diction; and the cause of non-existence is that there is not the same thing in signification, while we interpret it as the same in diction because of likeness of termination. And therefore it has two differences from the other fallacies in diction. One of these is that in the others we interpret the same according to word as the same according to thing; but here we interpret not the same but similar according to word as the same. The other is that in the other fallacies in diction, something is signified in the word which is not believed to be signified; but in this one and in the similar figure of the word, what is believed to be signified is not signified.

Let us say, therefore, that speeches which are made according to figure of diction occur when something not the same in signifying similarly, that is, because of a similar signification of the word, is interpreted to signify similarly with another, and this happens in two ways. In one way, in consignified genera signifying the form of nature and essence, as if the masculine is interpreted to be feminine, or conversely the feminine masculine, because of likeness of termination, as musa and Catilina; or the genus which is between these, which is neuter, is interpreted as one of those, as scamnum and dominium, or scamna and woman or man. Or also in the second way, in the signifying genera of the predicaments, because of likeness of termination, quantity is interpreted as quality, or conversely, or what is disposed to passions is interpreted as doing, and similarly concerning other genera, as was previously determined in the Categories. For it happens that that which is not doing, that is, which is not in the genus of action or making, signifies by diction, that is, by figure or likeness of termination in diction, as if, that is, similarly, it were of those, that is, of the number of those things, which are doing, that is, in the genus of making. An example of this is that to thrive according to figure of diction in termination is said similarly to that which is to cut; and because of this it seems to someone that it is of the same predicamental genus as also to build and to work, although it is not so; because this, to thrive, says a certain quality and says one affected according to the act of life and a passion, but that which is to cut says simply to do, and not a quality or something affected by passion according to some act. But it is in the same way in other cases when genus is changed into genus, or species into species of a predicament.

Nevertheless one must attend that although likeness in the figure of the word is certainly the cause of appearance in the fallacy of figure of diction, and although perhaps in such a speech the name is the same, as: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; yesterday you saw white; therefore today you see white; nevertheless it is figure of diction. For when likeness of the figure of the word is said to be the cause of appearance, it is not always taken as true, but through a likeness that is believed and appears in verb or noun phantastically, because the fallacy produces phantastical multiplicity; but it appears that what signifies as what signifies quality, and thus the fallacy of figure of diction is produced.

Further one must note that although similar figure of diction is especially according to likeness at the end of a diction, nevertheless it can also be in the middle and beginning and in the whole diction, as this: the ass of any man runs; therefore the ass of any man runs, which can be false; and this: of all opposites there is the same discipline; therefore the same discipline is of all opposites. And this is varied, that likeness of word is a principle of deceiving at the end, or at the beginning, or in the middle, or even in the whole diction. But paralogisms alongside the first mode of figure of diction arising from change of a consignified genus have form thus. In one way, when two genera have similar terminations, because according to grammar genera are distinguished through terminal letters and syllables, as if I say: musa is of feminine gender, therefore also poeta. Or thus: to be cut is of passive gender, therefore also to work and to speak is of passive gender, which is false. They can be formed in another way as toward the same mode thus, that the common accidental genus is posited in the speech at the beginning, and under it another genus is taken as though it signifies both, and one of the two is inferred, as: whomever you love, he is your friend; you love a girl; therefore a girl is your friend.

But alongside the second mode they can be formed thus. In one way, as has been said, when two dictions of the same termination are posited in a speech, and because of that similar termination it is argued that they are of the same predicamental genus, as: to be loved is to suffer; therefore also to work. But in a second way it can be formed when the name of one predicamental genus is posited universally, and under it a thing of another predicament is taken as if it were of the same genus, as: whatever you saw yesterday, today you see; yesterday you saw white; therefore today you see white. In a third way it can be formed such that first a name signifying a thing of some genus is posited without universality, and the name of a thing of another genus is inferred, as: this man gives one coin only; and he does not have one only; therefore he gives what he does not have. For only signifies relation; but what only signifies, which certain people say, omits the universal in which the cause of appearance would be thus: whatever things are of the same determination are of the same genus; to cut and to thrive are of the same determination; therefore they are of the same genus. For this mode is not observed in the other fallacies in diction.

From all these things, however, it is clear that the cause of appearance in figure of diction is similar figuration either of the same diction to itself, or of one diction to another. Of the same to itself, as this: of all opposites there is the same discipline; therefore the same discipline is of all opposites. In this, this diction same, standing confusedly, is similar to itself standing determinately for one discipline. But to another, as: Catilina and musa are of the same termination; therefore of the same genus.

But you should know that this similar figuration happens in two ways. In one way, when dictions of similar figure in termination are expressed in the speech, as to cut and to thrive, and musa and scamnum and poeta and nauta and things of this kind. But in another way, when they are not expressed, but similarly figured things are contained in some posited genus, and from another they are inferred as parts; and this in two ways, namely because the figured things are understood according to the consignified genus or according to the genus of the prior predicament. An example is: whomever you see is your friend; you see a girl; therefore a girl is your friend. For under this sign, whomever, many things ending in a are contained which are of masculine gender, as nauta, poeta, pincerna, and things of this kind; through these someone believes that because of the similar termination even girl is contained under the same. But sometimes it is according to a change of the predicament of a predicable, as: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; yesterday you saw white; therefore today you see white. For many neuters having the same termination are contained under this sign, whatever, as scamnum, apple, wine, vinegar, and things of this kind; because of their configuration it can be believed that white also is contained under it and is inferred from it.

Such a fallacy of figure of diction also occurs from a species of quantity changed into another, as: whenever you sat, you were a man. Proof: yesterday when you sat, you were a man, and the day before yesterday, and the day before, and the day after tomorrow, and so concerning others, and whenever. To the contrary: whenever you sat, you were a man; therefore many times you were a man. For whenever says time under continuity, and thus its parts are yesterday and the day before and the day after tomorrow, and these are changed into as often as, which says number; and the similar figure in as often as and whenever is the cause of deception.

Thus also a change of singular into plural occurs according to one species of discrete quantity changed into another thus: whatever anyone knows, he knows by finding; and someone knows many things or someone knows nothing; therefore he knows by finding; and according to figure of diction of this kind the three modes of figure of diction are taken which were stated above.

Notes

	Categorematically. Syncategorematically. - I. These words are derived from the Greek κατηγορέω, that is, I accuse, which among dialecticians is almost the same as I predicate and expressly affirm; hence κατηγόρημα, that is, predicate, and κατηγορηματικῶς, that is, predicably existing; and therefore that is said to be categorematically which can at the same time be affirmed to be; syncategorematically, that which can be co-predicated, and only through possibility that it exists, if we speak physically. Hence a categorematic infinite, according to Aristotle and the interpreters, is that which simply and actually is infinite, and in which all things that pertain to infinity are actually found. A syncategorematic infinite, or an infinite in potency, is that from which one thing and another is taken, and what is taken is always finite, just as also that which comes to be by apposition can never be actually existing according to all things that can be added; and thus that infinite will never be posited categorematically in the nature of things, as many interpreters prove from Aristotle. II. Logically speaking, that will be called a categorem, or a categorematic word, which, joined to a verb alone, makes a speech and a perfect sense, as 'Isaiah is'; and I add that, with Lorinus as witness, it signifies a thing per se. A syncategorem is that which must be attached to another nominative so that it can come into the composition of a speech, as 'this book is John's, etc.' Hence the former are called dicibles by Fonseca. APPLICATION. I. Categorems are considered more principally by logic, since they can serve more closely for demonstration than syncategorems. II. Any quantity can be divided into infinity only syncategorematically. III. By this very fact, because God can create a number greater than any number, a categorematically infinite number will never be creatable. Cf. Reeb, Thesaurus Philosophorum. (Categorematice. Syncategorematice. - I. Derivantur hae voces a graeco κατηγορέω, id est, accuso, apud dialecticos fere idem est ac praedico et diserte affirmo, hinc κατηγόρημα, id est praedicatum, et κατηγορηματικῶς, id est praedicabiliter (existens) adeoque categorematice esse dicitur quod simul affirmari potest quod sit: syncategorematice, quod compraedicari potest; et per possibilitatem tantum quod existat, si physice loquamur. Hinc infinitum categorematicum, apud Aristotelem et interpretes, est illud quod simpliciter et actu est infinitum, et in quo omnia actu reperiuntur quae ad infinitatem spectant. Infinitum syncategorematicum seu potentia est, ex quo aliud et aliud sumitur, et id quod sumitur, semper finitum est; sicut et illud quod fit per appositionem nunquam potest esse actu existens, secundum omnia quae addi possunt; et sic illud infinitum nunquam ponetur categorematice, in rerum natura, ut pluribus interpretes probant ex Aristotele. II. Logice loquendo vocabitur illud categorema, seu vox categorematica, quae adjuncta soli verbo est orationem et sensum perfectum facit ut «Isaias est»: addoque quod, Lorino teste, rem per se significat. Syncategorema est, quod ad alium nominativum annecti debet, ad hoc ut possit in orationis compositionem venire; ut «hic liber est Joannis, etc.» Hinc priora a Fonseca vocantur dicibilia. APPLICATIO. I. Categoremata principalius spectantur a logica, cum haec propinquius ad demonstrationem servire possint, quam syncategoremata. II. Quaevis quantitas dividi potest in infinitum syncategorematice tantum. III. Hoc ipso quia quovis numero Deus majorem creare potest, nunquam creabilis erit numerus categorematice infinitus. Cf. Reeb, Thesaurus Philosophorum.) ↩
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TRACTATE III. ON FALLACIES OUTSIDE DICTION.

CHAPTER I. On those things which must be premised in common.

Before there is determination concerning fallacies outside diction specially according to the individual fallacies, it must be prenoted in common concerning all of them that in fallacies outside diction there is not some one thing univocally participated by all, according to whose diverse participation the determination of the number of fallacies outside diction could be taken, as there is one common thing which is identity of speech, either in part or in whole, which, when participated in diverse ways, determines the number of fallacies in diction. And this is because that which is the cause of appearance in fallacies in diction cannot be the cause of appearance in fallacies outside diction. And therefore, since unity of word both in matter and in form is the cause of appearance in equivocation and amphibology and the fallacies of figure of diction, and in them diversity of the signified thing is the cause of non-existence, it cannot happen that unity of word in matter and form, and diversity of the signified thing, should be the cause of appearance and non-existence in any of the fallacies outside diction. Nor again can the converse occur, namely that diversity in word should be the cause of non-existence and unity in the thing the cause of appearance, because such a complex has no likeness to syllogism and elench; as if I say, every sword cuts or some one, the sense is single; for from this complex nothing is inferred, because it lacks both middle and extremes placed in the disposition of syllogism and elench. Nor again can it happen that identity of word in part of the word, that is, according to matter, and diversity in another part of the word should be the cause of appearance and non-existence, since this is the cause in three other fallacies in diction, composition, division, and accent. And thus it remains that the cause of appearance in fallacies outside diction is unity of the thing according to one part, and diversity of the thing according to another part is the cause of non-existence.

According to this kind of unity, therefore, the number of fallacies outside diction can be taken according to three things which make unity or identity: for either that is unity of substance, and it makes the same; or unity of quantity, and it makes equal; or unity of quality, and it makes similar. If it is according to unity of quality, which makes similar, this will be in one of two ways: for either there will be likeness in the signified thing itself, or in the mode of signifying. If it is in the signified thing itself, because they communicate in some signified thing, then there is the fallacy according to non-cause as cause. For in that the proposition which is not a cause appears to be the cause of the conclusion, because it communicates and is similar with the proposition which is the cause of the same conclusion in the signified of some term. But if there is likeness in the mode of signifying, thus unity of likeness is the cause of appearance in the fallacy according to many questions as one; for in this, a proposition that is many appears to be one, because it communicates with one in the mode of signifying, because a question made from affirmation and negation is not properly one, as this, is a man an animal, or not? And therefore when two diverse questions are proposed, because of a similar mode of signifying it is thought that it is one question, and thus a question composed from affirmation and negation is thought to be one, and so that many questions are one. But if the appearance occurs according to the unity of the thing which is equality, thus unity is the cause of appearance in the fallacy of petition of the principle; for there the convertibility of the middle with one of the extremes makes it appear that the middle is ordered with the extremes as something better known so that it makes the conclusion known, although it is equally unknown or less known than the conclusion. But if it occurs according to the cause of unity which is identity, then the same in genus, species, and number cannot be the cause of appearance; and because sometimes some one of those identities appears to be the cause of appearance, then the fallacy of accident always occurs and no other.

And therefore it must be said thus: the same is either the same of accident to subject, or of antecedent to consequent, or of what is absolute and said simply to the same diction with determination. And of the first of these three modes there is the fallacy of accident. But in the second way identity is the cause of appearance in the fallacy of the consequent. But if identity said in the third way is the cause of appearance, this happens in two ways, because either it is a determination which infers simply, and this determination is called of the property, or it is one which does not infer. If in the first way the unity of the absolute and the determined is the cause of appearance, thus the fallacy according to ignorance of elench occurs; for the identity of such a thing said absolutely and determined makes it appear that whatever stands with one can stand with the other. But identity of a determination that does not infer its absolute is the cause of appearance in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, because that identity makes one believe that of whatever something is said qualifiedly, it is said of the same simply.

In another way it is customarily said that the number of fallacies outside diction is taken according to the things that make the cause of non-existing: for some diversity of thing belongs to non-existence through which diversity it falls short of syllogism and elench. For if that defect is on the part of matter, thus there is the fallacy according to making many questions as one, because in it a proposition that is many is taken, whereas in syllogism and elench a proposition simply one must be taken. But if it falls short on the part of form, this will be in two ways: for it falls short either from elench or from syllogism. If from elench, then it is ignorance of elench, which infers from true things and true things, but does not infer the conclusion. But if it falls short from syllogism, this happens in two ways: either it falls short from syllogism through the impossible, or from ostensive syllogism. If from that which is through the impossible, thus it is non-cause as cause, because in non-cause as cause the hypothesis is not truly destroyed, although it seems to be destroyed. But if it falls short from the ostensive, this happens in three ways: for the middle is either entirely diverse, or partly the same and partly diverse. If entirely the same, thus it is petition of the principle. But if entirely diverse, then there is no cause of appearance, and therefore no fallacy. But if it is partly the same and partly different, then the identity which it has with the extreme is either essential or accidental. But I call both essentially the same when one is predicated of the other, as white teeth, and white. If the middle has essential identity with the extreme, so that one is predicated of the other, this happens in three ways: for the middle will either be antecedent to the conclusion, or it is consequent to the same, or what is inferred from the conclusion. If it is antecedent, either the argument will be affirmative, and thus that is not a fallacy, because the antecedent affirmed infers the consequent, or it is negative, and thus it is the fallacy of the consequent from destruction of the antecedent. But if it is consequent to that which is inferred from it, then again either the argument is affirmative, and thus it is the fallacy of the consequent from position of the consequent, or negative, and thus it is not a fallacy, because the consequent denied infers the antecedent denied. But if the identity of the middle with the extreme is accidental, then either that identity arises from the addition of a determination, and thus it is the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, or it arises from the mutual comparison of the extremes to one another and to a third, and thus it is the fallacy of accident, in which the middle with one of the extremes has only accidental identity; and this arises from the comparison of the middle to the extremes.

Alfarabius more lightly indicates the number of fallacies outside diction thus: a fallacy outside diction sins against syllogism and elench either in matter, and thus it is the fallacy according to many questions as one, as has been said, or in form, which is in the order of propositions or of terms. If in the proposition, either according as a proposition is the cause of the conclusion, and thus it is non-cause as cause, or according as the principle is better known than the conclusion, and petition of the principle sins against this. But if in the order of terms, then the fallacy of accident is what sins against this; but if it does not sin against the form of the proposition or of the terms, and nevertheless sins against syllogistic form, then it must sin against the consequence itself according as one thing follows from another, and this is either against that by which one thing follows perfectly from another, and against this the fallacy of the consequent sins, or according as what infers imperfectly infers the consequent, and thus there is the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply. But if it sins against elench, then it is ignorance of elench. And this acceptance is plain and true.

CHAPTER II. What the fallacies outside diction are and what the order is.

With these things thus premised, it is clear that of those sophistical places which are outside diction, or of paralogisms, there are seven species. One species indeed, and the first, is that which is called the fallacy according to accident. But the second is in this, that something is said simply and absolutely and without determination, and not simply, but is said in a certain respect; and I say this because of the condition of the determination which contracts that which is said simply to a subjective part, or where according to condition to a part in place, or when according to condition and part to part in time, or it is said toward something according to condition to some respect. But the third species is the fallacy according to ignorance of elench. But the fourth species is according to the consequent. But the fifth is the fallacy according to taking in the beginning. But the sixth species is according to positing non-cause as cause. But the seventh is according to making many questions as one.

But they can be ordered in two ways. In one way thus, that those are prior which sin against the principle of the syllogism, or the form of the elench, than those which sin in matter; and among those sinning against the principle which is the middle joining the extremes, and thus the first place is the fallacy of accident, or they sin against the principle according as it is inferring, or against the principle which is proving. If against the principle according as it is inferring: either perfectly or imperfectly. The one who sins against what infers imperfectly recedes by sinning less, and thus the second is according to qualifiedly and simply. But the one sinning against elench is third, because he recedes less from consequence; for he does not sin against consequence, but against what is inferred, which is not a true contradiction. But the fourth is the fallacy of the consequent, which wholly perverts consequence, and thus the fourth is the fallacy of the consequent. But if it sins against the principle proving, then the manifest thing is more contracted; and thus it sins in this, that it is the cause of the conclusion, and thus the sixth is non-cause as cause. The last is making many questions as one, which sins against the disposition of the matter of the syllogism.

The order of fallacies outside diction can also be taken otherwise according to certain people, namely thus, that those are prior in which there is a greater unity as cause of appearance, and those are posterior in which there is less unity as cause of appearance than in all. Therefore the posterior ones are non-cause as cause and many questions as one, because in those, as was had above, the cause of unity is only likeness; and thus non-cause as cause is prior to many questions as one, because there is greater agreement of likeness in participating in the signified thing than there is agreement in participating in the mode of signifying. But the fallacy of accident is prior to all in the order of fallacies as they are fallacies, because it has more of the power of deceiving. But second is according to qualifiedly and simply, because of the identity of what infers imperfectly to what is inferred, which is as it were the identity of part to whole. And third is according to ignorance of elench because of the cause stated. And fourth is according to the consequent because of the identity of antecedent to consequent, which is substantial. But fifth is petition of the principle, because there is identity of equality or of quantity in convertibility.

CHAPTER III. On the things that must be said concerning the fallacy of accident.

Therefore among fallacies outside diction it first occurs to determine concerning the fallacy of accident. But first one must see what the difference is between the fallacy of accident and figure of diction, since in every paralogism of figure of diction there is also found the fallacy of accident, although the converse is not true, that in every paralogism of accident there is also the fallacy of figure of diction.

And for this one must know that the fallacy of figure of diction according to the truer opinion consists first in a similar termination of diction, and consequently in a similar termination of speech; because of this similar termination it is thought that there is a similar signified thing in things similarly terminated, explicitly or implicitly. But the fallacy occurs and the defect arises from diversity of signification in things similarly terminated or uttered. Nevertheless, according to the opinion of certain people, a sign in the mode of signifying, applying itself to the signified, has itself in the manner of a figure, because it surrounds and contains the whole signified, as a figure surrounds and contains the figured thing. And according to these, figure of diction is said metaphorically from figure, which is the termination of quantity; and then of that sign or figure there is a twofold comparison: for the comparison of sign to the one using the sign can be taken, and the comparison of sign to the signified can be taken. And if it is taken in the first way of comparison, then the identity making appearance will be in diction, and thus it will be the fallacy of figure of diction, because a fallacy in diction which has the cause of appearance in diction and the cause of non-existence in the very diversity of the thing, if likeness and identity are taken on the part of the signified compared to the sign, then identity of thing will be the cause of appearance, namely that the middle in part is the same as the other extreme, and because of this the extreme is thought to be the same as the extreme, or because the accident is the same as the subject thing, although this is not true; and thus it is the fallacy of accident.

One must also carefully note what is called the subject thing, and what is called the accident assigned to belong to the subject thing and to the accident. For this certain people say rather competently that the subject is the middle which in the first proposition is subjected according to the disposition of the first figure; but the accident.
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the subject of the minor proposition which accidentally agrees with the middle; but the accident which is signified to belong both to the subject thing and to the accident is the predicate of the major proposition, which is the major extremity, as here: man is a species; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates is a species. For here the accident to man is Socrates; the accident which is assigned or concluded to belong both to the subject thing and to the accident is species, which is concluded of Socrates through this, that Socrates is man.

And according to this, in the fallacy of accident there is a twofold accident with respect to all its modes, namely one which happens to the subject thing, and this is the same as extraneous; and the other which is assigned to belong to the subject thing and to the accident, and is concluded in the conclusion concerning the accident, and this is that which is not necessary in concluding, or that which is not necessary to belong to the minor extremity in comparison to some third thing, as when I say, therefore Socrates is a species.

But in order that this may be well understood, one must know that the accident of the subject thing can be compared in two ways. In one way, according as the subject thing is taken as a substance subsisting through itself, establishing itself in itself, and in the manner of an occasion causing the other to be in potency; and thus the accident of the subject thing is truly an accident, and one of the five predicables which Porphyry posits, and one of the four predicates which Aristotle posits in the Topics; and an example of this is as when it is said, man is white, or the white is man. In another way, the accident of the subject thing is said according as it is subjected, and this is everything that is extraneous to the subject insofar as it stands under the form of such a predicate, as when I say, man is a species; man cannot stand under such a form of the predicable unless man is taken according to itself, and not according as it stands for its subjective parts, or according as it is taken in its subjective parts; and therefore Socrates happens to man and is extraneous from man himself standing thus under the form of the predicate. And when it is inferred, therefore Socrates is a species, through this, that Socrates happens to man, every species of accident is assigned to belong to this Socrates, and to the subject thing, this man, according as it is in Socrates; and therefore it is the fallacy of accident.

According to this, therefore, in every mode of the fallacy of accident there is a twofold accident: one, namely, in being, which is said to belong to the subject thing, and another in following, which is said to belong both to the accident and to the subject thing.

According to this, therefore, one must say that consideration must be given to the predicate of the first proposition and to the subject of the minor; for the predicate of the major is either consequent, or antecedent, or convertible, or belonging per accidens to the subject. Consequent, as: man is animal; animal is a genus; therefore man is a genus. For although animal is the substance of man, nevertheless as it stands according to itself through the intention by which it is a genus, it is not the substance of man, but happens to man as to a thing; and therefore it also happens to the accident of animal, which is man, because animal according as it is in man and the substance of man is not a genus; and thus there is the fallacy of accident in the foregoing paralogism. Similarly it is if the predicate is as antecedent, as if I say: man is Socrates; man is a species; therefore Socrates is a species. For insofar as the subject stands under such a predicate, many things happen to it which do not happen to it according as it is taken absolutely; and in all such cases there is the fallacy of accident. But if the predicate is convertible, then it is thus: man per se is risible; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates per se is risible. Or thus: to a triangle per se it belongs to have three angles equal to two right angles; an isosceles is a triangle; therefore to an isosceles per se it belongs to have three angles equal to two right angles. For according as triangle is taken according to itself, thus it stands under this predicate, which is to have three angles equal to two right angles; and thus isosceles happens to triangle; and therefore when having this is assigned to an isosceles, the same thing is assigned to belong to the accident and to the subject thing. Thus also it happens by assuming the consequent with the middle in this way: to a triangle per se it happens to have three equal to two right angles; but a triangle is a figure; therefore to a figure per se it happens to have three equal to two right angles. And thus the fallacy of accident occurs in essential predicates or antecedents or consequents.

In accidental things it happens thus: you know Coriscus; Coriscus is coming; therefore you know the one coming. According to the disposition of the third figure: for according as the middle, which is the subject thing, is in itself, being coming happens to it; and according as it stands under the form of the predicate, which is to be known, again it happens to it. Nevertheless the opposite can happen; and therefore when to be known is concluded of the one coming, it is assigned to belong to the subject thing and to the accident. The same is here: man runs; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates runs. For Socrates happens to man standing indefinitely under the form of running or of the predicate; and therefore when he takes Socrates under man, he takes an accident; and when he concludes, therefore Socrates runs, he assigns the same thing to belong both to the accident and to the subject thing. But it is a good syllogism if we say thus: every man runs; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates runs. Because man, according as it stands under the form of running, stands essentially and substantially as distributed for the parts; therefore distribution is made for the parts, and thus Socrates or some man does not happen to it, but stands substantially under it; and therefore what is in the middle must belong to a part of the middle. Thus, therefore, it is known what the subject thing is, what the accident is, and what is assigned to belong to the subject thing and to the accident.

Others have said, which nevertheless returns to the same thing, that accident in the fallacy of accident is not accident according as it is divided by opposition against substance, but the accident from which the fallacy of accident is named is the middle which is related accidentally to the extremes in the manner that has been stated; and such an accident in the premises of the syllogism is sometimes subjected and sometimes predicated according to the disposition of diverse figures. And therefore also, although to belong belongs to the predicate, which is simply that of accident, this is not called the fallacy of predicate, because accident is not taken here for that which belongs to another, but for that which is actually and extraneously related to another as to an extreme, and which is not necessary in following. On account of this it is also not called the fallacy of the middle, because it is not a fallacy from the middle, but from the accidental relation of the middle to the extreme; on account of which it is called the fallacy of accident, as it were the fallacy of accidental relation to an extreme.

But this accidental relation, as they say, can be considered in a negative argument and in an affirmative argument. If it is considered in an affirmative argument, it must be considered whether there can belong to the middle, according as the middle is the same as one of the extremes, the opposite of the other extreme; because if it is so, then there is the fallacy of accident, as here: man runs; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates runs. For it is plain that not to run can agree with this middle, which is man, according as man is in Socrates as the same. And therefore it is the fallacy of accident. But in a negative argument one must consider whether to the middle, insofar as it is the same as one extreme, the other extreme can belong or not; for if it is so, then there is the fallacy of accident, as: man does not run; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates does not run. For it is established that running, which is opposite to not running, can agree with man according as it is the same as Socrates. But neither of these is in a good syllogism: for if one syllogizes affirmatively thus, every man runs; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates runs, the opposite of that which is not running cannot agree with the middle, that is, with man insofar as it is the same as the minor extremity, that is, Socrates, if the major is supposed to be true. Similarly in the negative: no man runs; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates does not run; the major extremity cannot agree with the middle insofar as it is the same as Socrates, if the first is true; and therefore, although in every good syllogism the same thing is proved to belong to the subject thing and to the accident, nevertheless it is not the fallacy of accident, because the middle there is related per se to the extremes, not accidentally.

From these things it is clear why the fallacy of accident is called the fallacy of the middle. But if the other ought to be said, it would be more fittingly called the fallacy of the middle than the fallacy of the predicate. From this again it is clear why it is not called the fallacy of subject and accident: namely because it is not named from the accident which is opposed to the subject, because this is never subjected in the proposition, but rather from the subject thing; but it is said from the accident which is that the middle is related accidentally to the extreme, in comparing the middle to infer the other, which is assigned to belong to both the accident and the middle.

CHAPTER IV. On the fallacy of accident with respect to the cause of appearance and the cause of non-existence.

Therefore let us say that paralogisms according to accident, that is, according to the fallacy of accident, are such with respect to the cause of appearance when in a dialectical syllogism there is similarly belonging, which, although it has been assigned in the major extremity and in following to the subject thing, that is, to the middle which is subjected in the major proposition, and to the accident, that is, to the minor extremity which is as the accident of the subject or middle, of which it is predicated in the minor proposition. For then, because the middle is in part the same as the other extreme, an extreme seems to belong to an extreme through this, that it belongs to the middle; and this is not necessary. For in such cases the extreme belongs to the middle in such a way that its opposite can be, as was said in the foregoing chapter. For since sometimes many things happen to the same subject, that is, belong accidentally, that is, many things as extremes accidentally belong to that one, namely the middle, which things belong as the major extremity in every figure, it is not necessary that they belong to all the predicates which are the middle in the first and second figure; for the middle in the first figure is predicated in the minor proposition, and in the second figure is predicated in both propositions; for in the minor proposition there is always posited the subject through the accident of the subject or middle; and yet the predicate does not always say accident, because if it always said accident, then in the first figure the middle would always be accident in paralogisms of accident, which is not true, since in certain paralogisms the contrary occurs, as here: all water is natural; a bath is water; therefore a bath is natural. Or thus: all bronze is natural; every statue is bronze; therefore every statue is natural.

But in the third figure, by that which is said, predicates, we understand the minor extremity. But by that which we say, concerning which, we take the middle, because in the figure the minor extremity is predicated of the middle. And thus, speaking generally, because many things accidentally belong to the same, it is not necessary in consequence that all things which thus belong to predicates should belong to all predicates in the first and second figure, and to the same of which these are predicated as of a subject, that is, to accidents, because when many things accidentally belong to some middle, so that according as the middle is the same as one extreme, the opposite of the other extreme can agree with that middle; and in a negative syllogism, according as the middle is removed from one extreme, another extreme can belong to the same middle, then when it is so, it is necessary that all predicates of conclusions belong to predicates in the minor proposition, and to that of which they are predicated, that is, to subjects in the minor proposition, but not conversely. And I say this on account of the third figure; for in this figure, although the predicate of the major proposition belongs to the subject of the minor, nevertheless it is not necessary that it belong to the predicate of the same. An example of this is: man is white; man is black; therefore white is black. For although white in the major proposition belongs to man, which is the subject of the minor proposition, nevertheless it is not necessary that it belong in that which is the predicate of the same.

But this is proved by leading to the impossible, because if I say this to be necessary in following, it follows that all things will thus be the same. But this is proved thus: because if all things that happen to the same had necessarily to belong to the predicates and to the subjects of which they are predicated, it would follow that, when opposites happen to a superior, of which each belongs to that superior, then it would follow that the opposite also would be in the opposite. But whatever things are the same as one and the same are the same among themselves; and since all things are the same in being, all things will be the same among themselves. As if I say: being is substance; being is accident; therefore accident is substance. Or thus: substance is being; accident is being; therefore accident is substance. And thus it is concerning all opposites or disparates in their common term; and thus it follows that all things are the same.

Therefore one must note that since in every paralogism of accident there must be at least three things, namely the assigned thing, the subject thing, and the accident, generally in every figure the thing assigned to the accident and to the subject thing is the major extremity. To discover what is the subject thing and what is the accident, one must consider in the minor proposition, which always contains the subject thing and the accident; for then in the minor proposition either the subject is the accident and the predicate is the subject thing, or conversely the predicate is the accident and the subject is the subject thing. For the terms of the minor proposition can be related to one another only in three ways, namely either as superior and inferior, or as subject and accident, or as two disparate accidents are related to one another. If they are related as superior and inferior, whether the superior is predicated of the inferior or conversely, it makes no difference with respect to the fallacy of accident, because, as was said in the foregoing concerning this fallacy, both the superior happens in the inferior and the inferior happens in the superior; hence either of them can be the accident and the remaining one the subject thing, and there will always be the fallacy of accident if the same thing is assigned to belong both to the subject thing and to the accident. But if the terms of the minor proposition are related as subject and accident, then that ought to be called the subject thing which is truly the subject, and the accident that which is said to belong to it. But if the terms of the minor proposition are related as two disparate accidents, then that which more among the accidents has the nature of subject ought to be called the subject thing, and the remaining one ought to be called the accident; and this is always the minor extremity, because passions ought to be proved of the subject; but the minor extremity is always that of which the major extremity is proved or concluded, and therefore it is in place of the subject. And thus it is clear generally what subject is, what accident is, and what is assigned to subject and accident.

CHAPTER V. On the formation of the modes of the paralogism of accident.

But concerning the formation of paralogisms of the fallacy of accident, examples must first be posited, and afterward the formation and the mode of formation must be shown. But Aristotle's example is such: if Coriscus is other than man, he is other than himself; for he is man, so that it is formed thus: Coriscus is other than man; Coriscus is man; therefore Coriscus is other than himself. For this formation suffices for deception; and then in the first proposition this whole, Coriscus is other, is the major extremity; and than man is the middle, which is subjected in the major proposition; and the minor is assumed, Coriscus is man, and it does not have the same subject with the major; and when it is inferred, therefore Coriscus is other than himself, the same thing is not subjected, but rather the minor extremity; and thus the paralogism has likeness with a true syllogism in figure. But otherwise if it were formed thus: Coriscus is other than man; Coriscus is man; therefore Coriscus is other than himself, the subject of the major and minor proposition and also of the conclusion will be the same, which is not the disposition of any figure. But if it is formed thus: for Coriscus to be other than man is true; for Coriscus to be man is true; therefore it is true for Coriscus to be other than himself; the formation does not hold because the second figure is not in affirmatives.

Similarly if it is formed thus, as certain people say it must be formed: everything that is yours is your father; this dog is yours; therefore it is your father. This house is yours; this house is a work; therefore it is your work. For in the figure of accident one thing ought to be attributed to two, namely to accident and subject, as was said in the foregoing. But when it is said in the major, this house is yours, to be yours, which is the accident, is attributed to the subject, which is house; and when it is assumed in the minor, this house is a work, another accident, which is to be a work, is attributed to the same; and when it is inferred, therefore this house is your work, both of the said accidents are attributed to the same subject, which is not fitting. But in the conclusion the major extremity ought to be concluded of the minor; and if it is said thus, this is true when it is concluded syllogistically, and the cause of the non-syllogistic conclusion is that what was assigned to accident and subject is signified to belong to the subject through the account of the accident. Hence when it is said, this dog is yours and is a father, it is understood that insofar as it is a father it is yours; and so that this may be signified, it is concluded thus: therefore it is your father.

But with all these things dismissed, one must say that the paralogism of accident does not sin against syllogism insofar as it is syllogism, but against dialectical syllogism constituted in a topical or local relation; and therefore it suffices to form syllogisms according to relation. But since the paralogism of accident has two things in itself, namely the accident which is attributed dividedly to the subject, and the assigned thing which also is attributed dividedly to the subject in the major proposition, the one paralogizing intends to conclude these two conjointly of the same thing; and therefore they must be placed dividedly beforehand in the premises and joined in the conclusion; and concerning quantity and quality of propositions there is no need to care with regard to the mode of syllogism, nor even concerning the disposition of terms in a complete figure, but concerning the apparent local disposition for inferring conjointly what was proposed dividedly, as here: you are in the air; the air is in the tower; therefore you are in the tower. You know Coriscus; Coriscus is coming; therefore you know the one coming. For the cause of appearance in this fallacy is the apparent identity of accident and subject, and the apparent identity of the middle in part with the extremes, because of which it is believed that whatever is attributed to the middle is attributed to the extremes. And the cause of non-existence is the true diversity of those. Thus, therefore, as has been said, paralogisms must be formed.

And only two modes are posited, because there are two things to which the assigned thing can be attributed: for either it is attributed to the accident and is thought to be attributed through the accident to the subject, or conversely what is attributed to the subject is attributed to the accident through the subject. An example of the first is: Coriscus is other than man; Coriscus is man; therefore Coriscus is other than himself. An example of the second: Coriscus is other than Socrates; Socrates is man; therefore Coriscus is other than man.

But here one must note generally that when the opposite of the other extremity can agree with the middle itself compared to one of the extremes, although perhaps the proposition is true, nevertheless it can be false; and thus the conclusion does not follow from the premises; and therefore the conclusion of the paralogism of accident and the fallacy occurs both from true things and from false things, as: this man is good and is a cleric; therefore he is a good cleric. This man is bad and is a citizen; therefore he is a bad citizen, and things of this kind.

On account of the example that Aristotle posits concerning this, Coriscus is other than man, and because he posits it in one paralogism for a premise and in another for a conclusion, one must note that in my judgment this is false, Coriscus is other than man, because other notes diversity, and in the term concerning which it posits diversity, it notes formal diversity; and then it is clear that the proposition is false. And when it is said, Coriscus is other than Socrates; but Socrates is man, man is compared with the middle, that is, man is attributed to Socrates; for thus being other than Socrates can agree with Coriscus, since he is not the same as Socrates.

One must also note that in a good syllogism there is a twofold identity of the middle: one, namely, of the middle compared to the extremes, and this identity admits some diversity; for thus the middle is in part the same as the extremity, and in part diverse. The other is the identity of the middle according as the middle is accepted according to its substance, according as it is twice posited or repeated in the premises; and this identity admits no diversity, indeed just as it is posited in one, according to the same signification it ought to be posited in the other, if there ought to be a good syllogism, in which local relation belongs to dialectical syllogism.

And against this identity of the middle the paralogisms of this fallacy sin. Hence the identity of the middle according to the substance of the repeated term makes the appearance; but the diversity of the same according to reason makes the defect, as here: man is a species; Socrates is man; therefore Socrates is a species. For here the same middle, which is man, according to substance is posited twice or repeated; but it is taken diversely according to reason, because in the first proposition man stands according to itself, but in the second it stands for a supposit. Here, therefore, there is one mode of accident from diversity of the middle diversified according to reason.

But the second mode is when the consequent of the middle is taken, and the accident of the middle is assigned to it, as here: man is a species; man is substance; therefore substance is a species. And many other modes alongside these can be formed according to the composition of antecedent and consequent, or of subject and proper passion, or of substance and accident, as was said before.

But what certain people say, that this, a triangle has three equal to two right angles; an isosceles is a triangle; therefore an isosceles has three, is a sophistical syllogism with respect to demonstration and a good syllogism with respect to dialectic, is nothing; rather it is simply a good syllogism, although not demonstrative nor sophistical, since there is no defect in it.

CHAPTER VI. On the preliminaries for knowing the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply.

So that those things which must be said concerning the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply may be understood more easily, one must prenote that, as Aristotle says in the second book of the Topics, what is according to something, and when, and where, is said, and what is simply is said, and there is not any fallacy there. For the determination which is added to the simply either relates itself from addition to the simply, or not. If it relates itself from addition to the simply itself, one must consider what it adds to the simply. For either it adds some thing not previously understood in what was said simply, or it does not add a thing but only the discretion of the thing, so that it signifies discretely the same thing that what was said simply signifies indiscretely, as man is said simply, and yet one man or only man is said discretely. And if it adds only discretion of the same thing, then its simply follows, as when it is said one or only man runs, it follows, therefore man runs. But if the determination according to something adds some thing which is not understood in that which is simply, one must consider whether it is a determination proper to the simply itself, or not proper, but alien. For if it is proper, then from it again that which is simply follows, as was said in the Topics, as when it is said: a white man runs; therefore a man runs. For white is the determination of man according to the whole, and thus proper to the whole. But if it is a determination improper to the whole taken simply, one must consider whether that determination deprives the whole taken simply, or diminishes it. If it is privative of the account which is simply, as dead man, or painted man, or being in opinion or opinable, as a chimera, which is only in opinion, or in aptitude, as a future man, or only in the past, as Caesar was a man: such determinations are privative of that which is simply, and therefore from such determinations the simply is not inferred; for it does not follow, it is a dead man, therefore it is a man. Nor does it follow, it is a painted man, therefore it is a man. Or it is an opinable being, therefore it is a being. Or it is a being in aptitude or in the future or in the past, therefore it is a being.

But if it is diminishing, then it determines according to a part, and then one must consider whether it determines to a part from which the whole is inferred, as a subjective part is, or something taken in the manner of a subjective part, as a part in mode. If it is to a part from which the whole is not inferred, it is as an integral part taken, as a part in quantity, or a part in place, or a part in time. Just as it follows well, it is a man, therefore animal, so it follows well: he reads well, therefore he reads. He reads at some time, therefore he reads. He reads somewhere, therefore he reads. Because these determinations do not diminish the whole or the denomination of the whole. But if it is a determination to a part diminishing the whole or the denomination of the whole, then it is called an improper determination, and then it draws to a material or integral part, from which the whole is not inferred; and then one must consider whether it is to a part denominating the whole according to the form which the determination says, or not. And if it is to a part from which the whole is denominated according to the form which the determination says 1, then again it follows well from according to something to simply, as: he is curly according to the head; therefore he is curly, follows; and he is snub according to the nose; therefore he is snub. He is aquiline in nose; therefore he is aquiline. Because from such parts according to such forms the whole is denominated, and it is in natural privations and habits. Similarly also in acquired ones, as: he is seeing according to the eye; therefore he is seeing. He is blind according to the eye; therefore he is blind. He is straight in walking according to the feet; therefore he is straight. He is lame according to the foot; therefore he is lame. He is maimed according to the hand; therefore he is maimed. And the cause of this kind is that the forms or privations from which denomination is made belong to those members or parts insofar as they are organs of the whole body; and therefore from them the denomination of the whole is made. But if it is a determination to an integral part and according to a form which is not in it according as it is an organ of the whole, but according as it is only a material part, as when it is said, he is white with respect to a tooth or according to the teeth, or black according to the feet, then the simply cannot be inferred, as: an Ethiopian is white according to a tooth; therefore he is white; it does not follow. Or: a swan is black according to the feet; therefore it is black. And thus it also occurs in relation to something, as when I say: it is good to use such a diet in such a place for a sick person; therefore it is good to use such a diet. It is good to be cut lest the body putrefy; therefore it is good to be cut. It is useful to throw merchandise into the sea in time of storm; therefore it is useful to throw merchandise, and thus in all cases it is easy to see what infers simply and what does not.

With these things had, one must further prenote that diverse fallacies are distinguished according to the cause of appearance, and not according to the cause of non-existing, because the same causes of non-existing can be in diverse fallacies, as Aristotle says, and there cannot be one cause of appearance in diverse fallacies. Hence one must know that the identity of what is said according to something to what is said simply according to thing is the cause of appearance in this fallacy, namely because in diction it is most similar, and because in the thing it seems to be proximate. But I say, of what is said, not because this fallacy is in word or in what is said according as it is in word or in what is said, but according as diction underlies the thing and is signified in that which is in the thing. For in all fallacies both in diction and outside diction one must use speeches; but that speech in fallacies outside diction is taken insofar as speech underlies the thing; in fallacies in diction speech is taken insofar as the thing underlies speech; and therefore the principle of deception is in speech in fallacies in diction, but in fallacies outside diction it is taken insofar as it is in the thing and is referred to speech. Hence the cause of appearance in this fallacy is wholly incomplete, because what is said according to something and what is said simply are very similar according to the word underlying things; and the fact that they do not seem to differ much according to the thing and the cause of non-existence is the diversity of the thing signified in what is said simply and in what is said according to something.

Further one must note that this fallacy, which is called according to qualifiedly and simply, is one fallacy, although named from two things; because although in composition and division there are two fallacies, and not one, and although in dialectical places there are two places, one from the part and the other from the whole, nevertheless the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply is only a single fallacy and not two, and not one double fallacy, as certain people have said. And the cause of this is that the principle of deceiving, or cause of appearance, according to which fallacies have to be distinguished, is one, that is, likeness in what is said according to something and what is said simply, and proximity according to the thing, which is the same whether the relation of what is said according to something to what is said simply is considered, or whether conversely the relation of what is said simply to what is said according to something is considered. And this is not the same in the fallacy of composition and in the fallacy of division; but in the fallacy of division the principle of deceiving is the identity of the speech to the composed according to the matter of the word, and also in the fallacy of composition the principle of deceiving is the identity of the composed speech to the divided according to matter. And these are not the same if the composed speech is pronounced properly, and if the divided speech is pronounced properly; rather they have formal difference in one matter of word, which is the elements of the word, because the pronunciations and distinctions are diverse, as is manifest in the foregoing. But it is not so in this fallacy, because whether the procedure is from according to something to simply, or conversely, the likeness of what is said according to something to what is said simply is always the cause of appearance.

But dialectical places are not distinguished in this way, but rather according to differences of maxims. For the relation of part to whole is one thing, and that of whole to part is another; and maxims express and state these relations, and therefore they confirm places or local relations; and therefore it is not similar concerning dialectical places and sophistical places.

CHAPTER VII. On the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, and the difference between something and according to something.

Therefore, speaking of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, and following Aristotle, first we shall posit the universal cause of deception in this fallacy. For Aristotle says that this fallacy occurs according as whatever is said simply is said in a certain respect, that is, not with a determination contracting to a part, and not properly, that is, with a proper determination which infers simply, but is contracted with an improper determination which does not infer what was said simply; and this is universally the cause of deception in this fallacy according as it occurs most frequently, when what is said particularly, that is, contracted by a non-proper determination, is taken to a part as what was said simply, that is, as with a proper determination, which infers simply. And thus the universal cause of deceiving in this fallacy is the likeness of what is said according to something to what is said simply, because an improper determination is taken as proper.

But this is first shown in a procedure from what is said in a certain respect or as something to what is said simply, as if someone argues thus: what is not simply, as a non-being, is opinable, that is, is in opinion, as a chimera is; therefore what is not, is. And thus the paralogism is formed: what is in opinion, is; but what is not simply, as a chimera, is in opinion; therefore what is not, is. But the cause of defect or non-existence or falsity is the diversity of what is said as something and what is said simply; for it is not the same to be something said in a certain respect and to be something said simply.

Or again by proceeding from negation to affirmation thus, that from the fact that something is not something, one may infer being simply, as he says: an ass is not a man; therefore it is not simply. And the cause of falsity is this: that it is not the same for something not to be something and for something not to be simply; for not to be a man and not to be simply are not the same. Nevertheless to someone deceived these seem to be the same, because what is said as something and what is said simply are proximate in diction referred to thing, because of the likeness of deception of proper to non-proper, and especially because according to the thing they sometimes differ little, for something to be something, that is, determined to a part, and to be sometimes simply; and in negation similarly something sometimes not to be and not to be simply seem to differ little.

And just as we have said that to be something and to be simply differ little, similarly that which is sometimes said according to something and sometimes simply also differ little. For to be toward something is to be according to something, that is, it is something which is contracted from the common to some material or integral part; or to a subjective part, as man or ass; or to a part in mode, as to read well or badly; or in time, as at some time or yesterday; or in place, as somewhere or in the forum; or toward something, as riches are bad for one abusing them, or something such. Yet being according to something properly says contraction according to a material or integral part 2. And an example of this is as if someone argues thus: if an Indian or Ethiopian, although he is simply black, is white as to the teeth or according to the teeth, he is therefore white and not white. And let the paralogism be formed thus: an Indian is black; therefore he is not white. And in this argument there is no sin. And let it be added: an Indian is white according to the teeth; therefore he is white. And this is the sin according to qualifiedly to simply. And afterward let it be inferred: therefore he is white, and he is not white. And this sin is the same as before, and it is an argument from the contrary, which belongs according to something, to the other contrary. Or if someone argues in another way from two contraries, each of which belongs in a certain respect, that is, according to some material part, as if a magpie is white in the breast and black in the tail, that the magpie is simply white and black, and thus contraries belong simply to the magpie. Or also if a shield is half white and half black, that the shield is simply white and black, and thus contraries actually belong simply to the shield, which is inappropriate.

If someone objects that in this paralogism, it is opinable, therefore it is, there seems to be the fallacy of the consequent rather than the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, because conversely this holds: it is, therefore it is opinable. The same objection also applies concerning the other paralogism. For here, an ass is not a man, therefore it is not, there seems to be a procedure from destruction of the antecedent, which procedure makes the fallacy of the consequent and not the fallacy through qualifiedly and simply.

But to solve these things is not difficult, because it is not inappropriate that there be several causes and modes of deception in the same paralogism. Hence opinable must be distinguished, for this is said equivocally, commonly and properly. Commonly, indeed, everything that falls or can fall in opinion is called opinable; and with opinable taken in this way, there is in that paralogism which has been added the fallacy of the consequent, as the objection proves. But properly, that is called opinable which is a non-being except in opinion, as a chimera, because thus the opinable through the form of opinability is opposed to being in another way than in opinion; and thus in that paralogism there is the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, because it does not follow: it is a being in opinion; therefore it is; because goat-stag and minotaur is a being in opinion, and it does not follow that simply a goat-stag, or tragelaph, or minotaur exists; and in this way there is the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, if opinable is taken properly, and thus it is introduced here. Similarly in the second paralogism there is both the fallacy of the consequent and the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, according as it proceeds from the determinate non-existing to the simply non-existing; and according to this it is an example in this fallacy.

But if someone objects, as was objected in the preceding fallacy, that these paralogisms fail both in mode and in figure, and thus they do not seem to be paralogisms because they do not have likeness with a true syllogism, the response is good which was posited in the foregoing, namely that this fallacy sins against a dialectical proving syllogism, and not against syllogism simply; because, as was determined in the beginning of this book, even the sophistical syllogism simply is a syllogism simply, because it has mode and figure, although it is not a proving syllogism in dialectic. And therefore paralogisms are formed sufficiently when the local relation is expressed in them, although they are not disposed in mode and figure.

But if someone forms the paralogisms in this way, the first indeed thus: everything that is opinable is; a chimera is opinable; therefore a chimera is. And the second thus: everything that is not a man is not; an ass is not a man; therefore an ass is not. It will not be a fitting formation, because in both paralogisms the first figure will be present, and thus a sin seems to be posited in matter more than in form, whereas this fallacy makes a sin in form and not in matter. Therefore they can be formed thus: every being is; a chimera is an opinable being; therefore a chimera is. For this seems to be the first figure, and because of the likeness which is between being simply and opinable being, it seems that that which is subjected in the major is predicated in the minor, and thus the first figure appears. But the second can be formed thus: everything that is not a being is not; an ass is not a being man; therefore an ass is not. For because these two, being and non-being man, are similar, it seems that the subject of the major is also the predicate of the minor, and thus the first figure appears there. Yet in this there is little force; wherefore the response first posited is true, and this states the cause, because the matter of paralogisms is not to be posited in mode and figure, but only in local relation.

But you should know that these paralogisms are formed according to the procedure from that which is according to something to simply, because the cause of deception is the likeness of what is said according to something to what is said simply; for thus the procedure in this fallacy occurs more frequently and more properly according to the assigned cause of deception. Nevertheless it can occur conversely, namely according to a procedure from simply to according to something, as: an Ethiopian is black; therefore he is black according to the teeth. Or: a swan is white; therefore it is white according to the feet. And thus the cause of deception would be the likeness of what is said simply to what is said according to something. But from simply to according to something it is possible to proceed both by affirming and by denying. But when one proceeds from simply to in a respect or according to something by denying, then the fallacy according to qualifiedly to simply occurs, and the cause of appearance is not another but the same as that which exists from according to something to simply, when the procedure occurs by affirming, as is clear here: it is opinable; therefore it is. And here: it is not; therefore it is not opinable. For in these procedures the cause of deception is the same. But if the procedure from simply to according to something is affirmative, this cannot happen except in one of two ways: for either the procedure is from simply to something, to an integral or material part, or to a part said in another way, namely subjective, or in mode, or in time, or in place, or to another part of this kind. If it is to an integral part, then it has a cause of deception not the same as the procedure from according to something to simply has, but rather another, which is taken from the likeness of the procedure from an integral whole to its part, as if I say: he is white; therefore he is white according to the foot. In this procedure there is not the same cause of deception as there is in the procedure from part to whole, because when it is said, he is white as to the foot; therefore he is white, the cause of deception is the likeness of what is said according to something to what is said simply. But when conversely it happens thus, he is white; therefore he is white according to the foot, the cause of deception is that it is believed that just as an integral whole infers its part, so simply infers its according to something; and this is not necessary. Instance: a swan is white simply, and nevertheless it does not follow, it is white according to the foot. But if the procedure is from simply to a part which is in the manner of a subjective part, it does not seem to have any appearance, as: he reads; therefore he reads well, or something of this kind. It is healthy; therefore then or there it is healthy.

And thus it is clear that the procedure from simply to according to something is both multiform and sometimes has another appearance than the procedure from according to something to simply, and sometimes none; and therefore it rarely occurs; and therefore examples of such a procedure are not posited either by Aristotle or by other philosophers, since things which are similar ought at least to occur frequently for dialecticians.

CHAPTER VIII. In which things it is easy to see deception according to qualifiedly and simply, and in which things difficult.

But deception of this kind, which is according to qualifiedly and simply, in certain things indeed is easy to consider, namely in those in which that which is according to something deprives or diminishes that which is simply, as: it is a dead or painted man; therefore it is a man. Or conversely negatively: it is not a man; therefore it is not a dead man or a painted man. Or if it proceeds from a material part which does not infer its whole according to denomination. As if one of the opponents takes from the respondent that an Ethiopian is black simply, and the objector says that the Ethiopian is white in teeth, and infers from this that he is white and black; for then, by refuting the respondent, he will be thought to have disputed that he is white and not white, and that he is black and not black; and he will be thought to have done this syllogistically, when he has completed the questioning mixed with refutation by leading the disputation. For in this goal sophistical disputation is most perfect. For this is easily seen, because just as an integral part does not infer its whole, so the denomination of a part does not infer the denomination of the whole; and similarly conversely the denomination of the whole does not infer the denomination of the part, as: an Ethiopian is black; therefore he is black according to the teeth. Or negatively: a swan is not black; therefore it is not black according to the feet. For there is one motive in this fallacy, whether the procedure is made from according to something to simply, or conversely from simply to according to something. And the cause of this is that according to something does not move according to itself, nor simply according to itself either, because in that case there would be two fallacies; but one moves according to agreement of likeness to the other.

But in certain things it lies hidden and is not easy to consider; and this happens frequently in those in which, when in a respect something is said, something, or according to something, is said. It also seems to follow that that same thing is said simply; for in these it is not easy to consider whether one of contraries or diverse things which belong according to diverse parts to the same should properly, that is, simply or according to a proper determination, be assigned. But a difficulty of this kind occurs in those in which according to diverse parts contraries or diverse things are similarly or equally present, from which denomination is made according to an integral part or according to something, as we said concerning a shield half white and half black; for in such things it seems that either both contraries belong simply, or that it must be granted that neither contrary belongs, as if a shield is half white and half black.

And if it is objected that every color is either white, or black, or intermediate; therefore every colored thing is either white, or black, or colored with an intermediate color, from conjugates; but a shield is colored; therefore it is either white, or black, or colored with an intermediate color. The argument does not hold, because when it is said, every color is either white, or black, or intermediate, color is distributed according to subjective parts through the divided differences of color. But when it is said, every colored thing, etc., colored thing has another division than color; for it is divided by the division of quantity of that in which it is; and therefore it can be partly white and partly black, and neither simply; and thus the conjugate is not of the same division with the principal; on account of which such a procedure does not hold.

But from all the things that have been said it is received that there are two modes of this fallacy. One, indeed, when one proceeds from in a respect, which is the mark of a subjective part, to simply. But the other, when one proceeds from that which is according to something, which is the mark of an integral part, to simply.

And if it is objected that from the subjective part to the whole by affirming is a good procedure, as from inferior to superior, one must say that this is true when in a respect or the determined part is determined by a proper determination, which infers its whole or simply, because in understanding and act it is in that. But when it is determined by a non-proper determination, as: it is good to slaughter fathers among the Triballi; therefore it is good to slaughter fathers. Or: it rains in England; therefore it rains. Or in something such that diminishes or deprives the account of that which is simply; then it is not from an inferior directly to a superior, because the superior is deprived or diminished and taken away from the inferior through such a determination, and then the fallacy occurs.

And attend that by formal difference there are no more modes of this fallacy than the two which have been stated, from in a respect to simply, or an argument from something to simply; because although there are many wholes or simply things, as universal, integral, potestative, in quantity, in mode, and things of this kind, nevertheless all are reduced into the mode of two, namely universal and integral or material; and therefore a procedure is made only either from in a respect to simply, or from according to something to simply. And thus there are two modes in genus; nevertheless in species they can be varied in many ways, as was said in the foregoing.

Notes

	Note that these are called determinations of parts bordering on the whole, as D. Albert says in book 5 of the Physics, on the text, commentary 2, or accidents joined according to the manner of Burley in the Universals, chapter on accident. P. J. (Nota quod istae vocantur determinationes partium confinientium totum, ut inquit D. Albertus 5 Physicor. super tex. comm. 2, aut accidentia copulata secundum modum Burlaei in Universalibus, cap. de accidente. P. J.) ↩

	The expression 'from which' is the mark of a subjective part, but the expression 'according to something' is the mark of an integral part, as he says in the following chapter. (Ly a quo est nota partis subjectivae, sed ly secundum quid est nota partis integralis, ut dicit in cap. sequenti.) ↩





Tractate III. Chapters IX-XV

CHAPTER IX. On the things that are preliminary for knowing the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation.

Concerning the fallacy which is called ignorance of refutation, which is placed after the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, because it is with a double determination, while that which is according to qualifiedly and simply is with one, it must first be noted what ignorance of refutation is; and then the cause of appearance in it can be known, and the cause of non-existence, which, taken specially and under a specific and proper difference, substantially and in species constitute the sophistical place or fallacy.

It must be noted that, although ignorance has many divisions both on the part of the thing ignored, and on the part of the one ignorant, and also on the part of the mode of being ignorant, nevertheless in that commonality in which it embraces all things dividing ignorance so and in so many modes as it is said, it is not taken here, when ignorance of refutation is spoken of.

On the part of the thing ignored it is divided into universal and particular, which some call ignorance of law and of fact: because ignorance of law is universal ignorance regulating in the parts; but ignorance of fact is particular ignorance, or ignorance of some particular circumstance, which is scarcely avoidable in the parts.

On the part of the one ignorant it is divided into invincible ignorance and vincible ignorance; and into ignorance of which we are the cause, and ignorance of which we are not the cause. Invincible ignorance is twofold. It is from nature, as the ignorance of a fool. But he is called a fool who is foolish through a vice of melancholic complexion. But invincible by accident is such as the ignorance of one insane from a wound, or from another accident of chance or of someone's impulse. But ignorance of which we are the cause is twofold, namely from an illicit or shameful deed, as the ignorance of him who becomes drunk; or from sexual things he falls into madness which is called ἔρως by a Greek name among physicians, and into fourfold curses, as Aristotle says in Ethics II. But ignorance of which we are not the cause is like ignorance which is from the infirmity of an accident. It is also divided into affected or voluntary ignorance, as of him who does not wish to learn when he can; and into ignorance not affected, but occurring from the fact that one cannot look around into singulars in which acts are, as are the ignorances of physicians and of those divining by the stars, who frequently are ignorant, because they cannot look around at all the things needing consideration, in which there are actions helping or impeding for divining or helping the sick person; and such are the ignorances of a judge and of advocates in examining causes, and the things which help toward considerations of causes.

But the division of ignorance in the mode of ignorance is twofold, or into two, namely ignorance of negation, which properly is called nescience, when a man knows absolutely nothing about a thing, neither in the universal, nor in the particular, nor in acting called knowledge; and into ignorance of bad or perverse disposition, and this is when someone is of a perverse disposition toward knowing something. And this is threefold according to knowledge, which is divided by Aristotle in the second book of the Prior Analytics into three: namely, to know in the universal through common things, and to know in proper nature through proper things, and to know in acting through comparison of principles to the conclusion. For in all these ways it happens that someone is perversely disposed, either through this, that he conceives contraries of principles as principles, as Heraclitus did; or because he badly takes proper or common things for proper things, as one who thinks gall to be honey, because he sees only through common things, namely that honey is saffron-colored, moist, and viscous; or because he badly adapts principles for concluding, either without mode and figure, or without a relation proving the consequence through a cause or a local relation.

But with all the said ignorances omitted, here alone ignorance of bad disposition toward knowing is spoken of, especially in acting, which is in the conclusion to be inferred according to the proof of what is proposed, and secondarily insofar as one is badly disposed toward knowing in proper nature, and thirdly insofar as one is badly disposed toward knowing in the universal, and especially in the major proposition insofar as in it is the principle of the syllogistic course. For from these things there is caused a bad contradicting through a syllogism produced from an impossible or a false thing for contradicting, and in a syllogism to the impossible. For Aristotle says that if a syllogism through the order of premises to a conclusion is good, the syllogism from the opposite of the conclusion with the other premise to the destruction of the other premise will also be good; and if one is faulty, the remaining one will also be faulty. Hence ignorance from those things which are required so that from the opposite of the conclusion there may follow the opposite of that which the respondent believes, whom the objector intends to refute, is this which is called ignorance of refutation, or the syllogism of contradiction.

With these things thus noted, one must know that a refutation is a syllogism of contradiction; and therefore it has certain things which belong to the syllogism, and certain things proper to contradiction. From the syllogism it has that it be from certain things posited and disposed in mode and figure, and from certain relations which are causes, either topically inferring a consequence, and proving that which has been inferred. To omit considering either all the things which have been said, or some, or one of them, because this occurs from every syllogistic speech, therefore this does not make a special fallacy. But the things which are proper to contradiction are four, namely that it be toward the same thing, according to the same thing, and similarly, at the same time; and to omit these inconsiderately in a syllogism of contradiction introduces a special mode of deception, and therefore makes a special fallacy, which is called ignorance of refutation, and not ignorance of syllogism, except perhaps by consequence and not primarily.

It must also be noted that a syllogism of contradiction, or a refutation, is twofold. One syllogizes the opposite of the inferred conclusion from opposite principles. But another, from the opposite of the conclusion with the other of the premises, concludes the opposite of the other premise. And each is called a refutation in the fallacy which is called ignorance of refutation.

CHAPTER X. On the difference between the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, and ignorance of refutation.

Having these things, the cause of appearance in this fallacy and the cause of non-existence must be considered. Therefore one must know that the cause of appearance in this fallacy is the apparent contradiction of the things which are concluded, because through the fact that the things which are concluded in two syllogisms appear to be contradictory, there seems to be a refutation, but according to the truth there is not a refutation. But the cause of defect or non-existence is a defect of a true syllogism or of contradiction. Hence there is a difference between this fallacy and the preceding one, which is according to qualifiedly and simply. Some, assigning the difference, said that this is the difference between the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply and ignorance of refutation: that the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply are always taken with a single determination; but the paralogisms of the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation are taken with a double determination. The contrary of this has been determined in what came before, because Aristotle says that, when contraries are equally in something according to diverse halves, as in a shield when one half is white and one half black, in that which is according to qualifiedly and simply there are two determinations according to qualifiedly: as when it is said, the shield is white according to one half, and is black or not white according to one half; therefore it is white and black, and white and not white.

But others said that the difference is in this, that the paralogisms of this fallacy are always made with a proper determination which infers its simply; but the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply are always made with an improper determination which does not infer its simply. But this seems to be unsuitable, because if each premise can infer its simply, then in the conclusion an opposite is concluded concerning an opposite; and thus the conclusion will always be false; and since the conclusion is well inferred from a proper determination, the conclusion will have been well syllogized. And because the false follows only from the false, it is necessary that one of the premises, or both, be false; and thus the paralogisms of that fallacy will be true syllogisms, sinning in matter and not in form; and thus they will not be apparent syllogisms or paralogisms.

Hence one must know that there are three differences between the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply and the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation. One is indeed that which has already been said a little before, because the paralogisms of ignorance of refutation always proceed with a double determination; but the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply sometimes proceed with one determination, and sometimes with two, as was said in the objection. But another difference is that which has also already been had: that the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply proceed with a proper determination, while the paralogisms of this fallacy proceed with a double and improper determination. And as to what was objected against what they say, that in the paralogisms of the fallacy of ignorance of refutation both premises are true, and they do not have contradictories in themselves except apparently, and therefore contradictories are not inferred from them except apparently. But the objection proceeds as if a true composition of contradictories were in the premises, and therefore it does not conclude. But the third difference follows from these two, namely that the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply always sin in following and proving; but the paralogisms of the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation never sin in following or proving, but always in contradicting.

For understanding these things better, it must also be noted that, when opposites are taken in the paralogisms of these paralogisms with determination, either both of the opposites are taken with determination, or only one; and one must consider whether the determination is proper or not proper. If one of the opposites is taken with a proper determination, then no fallacy is made in such a process, but there will be a sin in matter, because the other of the premises is false: as if I say, an Ethiopian is white according to the head, and is black; therefore white and not white; because from this, white according to the head, there follows that he is simply white, and with this it cannot stand that he is simply black; and thus by consequence there follows a true contradiction, that he is white and not white. But if that determination has been improper, then the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply is made, and not ignorance of refutation, as here: an Indian is white as to the teeth, and is black; therefore he is white and not white; for the procedure is from whiteness according to the teeth and to whiteness simply, and the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply occurs.

But if each of the opposites is taken with a determination, this can happen in three ways: because either each is taken with a proper determination, or one with a proper and the other with an improper, or each with an improper. But in two of the said ways, namely the first and third, the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation never happens, but the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply does; for if each is taken with an improper determination, such is the process: a swan is black according to its feet, and is not black according to the remaining parts of its body, as by its wings. Or thus: Socrates is black according to his feet, and not black according to his feet; therefore he is black and not black. For in this process the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply is made, by proceeding from each determination to simply. But an example of that in which one of the opposites is with a proper determination and the other with an improper is: Socrates is white according to the head, and is black according to the eyes or feet; therefore white and not white. For here one proceeds from an improper determination to simply. But the process is good in the other part, from a proper determination to simply.

But if each is taken with a proper determination, then one must consider whether the things to which the determinations are added are truly contradictory. If they are truly contradictory and the determinations are proper, then the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation never occurs; but sometimes with the other part of the process the fallacy of the consequent occurs, and sometimes no fallacy occurs, but there is only a sin in matter, as is clear if the process is made thus: A is double to B and is not double to C; therefore double and not double. For those two determinations, one of which is to B, and the other is signified by what is said as to C, are added to two truly contradictory things, which are being double and being not double; and from one side it follows well from inferior to superior, as, it is double to B; therefore it is double. But on the other side of the process, because it is negative, it does not follow; for when it is said, it is not double to C; therefore it is not double, one proceeds from destruction of the antecedent, or from inferior to superior by denying, which causes the fallacy of the consequent. Sometimes in such a process no fallacy is made, but there is only a sin in matter, as here: Socrates is white according to the head, and is black according to the hands; therefore he is white and not white. Here a good contradiction is inferred by consequence, but one of the premises is false, whichever happens, because one does not stand when the other is posited, whichever one it is.

But if the things to which true determinations are added are not truly contradictory, but only apparent, then the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation always occurs, as here: A is double to B, and A is not double to C; double to B is not contradictory to not double to C, and therefore when it is inferred that A is double and not double, it does not infer a true contradiction, but is ignorant of it according to this contradiction: because contradiction must be toward the same thing and according to the same thing; because ignorance of refutation, as was said, does not sin in following or in syllogistic consequence, but only in contradicting. From these things the difference between the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation and the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply is received.

Nevertheless it can still be objected: because, since in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply there is one qualifiedly and one simply, but in ignorance of refutation there are two qualifiedlies and two simpllies, and one is part of two, nor does a part make a number with its whole, it would perhaps seem to someone that the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply ought not make a number of fallacies with ignorance of refutation, but ought to be part of it. And to this one must say that qualifiedly and simply do not make a fallacy of the figure of diction, but the relation of that which is qualifiedly to that which is simply does. But the relation of one to one is different, and the relation of two to two or to one is different; for the relation of one to two is the relation of the half; but the relation of two to one is the relation of the double; and thus there are two relations of the middle to the whole, and of the whole to the half. And thus also the relation of two qualifiedlies to two simpllies is different, and the relation of one qualifiedly to one or two is different; and thus these fallacies are distinguished according to relations, and therefore they are different and make a number.

It must also be noted that both this fallacy and the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply are solved by comparing the conclusion to the premises according to the contradiction of true contradiction; but they differ in this, that in this fallacy the true contradiction of the conclusion is compared to the apparent contradiction in the premises, which has the defect of true contradiction in each part of the contradiction; but in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, the true contradiction which is in the conclusion is compared to the apparent contradiction in the premises, which does not have the effect of true contradiction except in one part of the contradiction; and therefore this differs from that.

CHAPTER XI. On the universal cause of the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation, and its manifestation through examples.

Therefore, determining concerning the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation, we shall say that the paralogisms which are made according to ignorance of refutation have their cause in this, that in the process toward contradiction it is not determined what is truly a syllogism and what is truly a refutation. For each must be determined, because a refutation is a syllogism of contradiction; and therefore it is both a syllogism and of contradiction. Hence a paralogism according to ignorance of refutation is made according to a diminution of the account of syllogism and of refutation; for the account of contradiction or refutation is that a refutation is a true contradiction of one and the same thing, not of the name only, but of the thing, and not of a synonymous name, but of the same name; because there is not a contradiction if I say, a sword cuts, and I say, a blade does not cut. It is an accident following by necessity of consequence from the premises from those things which have been given, not by counting together in the conclusion what was in the beginning, but by taking one thing in the conclusion and another in the premises, so that through what is in the premises, what is in the conclusion is proved, as the unknown or less known is proved through another known or more known thing; so that the contradiction is according to the same thing, and toward the same thing, and similarly, and at the same time. But in the same way, by the omission of any one of these conditions, it happens to lie in contradicting about something.

Hence some people according to ignorance of refutation seem indeed to argue a contradiction, but they do not act, omitting some condition or something from the things that have been said, and especially from the four last conditions said, which are according to the same thing, and toward the same thing, and similarly, and at the same time. And this is manifest in examples. For if someone argues thus: two are indeed double of one, and they are not double of three; therefore two are double and not double. He sins because he omits this condition, toward the same thing; for double and not double are not compared to the same thing, but double to one and not double to three.

Or if he argues thus, that the same thing of the same thing is double and not double, but he does not observe that it is double and not double according to the same thing; as if some surface of four cubits is double of a two-cubit surface according to length, and is not double to the same according to breadth, and so he concludes that the same thing is double and not double of the same thing, it is manifest that he omits this condition, according to the same thing; for according to length it is double, but according to breadth it is not double, and so he does not affirm and deny according to the same thing.

Or also in a third way, if he argues that the same thing of the same thing and according to the same thing is double and not double, but it does not follow; as if he argues that in a right-angled triangle the side opposite the right angle is not dimensionally equal to the two other sides, and yet virtually or potentially is equal to the two other sides, because its square is equal to the two squares of the other two sides; therefore it is equal and not equal. It does not follow, because he does not affirm and deny similarly, but denies that it is dimensionally equal, and affirms that it is virtually equal. Or thus: man is a species; no man is a species; therefore man is a species and not a species. He does not contradict, because man is not taken similarly in the premises in affirming and denying.

Or also fourth, if he seems to argue affirmation toward the same thing, and of the same thing, and according to the same thing, and similarly, but not at the same time together; as if someone first shows a closed hand, and immediately opening it, argues thus: my hand is closed, and he says, opening it, that my hand is open; therefore it is open and not open, or closed and not closed. For he does not affirm and deny the same thing toward the same thing, and according to the same thing, and similarly, and at the same time, but at diverse times and not together; and this is not unsuitable.

For in these four modes and not others, ignorance of refutation is made; and this is proved as follows. For if the defect of syllogism and contradiction here will exist only through an added determination, then either the determination is added to each part of the contradiction, or to the one. If only to the one, either that determination is proper or improper. If improper, then the contradiction is impeded, and with the contradiction the syllogism; but there is there the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, and no mode of ignorance of refutation, as is clear from the foregoing, because ignorance of refutation sins against contradiction and not against syllogism. But if that determination has been proper, then there is a contradiction by consequence; as if I say, Socrates is white according to the head, and is black; therefore he is white and not white; this is a contradiction by consequence, and contradiction simply is not impeded, but a certain one, which is by consequence. But if each part is taken with a determination, then either the same determination is added to each part of the contradiction, or a diverse one. If the same determination is added to each part of the contradiction, then the contradiction is not impeded, whether the determination is proper or not proper. As if I say: Socrates is white according to the head, and is not white according to the head.

But if a diverse determination is added to each part, this happens in one of three modes: either each determination will be improper, or one proper and the other improper, or each proper. If each has been improper, then both the syllogism and the contradiction alone are impeded; and therefore in such a process the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply occurs. Similarly it happens if one is proper and the other improper; for still both the syllogism and the contradiction are impeded, and the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply occurs. But if each determination has been proper, one must consider whether those determinations are added to opposites, namely to affirmation and negation, by reason of the other term, namely of the subject or the predicate, or by reason of composition. If they are added by reason of some term, this happens in one of two modes: for either they are added by reason of the term to which the comparison is made, or by reason of that term which is compared. If by reason of the term to which the comparison is made, then it is impeded by reason of that term, or of the contradiction which is toward the same thing. But if they are added by reason of the one who is compared, then the comparison is impeded with respect to the other contradiction, which is according to the same thing. But if determinations are added not by reason of some term, but by reason of composition, this happens in one of two modes: either they are added to the composition by reason of signification, or by reason of the consignified time in composition. If they are added by reason of what is signified in the composition, then the contradiction is impeded with respect to this condition which is similarly; as in the example said above, the side opposite the right angle is double to the other of the two remaining sides of the triangle, that is, to the two equal sides, virtually; and it is not double dimensionally; therefore it is double and not double. For here the contradiction fails by reason of that condition which is similarly. For here proper determinations are added to each part of the contradiction by reason of what is signified in their compositions, because an adverb determines a verb by reason of its own signification. But if proper determinations are added by reason of the consignified time to each composition of the opposites, then the contradiction is impeded by reason of the consignified time; and so there is a paralogism according to the defect of this condition which is at the same time. And thus against a refutation insofar as it is a refutation, it happens to sin in four ways; and therefore there are only four modes of paralogisms of this fallacy.

CHAPTER XII. Whether true opposites are concluded in a paralogism according to ignorance of refutation.

From the things said a question arises. For it seems that paralogisms according to ignorance of refutation always conclude true opposites. For Aristotle says in the second book of On Interpretation and at the end of the first book of the Prior Analytics that from an affirmative about an infinite predicate there follows a negative about a finite predicate, as: this is non-double; therefore this is not double. Therefore, since paralogisms of ignorance of refutation conclude, this is double and non-double, they will also conclude these: it is double, it is not double; and thus they conclude true opposites, because if they can infer the antecedent, they can also infer the consequent.

But to this one must say that it is not generally true that an affirmative about an infinite predicate can infer a negative about a finite predicate. For in every proposition some verb is predicated: therefore either an adjective verb or a substantive verb. If an adjective verb is predicated, an affirmative about an infinite predicate never infers a negative about a finite predicate, as is clear here: I see a non-white thing; therefore I do not see a white thing; for in such a process there is always the fallacy of the consequent. But if a substantive verb is predicated, this will either be of present time, or of another, namely past or future. And if a substantive verb of another time than present is predicated, then it never holds, but there is always the fallacy of the consequent, as here: you were non-white; therefore you were not white. Similarly here: you will be non-white; therefore you will not be white. But if a substantive verb of present time is predicated, then one must consider the term joined to it: for either it is of absolute signification, or of relative signification. If of relative signification, of which sort relatives are, then such a process never holds, but the fallacy of the consequent always occurs; as, it is non-similar; therefore it is not similar. Or, it is non-double; therefore it is not double. But if an infinite term is added to a substantive verb of present time, and it is made of absolute signification, thus it always holds; and in this mode alone the rule introduced is understood, that an affirmative about an infinite predicate infers a negative about a finite predicate, as: it is non-man; therefore it is not man.

Nevertheless, it seems that these two cannot stand together, this is double and this is non-double; because when something follows from another, with whatever the consequent cannot stand, neither can the antecedent stand with the same; but from this, it is non-double, there follows, it is not double. This is proved thus: because when something follows from another with some determination added on both sides, or when the same determination is removed on both sides, it still follows from that; but it follows: A is not double with respect to D; therefore it is not double with respect to B; still one follows from the other; and thus the proposed point is had, that it follows: A is non-double; therefore it is not double. And thus these two, A is double and A is non-double, cannot stand together, just as neither can these, that A is double and A is not double.

Further, when a form is removed from an absolute term, there follows the removal of it from any subject of that term, as here: it is non-man; therefore it is not this man, nor that man, and so of others; therefore similarly, when the form of a relative term is removed, there follows the removal of it from any supposit to which it sets a relation; and thus it follows: it is non-double; therefore it is not double of this or of that or of the other; and so further it follows: it is non-double; therefore it is double of none; but from this, A is double of none, this follows: therefore it is not double; therefore from first to last it seems to follow: it is non-double; therefore it is not double.

To these things one must say that it does not follow: A is non-double; therefore it is not double. But to what is first objected one must say that, when something follows from another with a determination posited on both sides, namely to antecedent and consequent, then, with the same determination removed, it still follows from that, if the same determination belongs wholly to the antecedent and consequent; but this is not so in the proposed case, because when it is said in the premise, A is not double with respect to B, this determination with respect to B is a proper determination which can infer; for it follows: A is non-double with respect to B; therefore it is non-double. But in the conclusion there is an improper determination, for it does not infer its simply, because this does not follow: A is not double with respect to B; therefore it is not double; but there is there the fallacy of the consequent.

But to that which is objected concerning the privation of a term of absolute signification and of a term of relative signification, one must say that it is not similar, because in the privation of a term of absolute signification and of a term of relative signification a universal negation is actually understood; this is clear from the fact that it follows: it is non-man; therefore it is not this man, or that one, and so of singulars; and by reason of that negation actually understood in the privation it follows: it is non-man; therefore it is not man; and it does not follow from privation except by accident, for it does not follow by reason of privation, but by reason of the negation understood in the privation. But in a relative term it is not so, because that is preserved with respect to one only; for it follows: it is non-double with respect to B; therefore it is non-double. And therefore the privation of that, since a universal negation is not understood in it, cannot infer a negative; as this follows well: A is non-double; therefore A is not double.

Those doing violence set down this fallacy as being outside the fallacies outside diction and among the fallacies in diction, for two reasons: namely because it sins against diction, like the fallacies in diction; for a fallacy in diction is made because by the same names or speeches we do not signify the same thing; but for contradiction identity of name and identity of thing are required. And again because the contradiction of speeches is of an affirmative and a negative; and therefore they said that this fallacy is a fallacy in diction.

CHAPTER XIII. On the preliminaries for knowing the fallacy according to begging the principle.

Concerning the fallacy according to begging that which is in the beginning, first it must be noted that principle, as it is taken here, is a premise in a dialectical syllogism. But the same thing which is in the beginning according to material and efficient cause is in some way the conclusion. But as was held in the foregoing of this logic, the conclusion is materially made from the major extreme, which is the predicate of the major proposition, and from the minor extreme, which is the subject of the minor proposition. And thus materially the conclusion is in the principles of the syllogism premised to the conclusion. And in this way, when the conclusion to be proved is begged as something necessary through itself from the premises, then that which is from the principle is begged, because the preposition from notes a material cause moved by an efficient cause; and in this way Aristotle often calls this fallacy begging of that which is from the principle. But because this preposition in notes containment, and the thing caused is contained within its cause, and the thing principled is contained within its principle, and not conversely, and the middle joining the extremes through its mediation is the efficient cause why the extremes are joined in the conclusion, therefore when the conclusion is begged in the premises as they are principles of the conclusion, then the conclusion as in a cause is begged in the premises; and therefore according to this account this fallacy is then called begging of that which is in the principle; and thus these two names, namely what is called begging of that which is in the principle, and begging of that which is from the principle according to Aristotle. Moreover it is called begging the principle.

But the same thing can be begged in two ways: for either it is the same in name and in thing, or by a carrying-over to another in thing or in name, as if it is argued thus: some man runs; therefore man runs. And then between the inferring and the inferred, and the proving and the proved, there is no diversity; and such a mode of arguing does not fall within art; and this is properly called begging the principle, and not of that which is from the principle, or of that which is in the principle, and there is no fallacy. And therefore this fallacy is not called by Aristotle begging the principle, because the preposition in or from notes some diversity; for no cause of appearance and cause of non-existence can be given in such an argument. Therefore, properly speaking, this fallacy cannot be called begging the principle, but it is called begging of that which is in the principle, or begging of that which is from the principle. Therefore the cause of appearance in this fallacy is the apparent diversity of the conclusion and of some premise. But the cause of non-existence is identity of the conclusion with the premise in every way according to the thing. If either of these is lacking, it falls away from the account of fallacy.

Again it must be noted that a merely inferring syllogism can infer the same from the same, and will not sin either in figure or in mode, as here: every man runs; every rational mortal animal is a man; therefore every rational mortal animal runs. And therefore this fallacy does not sin against an inferring syllogism. But in a proving syllogism, which is a syllogism contracted to dialectical or demonstrative matter, it is required that one thing be proving and more known, and another thing proved and less known. But in begging that which is in the principle, what is to be proved is begged in what proves, as accepted in it and as the same as it; and therefore this fallacy sins against a proving syllogism to the proposed point.

Again it must be noted that there is begging the principle according to truth, and there is begging the principle according to opinion. According to truth there is begging the principle when something to be proved and not known through itself is begged in that which must be accepted through itself and is known through itself, as when a first cause is proved through an effect; for an effect is not known through itself, but must be proved through another; and the cause is proving and known through itself, and afterward the effect is proved through the cause. Then, according to truth, the effect is proved through the effect, because what is a proving principle is proving of what is principled, and what is a principle of the principle is a principle of the thing principled; and then in such a process there is begging the principle according to truth. For a cause is not proved through an effect except perhaps by a demonstration that something is so, and not what it is and on account of what; and this is as if I say: the moon is in the head or tail of the dragon, and the earth is interposed; therefore the moon is eclipsed. And then there is begging the principle according to truth, because the same is proved through the same according to truth.

But according to opinion there is begging the principle when that which is not fitted to be shown through itself is shown through the same, because it is estimated to be another thing on account of another intention which it has, in which it is estimated to be more known and more probable than that; as an effect accepted in the cause is estimated to be more probable than in itself, and a cause accepted in the effect is sometimes more probable than in itself, at least according to the way of sense; and thus the cause shown through the effect shows the effect, and consequently the effect is shown through itself. And this indeed, if it is in diverse intentions, in which the showing and the shown, the more probable and the less probable, have no sin in the operations, because by diverse ways according to intellect and according to sense nothing prevents each, namely the showing and the shown, from being more probable and less probable than the other. On account of this nearly all dialectical places are circular. Yet this would be a sin in demonstratives, because demonstrations are not circular.

Therefore begging of that which is in the principle, or of that which is from the principle, is intended here according as it is in opinion and sins against the dialectical syllogism; but to beg a principle according as a premise is called a principle makes no sin, since in dialecticals one can be proved through the other and conversely, so that the whole dialectical syllogism is preserved. Yet a sin against the dialectical syllogism occurs here, insofar as in the same way of intellect or sense that which must be proved is begged without proof in that which is assumed for the proof of what is to be proved; because if this were done according to diverse ways, there would be absolutely no sin against the dialectical syllogism.

Hence begging of that which is in the principle is in a twofold intention: namely in the intention of a vice or defect to be avoided in dialecticals, and as to this it was spoken of at the end of the eighth book of the Topics. It is also from the appearance of the same thing which seems diverse in the intention of a deceiving and sophistical place; and thus it is determined here concerning it.

CHAPTER XIV. On the modes of paralogisms according as that which was in the beginning is begged.

With these things thus noted beforehand, it is not difficult to determine concerning the fallacy according to begging that which is in the beginning; for paralogisms which are made in that which is taken without proof, or in which that which was in the beginning is begged, are indeed made thus, as to the mode of formation, as often as it happens to beg that which is in the beginning. But this has already been determined at the end of the eighth book of the Topics. For it occurs in five modes.

The first mode is when the defined is begged in the definition, or conversely. As if it is asked whether man runs, and this is taken, a rational mortal animal runs, and it is inferred: therefore man runs. For there is doubt concerning the inherence of the predicate in the subject, and it is equally unknown whether the predicate inheres in the defined or in the definition, and neither is fitted to be made known through the other, because they differ only through implicit and explicit; and thus one is begged in the other.

The second mode is when the particular is begged in the universal actually distributed for the parts; because with the universal so taken, the particular is actually begged and taken in it. As if it is asked whether there is the same discipline of all contraries, which is one particular contained in the genus of opposites, and it is taken for proving that there is the same discipline of all opposites. For this same thing which is concluded is begged in the premises, because from the fact that the universal is actually distributed for the particulars, the universal is not outside the particular, and the particular is in the universal.

The third mode is the converse of this, when the universal is begged in the particular. As if it is asked whether there is the same discipline of all opposites, and it is taken for proving thus: there is the same discipline of all contraries, and there is the same discipline of all privatively opposed things, and there is the same discipline of all contradictories, and there is the same discipline of all relatively opposed things. For as in the universal actually distributed the particular is begged, so in all the parts the universal actually distributed is begged in that.

The fourth mode is when the conjoined is begged in the divided things, which is not in them by reason of conjunction, but by reason of the things conjoined. As if it is asked whether medicine is the science of the healthy and the sick, and it is begged that medicine is the science of the healthy, and medicine is the science of the sick; therefore medicine is the science of the healthy and the sick. For it is nothing other for medicine to be the science of the healthy, and medicine to be the science of the sick, than for medicine to be the science of the healthy and the sick.

The fifth mode is when one of correlatives is begged in the other, not as the term at which the relation is terminated, but as the account by which each is in the other through understanding. As if it is asked whether Socrates is the father of Plato, and it is taken for proving that Plato is the son of Socrates; therefore Socrates is the father of Plato. For one of these is not fitted to be proved through the other. But all the paralogisms introduced have a cause of appearance through which they seem to argue something by a proving syllogism, although they do not argue; because they seem to assume a diverse thing, which is the same, and they do not argue because that which seems to be diverse is the same. Hence they fail in a proving syllogism from this, that they cannot look into what in the proving and in the proved is the same and diverse.

But the number of those modes is taken thus: because begging of that which is in the beginning according to the respondent's opinion is taken either without association of itself with another, or with association of itself to another. If in the first way, it is taken either in itself or in its parts. If it is begged in itself, either it remains the same in name and thing, or it remains the same in thing and not in name. If what is begged remains the same in thing and name, thus there is the first mode. But if it is begged with association to another, thus there is the second mode, for what ought to be shown particularly is begged universally according to the opinion of the respondent. But if what is begged is begged in itself, not in its parts, then what is begged either has parts joined by copulation, and thus there is the fourth mode. But if it is begged in distributed parts, thus there is the third mode. But if it is begged while not remaining in the same name, thus there is the fifth mode, because then it is begged in the same thing which is said convertibly with it, and things of this kind are easy to take.

But one must know that for that which is in the beginning to be begged, it is necessary that the conclusion according to its whole self be begged in its premises, or in one of the premises. But since no whole according to its whole self is in any one of its parts, therefore although a subjective part may infer its whole, nevertheless the whole cannot be begged in a subjective part; and therefore no mode of begging that which is in the beginning is taken according to that mode.

One must also know that the two modes which are accepted according to the whole distributed into its parts, when the whole is begged in the parts, or conversely the parts in the whole, are understood concerning the whole which is distributed into parts, and concerning the whole in which the parts are joined, as is in the fourth mode.

One must also know that in the same argument the sophistical place, which is begging that which is in the beginning, and the dialectical place fall together; for it happens that, as to the opponent, it is more known that the major extreme is said of the middle than of the minor extreme, and in this way the premise is more known to the opponent than the conclusion. It also happens that in the same argument, as to the respondent, the conclusion is more known than the premise; and thus as to the respondent that which is in the beginning is begged, and as to the opponent it is a good dialectical syllogism. Hence one must always consider whether the major extreme is more known of the middle than of the minor, or conversely. For if it is more known of the middle, it is always a good dialectical syllogism. But if it is more known of the minor extreme than of the middle, it is always begging of that which is in the beginning.

CHAPTER XV. On the preliminaries for understanding the fallacy of the consequent.

For understanding the things that must be said about the fallacy of the consequent, one must first know what the antecedent is and what the consequent is, and what and how many consequences there are. Therefore let us say that the antecedent is that from which, when it is posited, the consequent is inferred from it either necessarily or probably. Necessarily, indeed, when the consequent in understanding and act is in the antecedent according to the first mode of saying through itself, the second, or the fourth. As, if man exists, animal exists; in that antecedent, man exists, this consequent, animal exists, is in act and understanding, because it is definitional of it. But the second mode of saying through itself is as if it is said: if a line exists, it is straight or curved; for line is definitional of what is straight or curved. Or thus: if number exists, it is even or odd; for number is in the definition of even and odd. But according to the fourth mode, as if I say: if an animal has been beheaded, it has perished because of beheading; and generally between a proper cause and its effect. But probably, when, with the adjuncts of something posited, that to which those things are adjuncts is inferred from it, as: if he is adorned or polluted, he is an adulterer. Or if a poor man speaks with a rich man, he asks something from him. Or both are friends if both are enemies of the same person, or something of this kind which it belongs to cleverness to discern.

But the consequent is that which is thus inferred from the antecedent. But consequence or argumentation is drawn from the relation of antecedent to consequent, and conversely from the relation of consequent to antecedent; and this is multiform. For according to the first division it is simple and composite. Simple is when from a simple antecedent a simple consequent is inferred, as if I say thus: if man exists, animal exists. Composite is when from one consequence another is inferred, and this is among opposites. And it is twofold. One is when from the antecedent the consequent is inferred, and from the opposite of the antecedent the opposite of the consequent is inferred; and this is among contraries. As: if justice is a virtue, injustice is a vice. And if fortitude is a virtue or praiseworthy, timidity is a vice or blameworthy. And this is called consequence in itself, because it is in the terms themselves and in the same order of the terms. But the other is when from the antecedent the consequent follows, and from the opposite of the consequent the opposite of the antecedent follows; and this is among contradictorily opposed things thus: if man is animal, non-animal is non-man. And the cause of this is that the negated consequent is a subjective part of the negated antecedent, just as the affirmed antecedent is a subjective part of the affirmed consequent; for non-animal is part of non-man. And therefore, just as the affirmed antecedent infers the consequent, so conversely the negated consequent infers the negated antecedent; and each of these is called consequence from the contrary, either of the antecedent or of the consequent.

But there is another division of consequence which Boethius intimates in his Topics, namely this: that one consequence is necessary and not probable, as in demonstratives; another is probable and not necessary, as in dialecticals; another necessary and probable, but not through the same middle; another is neither necessary nor probable, but only making suspicion, as in rhetoricals and poetics.

And just as consequence is commonly said of all consequences of this kind, so consequent, as the fallacy of the consequent is spoken of, which sins against consequence,
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is commonly said of every consequent of this sort, and that from which the consequence is not converted. On account of this, in every fallacy of the consequent there are necessarily two consequences: one, indeed, of the consequent to the antecedent, and the other the converse of that, namely of the antecedent to the consequent, which is sometimes true and sometimes fails. And because the defect always occurs in that one, therefore this fallacy is called of the consequent and not of the antecedent. For if the consequence is simple, it does not fail in the antecedent by inferring the consequent, but it fails in the consequent from which the antecedent is believed to be inferred. As: if man exists, animal exists; this consequence does not fail, but its converse fails, if it is inferred, therefore if animal exists, man exists. But if the consequence is composite from the contrary, then the antecedent is made the consequent, and then again that which was the antecedent fails, but through negation it has been made the consequent. As if it is said: if man exists, animal exists; therefore if non-man exists, non-animal exists. For there one proceeds from destruction of the antecedent, which through negation has been made the consequent; and therefore this fallacy chiefly occurs when one proceeds either from destruction of the antecedent or from position of the consequent. For the less common is not inferred from the more common, since it is in it only in potency and not in act; but the more common is inferred from the less common, because it is in it in act.

But if someone says that even from an equal something is inferred, and conversely, one must say that this is true; but that consequence is good and does not introduce a fallacy. Hence it is clear why this fallacy is called the fallacy of the consequent and not of the antecedent. But the cause of appearance in this fallacy is the identity of the antecedent with the consequent, which is in it either necessarily or probably or suspicably; from this it is believed that, just as the consequent is inferred from the antecedent, so conversely the consequent infers the antecedent. But the cause of defect or of non-existence is the diversity of the consequent from the antecedent, in which the antecedent is not, except in potency; and therefore it cannot be inferred from it.

CHAPTER XVI. On the fallacy of the consequent and its modes.

With these things thus prefaced concerning the fallacy according to the consequent, we say that that apparent refutation which is according to the consequent generally, as to the cause of appearance, occurs because respondents think that the consequence of consequent to antecedent, which is a true consequence, is converted into that which is of antecedent to consequent. This frequently fails; for since this antecedent, namely the true (which infers a consequent from the necessity of consequence of position or of thing), is that which is consequent to it, therefore when that exists, namely the consequent, the respondents themselves think that the other thing, which is the antecedent, exists from the necessity of the consequence of antecedent to consequent; and this is not necessary. For it is not generally true that, if when the antecedent is posited the consequent is posited, also conversely, when the consequent is posited, the antecedent is posited. Hence from this also the cause is taken, that from sense, that is, from sensible common accidents not proper, accepted through sense, fallacies are made, or deceptions are made concerning the opinion composing an accident about a subject.

For such people have often suspected or opined that honey is gall, by accepting things common to honey and gall, judging that just as a common accident or predicate follows upon a subject, so conversely the subject follows upon a common predicate. For if it is honey, it is red, that is, something red. And they thought the converse to follow: if it is red, it is honey. But they inferred: but gall is red; therefore gall is honey. This deception is made because red color and a common predicate follow honey as antecedent and subject. And the paralogism is formed thus: if it is honey, it is red; but this, with gall pointed out, is red just as honey is; therefore gall is honey.

And this is in natural things in the same way; because, since by a general consequence it happens that through rain the earth becomes wet, they think conversely that if the earth is wet, it has rained; and this is not necessary, because it can be wet from another cause. Hence the consequent does not infer the antecedent of necessity. And the paralogism can be formed thus: if the earth is wet, it has been rained upon; but the earth soaked with water is wet; therefore it has been rained upon. For in each of these paralogisms there is the fallacy of the consequent from position of the consequent, and each of these is made in a consequence of necessary matter.

Similarly, however, in matter in which the converted consequence is not necessary, but only probable or suspicable, as in rhetorical demonstrations, that is, proofs or showings, which are according to common and not proper signs. For they are made from adjunct predicates to some subject, which by Tullius are called common accidents. For rhetoricians themselves, wishing to show or prove that someone is an adulterer, take that common predicate which is commonly joined to an adulterer, or is commonly accidental to an adulterer, as that he is composed, ornamented, and groomed, and often looks toward the wife of another; or that he is seen wandering at night. From this suspicion is generated that he is an adulterer and a thief. But these common accidents are in or happen to more subjects than to the adulterer alone, and in them the predicate of the converted consequence, which is being an adulterer, is not present; and therefore this predicate is not inferred of necessity from that. And the paralogism can be formed thus: if someone is an adulterer, he is groomed and polished; but this man is groomed and polished; therefore he is an adulterer. Or thus: if someone is a thief, this man is wandering at night; but this man is wandering at night; therefore he is a thief. One must know that in such things, as Boethius says, the place from adjuncts or common accidents, when the adjuncts are taken as proper, because those are signs and probabilities, concludes in the first figure, as here: whatever has milk in the breasts without rubbing of the breasts with salt and nettle has given birth; this one thus has milk in the breasts; therefore she has given birth. But I say without rubbing of the breasts because Aristotle says that if the breasts of a virgin, or even of a man having large breasts, are rubbed with salt or nettle, he or she will have milk in the breasts, but it will be thin and little and not sufficient for nursing. But if there are signs and adjuncts in the second figure which are common predicates, such as being pale, and adjunct to those who have given birth, as Aristotle says at the end of the second book of the Prior Analytics, and only one such accident or adjunct is taken, then the predicate will be more common than what could infer the subject, and then there will be the fallacy of the consequent. And therefore if there ought to be a place from common accidents, then such an adjunct must be taken with circumstances of the person, because when it is taken with many such things, it will be proper and will infer the subject, which only one adjunct will not be able to infer. For in these things what Aristotle says about defining parts and definition is true, namely that the parts are in more, and the whole is in equal; and thus one argues in rhetoricals and in physiognomics and in other demonstrative sciences, as in astronomy and in others in which demonstration is made from signs.

One must also know that such consequences are not necessary according to the necessity of antecedent and consequent, although they are sufficiently necessary for making an estimation for judgment or suspicion; and this is here called the necessity of consequence, because, as Boethius says while speaking generally of every argument, an argument is an account making faith concerning a doubtful thing, calling any credulity faith.

Similarly, however, another mode of this fallacy is also in syllogistic things, which are simply syllogistic and are concluded syllogistically, as the reasoning of Melissus has itself, by which he proves that the world is ungenerated and infinite in duration, or by which he proves the universe itself or world to be called infinite, taking as proof that the universe is unbegotten, that is, not generated, and consequently eternal, or infinite according to duration. For he does not posit creation, because he posits that nothing is made from nothing, but whatever things are made, he posits to be made through generation from a material principle; for everything that has been made, he posits to have been made from a material principle, which it needs in order that it be something. And he argues thus: if something has been made, it has a principle; the universe or world has not been made; therefore it does not have a principle. And the paralogism can be formed thus: everything that has been made has a principle; the world has not been made; therefore it does not have a principle. And it is from destruction of the antecedent, and this is not to happen of necessity; for it is not necessary according to consequence that, if everything that has been made has a material principle, also conversely whatever has a material principle itself has been made. And an instance of this consequence is as if fever is in one fevering, heat is; and nevertheless it is not necessary that, if someone is hot, he is fevering or has a fever.

Yet this seems not to be to the point; for since according to the reasoning of Melissus it ought to be shown that this consequence is not valid, the world has not been made, therefore it does not have a principle, this one is manifested as not valid: the world has a principle, therefore it has been made. But there is a twofold reason for this, namely that the sin of Melissus's consequence is not manifested in itself, but in the consequence which precedes Melissus's consequence. One is this: because the goodness is the same and the sin is the same of any consequence or argument and of its converse; and so that this may be shown, the badness of Melissus's consequence is manifested in its converse. But the second reason is that this is done so that it may be intimated that the same mode is in substance when arguing from position of the consequent and from destruction of the antecedent.

From the things which have been said, it is clear that there are three modes of the fallacy of the consequent. The first mode is when a consequence made according to local relations is converted. As: if it is man, it is animal; therefore if it is animal, it is man. And it is from position of the consequent. Similarly also here: if it is not animal, it is not man; therefore if it is not man, it is not animal; for this consequence also is from position of the consequent. Similarly also here: if it is honey, it is red; therefore if it is red, it is honey; but gall is red; therefore gall is honey. Similarly here: if it rains, the earth is wet; therefore if the earth is wet, it rains. For in all these it is thought that a consequence is converted which is not converted, and therefore the sin according to the consequent occurs.

The second mode is when a consequence is thought to be converted because of adjuncts or circumstances inhering in something through itself; and this especially occurs in rhetoricals. As: if he is an adulterer, he is groomed. Or if he is a thief, he wanders at night. Therefore if he is groomed, he is an adulterer. Or if he wanders at night, he is a thief. For this is the fallacy of the consequent, because this consequence is good: if he is an adulterer, he is groomed, because an adulterer has some one of the circumstances of adulterers; but it does not follow conversely, because it is not necessary, if he has some one of the circumstances of an adulterer, that he is an adulterer; just as it follows well, if he is a man, he is colored, but it does not follow conversely, if he is colored, that he is a man. Similarly here: if someone has stolen something, he has not gained it nor borrowed it; therefore if he has not gained it nor borrowed it, he has stolen it.

The third mode is when someone thinks that a consequence made according to oppositions is converted, as in the argumentation of Melissus: as if it has been made, it has the principle of its duration, and it is understood of what is made through generation or through a making of art; therefore if it has not been made through generation or art, it does not have a principle. But the world has not been made; therefore the world does not have a principle; therefore the world is infinite in duration, that is, from eternity. For Melissus sinned according to the consequent in the first inference; for this consequence is right: if it has been made, it has a principle, because everything generated by nature or art has a material principle, because nothing comes from nothing. But it does not follow, if it has not been made, it does not have a principle, because an argument is made from destruction of the antecedent, and it places a consequence in itself among contradictorily opposed things, whereas in such things a consequence from the contrary must always be posited. As: if it has been made, it has a principle; therefore if it does not have a principle, it has not been made. This is a good consequence.

And from the foregoing it is clear what was said a little before, that wherever there is a consequent, there is always a double consequence, because of the substance of any paralogism there is a moving principle and a principle of defect in all fallacies, both in diction and outside diction. Therefore, since in the fallacy of the consequent the direct consequence is the moving principle of its appearance, but the fallacy is the principle of defect or principle of non-existence, there must be a double consequence wherever the fallacy of the consequent is, namely that which is converted and that into which it is converted. Hence it is clear that in such arguments as: animal runs; therefore man runs; therefore Socrates runs, there is not a sophism of the consequent, but of the antecedent.

Nevertheless some say that there are two modes of paralogizing of this kind in the fallacy of the consequent; for this fallacy is made when we think a consequence to be converted which is not converted. But over the same terms it occurs only in three ways: either each consequence is necessary, or only one, or neither. If each is necessary, then there is no deception. But if one is necessary and the other is not, yet the respondent sees one consequence to be necessary and also believes its converse to be necessary, then he is deceived and this is the first mode of the consequent from position of the consequent. But if neither is necessary, then he takes one to be probable and believes on account of this that its converse is probable; then he is deceived, and the second mode is made, as also happens in rhetorical arguments; and thus there are two modes of the fallacy of the consequent.

And if it is asked why different modes are not made according to position of the consequent and destruction of the antecedent, they say that these two modes are one mode in substance, differing only in mode, as was said in the foregoing.

CHAPTER XVII. On the preliminaries for understanding the fallacy according to non-cause as cause.

But for understanding the things which must be said about the fallacy according to non-cause as cause, one must know that a syllogism is twofold, as was said in the Prior Analytics. For there is a certain ostensive syllogism, which has a single conclusion syllogized from two propositions and three terms, as: every man is animal; Socrates is a man; therefore Socrates is animal. But a syllogism to the impossible is one which ostensively and syllogistically reduces something concluded to some manifest impossible thing; and because of this one of the premises, whichever one is the cause of that impossible thing which has been concluded, is destroyed; and because of this that syllogism always has two conclusions. As if it is asked whether a man is an ass; and if it is granted that he is an ass, let the contrary be syllogized thus: no ass is a rational mortal animal; man is an ass; therefore man is not a rational mortal animal. But this is false; therefore man is not an ass. And thus this premise is destroyed: man is an ass. For this syllogism is in the fourth mode of the first figure. Hence one must know that the fallacy according to non-cause as cause always occurs in a syllogism to the impossible; for the fallacy according to non-cause as cause occurs when a non-cause is posited as a cause. On that account the impossible seems to follow, although it does not follow because of it, but even apart from it the same impossible nevertheless happens. An example of this is as if it is asked whether Brunellus, or some ass, is a man; and if it is granted that some ass is a man, it is argued to the contrary thus: no ass is a rational mortal animal; man is an ass; some ass is a man, or Brunellus is a man; therefore man is not a rational mortal animal. But this is impossible; therefore this also: Brunellus or some ass is not a man. For in such an argumentation there is non-cause as cause, because this is destroyed which seems to be the cause of that impossible which was following, and is not its cause, namely this: Brunellus or some ass is a man; for without it the impossible follows from the other things posited, and the syllogism will be in the fourth mode of the first figure, as was said.

But since according to Aristotle in the eighth book of the Topics, one speech is false because from it no conclusion at all follows, which according to him in the same place is an apparent syllogism; another speech is false in which some conclusion follows, but not to the proposed point, which happens in syllogisms to the impossible; and thus it seems that all modes of apparent syllogisms fall under the first mode of the figure of diction, and only the paralogisms of that fallacy which happen in syllogisms to the impossible fall under the second mode of the figure of diction. And thus it seems that the paralogisms of that fallacy are not apparent syllogisms, and consequently that non-cause as cause is not a fallacy, since it does not have a cause of appearance.

But to this it must be said that for certain non-cause as cause is a fallacy, and an apparent syllogism which is made according to it. For apparent syllogism is said in two ways, namely specially and generally. Specially, an apparent syllogism is said to be one which sins against the consequence of an ostensive syllogism; because in this way the first speech is called false in Topics VIII, and in this way false speech does not comprehend under itself apparent syllogisms, for it does not comprehend paralogisms according to begging the principle, nor also paralogisms of the fallacy according to non-cause as cause, because they sin against any consequence whatever or the consequence of any ostensive syllogism. But generally, an apparent syllogism is said to be one which sins against any consequence whatever or the consequence of any syllogism whatever; and in this way apparent syllogism comprehends under itself the paralogisms of all fallacies, both in diction and outside diction. For all sin against some consequence of some syllogism; and in this way the paralogisms of this place are apparent syllogisms. But this fallacy sins against the dialectical syllogism; for although the ostensive syllogism properly belongs to the use of the dialectician for concluding his proposed point from probabilities, since also the syllogism to the impossible is in a case of use to the dialectician, namely when from things said by the respondent he can conclude something manifestly false, against whose falsity the respondent cannot object, thus this fallacy sins against the dialectical syllogism in such a case, existing in the use of the dialectician.

Again it must be noted that the universal cause of deceiving in this fallacy, according to Aristotle, is when that which is not the cause of the consequence is assumed, as though on account of it, as on account of the cause of the consequence, the refutation is made. This cause of deception is in all sophistical places or fallacies. For in all of them the premises seem to be causes of the refutation, and nevertheless they are not causes.

But one must know that there are two ways to take non-cause as cause. In one way, such that when it has been removed and the others still remain, the conclusion follows; and thus in this fallacy it is called non-cause as cause. But in another way, non-cause is said generally, that from which a conclusion does not follow, although it seems to follow; and thus non-cause taken as cause of the conclusion is in all fallacies. For if it is argued thus: every dog is barkable; the sea-dog is a dog; therefore the sea-dog is barkable. Neither of those propositions is the cause of the conclusion; nevertheless, when one of them has been removed, the same conclusion still follows from the other remaining things.

One must know that this fallacy or this sophistical place cannot happen in ostensive syllogisms, nor does it sin against the ostensive syllogism, but only against a syllogism to the impossible, as Aristotle says in the second book of the Prior Analytics, because for the false to happen not on account of this, and for there to be non-cause as cause, are the same. But for understanding this, one must distinguish: because if a proposition which is not the cause of the conclusion is taken with the propositions which are causes of the same conclusion as to the inference of it, either that proposition will communicate with the premises which are causes in some term, or it will not communicate with them in any term. If it will not communicate with them in any term, then there will not be a fallacy and sophistical place, because the apparent thing was lacking; for although that proposition is a non-cause, nevertheless it is not a non-cause as cause, because it is with nothing that is a cause. And about such a thing it is said in the second book of the Prior Analytics that it is a more manifest mode of the syllogism happening not on account of this. The example of this, posited in the second book of the Prior Analytics, is that if this must be shown, the diameter is incommensurable with the side, and the opposite of this, given by the respondent by hypothesis, is taken by the opponent with the reasoning of Zeno thus: the diameter is commensurable with the side; in any stadium there are infinite spaces; but it is not possible to cross infinite things; therefore it is not possible to cross any stadium. But this is impossible; therefore the hypothesis from which it follows is impossible, namely this, that the diameter is commensurable with the side. For in this argumentation the hypothesis which is a non-cause does not communicate in any term with the propositions which are causes of the conclusion; and therefore there is no appearance here, nor any sophistical place.

But if the proposition assumed communicates with those things which are the cause of the conclusion in some term, through which communication it seems to be a cause, this can happen only in one of two ways: in one way, namely, that by those propositions it is intended that some false thing be concluded directly only, so that there is a stop there; or it is intended to proceed further and conclude, namely from the falsity of that conclusion to destroy some position or hypothesis made and previously granted by the respondent. If, indeed, in the first way it is intended by such propositions to conclude a false thing where one stops, this can happen in two ways: for either from the remaining propositions, after that false thing assumed, the conclusion follows by necessity of consequence, or it does not follow from them. If it does not follow from them, then this fallacy has not been made, but the cause why it does not follow from the remaining things is another fallacy, either in diction or outside diction. But if the conclusion follows by necessity of inference from the remaining things, then there will be no fallacy at all, because although it is a non-cause, nevertheless it is not a non-cause as cause. For in this fallacy the whole appearance consists with respect to that proposition which is a non-cause, which has been assumed for the consequence of the conclusion; and it is not so in such arguments. For the appearance in arguments of this kind is the necessity of consequence; but the non-existence is in the assumed proposition, and such an appearance and such a non-existence cause some special fallacy. But if in such a process a false conclusion is intended, and from the falsity of that it is intended that some hypothesis previously posited or granted be destroyed, then that fallacy which is called non-cause occurs. And then the sin of that fallacy happens not in the first argument, but in the second, namely when it proceeds from a false conclusion and it happens that the hypothesis is false, as is clear in the example which Aristotle gives and which is taken from Plato's Phaedrus, which will be set down by us in the following chapter. Hence, since the proposition which is the non-cause cannot have itself in more ways, and according to no mode can it be made except according to the last one, it is clear that non-cause as cause cannot be made except in syllogisms to the impossible, and it sins against the second argument and not against the first, and as to the second and not against the first.

But if someone objecting against this says that for something to happen not on account of that is the same as being a non-cause as cause, but happening not on account of this can occur in ostensive syllogisms; therefore non-cause can also occur in ostensive syllogisms; therefore also non-cause as cause can occur in ostensive syllogisms. But let him prove that happening not on account of something can occur in ostensive syllogisms thus: for something to happen which is a non-cause of the conclusion as if it were a cause happens in two ways, namely so that the proposition taken, which is the non-cause, communicates with the premises in some term, or not. An example of what does not communicate in any term is as if it is said: every man runs; Socrates is a man; therefore Socrates runs. But an example of what communicates in some term is as if it is said thus: every ass is animal; every man is animal; therefore every brayable thing is an ass or animal. Therefore it is manifest that in these ostensive syllogisms it happens that a proposition is a non-cause as cause, and as if it were a cause; and consequently in ostensive syllogisms it happens to accept a non-cause as cause and to incur this fallacy. If, I say, someone objects thus, one must say that it is true that in this process in the first argument a proposition is taken which is a non-cause; yet nevertheless this fallacy does not have to be demonstrated from this, on account of the cause which has already been stated before.

The cause of appearance in this fallacy is the agreement in some term of that proposition which is not a cause with the proposition which truly has itself as necessary for the inference of the conclusion. For because of that agreement it is thought that the non-cause is the cause of the inference. But the cause of falsity or non-existence is the diversity and difference of the same proposition, which is a non-cause, from the proposition which truly is the cause of inference or conclusion.

CHAPTER XVIII. On the fallacy according to non-cause as cause.

Having these things, it is easy to determine concerning fallacies according to non-cause as cause as to the general cause of deception. For then these occur when, to the propositions premised, something adjunct to the premises from the number of propositions is taken, which in truth is not the cause of the inference or conclusion; and thus that is assumed with the premises as if on account of it, as on account of the cause of inference, a refutation is made, that is, an inference of the false, against the hypothesis of the respondent. But a paralogism or fallacy of this kind happens to syllogisms to the impossible, in which through a false contrary or contradictory a position or hypothesis previously concluded is destroyed through the showing of the falsity of some premises. For in syllogisms to the impossible it is always necessary to destroy something of those things which have been posited in the prior syllogism; and therefore it is necessary in these to multiply propositions, among which that one which is a non-cause as cause is latently introduced. Therefore if that proposition which is a non-cause as cause is numbered among the necessary ones, or among the necessary propositions which are necessary for the inference of the false thing from which the respondent's hypothesis must be destroyed, or in the interrogations, because a dialectical proposition is an interrogation, as was determined in the first book of the Topics; and it is numbered among them in the argument to which the impossible happens or follows, for this is the second argument and not the first, namely that from the false thing inferred it destroys the hypothesis, it will often seem to the deceived respondent that a refutation is made as to the inference of the opposite of the hypothesis itself by which the respondent is refuted on account of this, although it is not made on account of this. And thus as cause it moves toward deceiving, and as non-cause it is the principle of falsity, because the inference is not made on account of it; but when it has been removed the impossible would follow more abundantly.

But an example of this is that we say that the proposed point of the opposite is to show that soul and life are not the same; for concluding a necessary false thing, one must take false propositions from which that false thing necessarily follows by which the hypothesis saying that soul and life are the same is terminated. And it is argued thus: soul and life are the same; but everything which is contrary to corruption is generation; but life is contrary to death, and consequently is contrary to corruption, because death also is corruption; therefore life is generation, and consequently to live is to be generated. But this is false, namely that to live is to be generated; therefore the first thing also is false, namely that soul and life are the same. And Aristotle says this not in the same order, but more obscurely thus: As, since, supply, it is shown thus, that soul and life are not the same through the opposite false thing. For if generation is contrary to corruption generally, and generation and corruption are taken insofar as they are opposed motions in their terms, because a motion is said to be opposed or contrary to a motion with respect to the terms, then it would follow that to some corruption, which is the death of a living thing or dissolution, some generation will be contrary, which cannot be anything except life; for death is corruption and is contrary to life; wherefore, or therefore, life will be a certain generation, and to live will be to be generated. But this is impossible; therefore soul and life are not the same. And this has not been syllogized from this proposition, soul and life are the same. The proof of this is that the same impossible follows from the other propositions taken and premised, even if one of the opponents does not say, that is, does not place with the premises, this proposition, soul and life are the same, but only says and places in the premises that life is contrary to death, and this, that death is corruption, and that generation is the proper contrary to corruption. And thus this, soul and life are the same, was not the cause of the inference, namely of non-being, because it communicates with this, life and death are contraries, in a term signifying the same in each.

It is also clear from these things that reasons of this kind are not simply, that is, wholly, nonsyllogized, because the first conclusion of the false thing has truly been syllogized from false premises; but as to the proposed point they are nonsyllogized, that is, for destroying the hypothesis, because the hypothesis is impertinent to the other assumed propositions. But an impertinent proposition does not destroy the other, because it is impertinent to the inference. And this difficulty of not discerning the true cause of inference from that which is non-cause as cause, when it has been taken, because for the most part the same thing is hidden no less from the interrogators or opponents themselves than from the respondents themselves; and this is an example of non-cause as cause.

But in this example there are multiple propositions which must be distinguished thus: for when it is said that death and life are contraries, it must be distinguished, because death can mean the motion of dissolution of soul from body, or the term of that dissolution; and thus it is not corruption, but then it is to be corrupted. In the first way death and life are not contraries, because what is corrupted, so long as it is being corrupted, still lives; but contraries cannot be at the same time in the same thing. But if death is said in the second way as the term of dissolution, then life and death again are not contraries, but opposites as privation and habit; and thus in every way this is false, death and life are contraries, and it is simply false. Hence also above in the argumentation this should not have been destroyed, soul and life are the same, but this: death and life are contraries.

But from the things introduced afterward it follows that this fallacy does not happen in an ostensive syllogism. Hence here: every man is animal; and the sun is in Cancer, or the sun is greater than the earth; therefore Socrates runs. This is not the fallacy according to non-cause as cause, because this proposition, the sun is greater than the earth, neither is the cause of the conclusion nor can be the cause. But in the fallacy of non-cause as cause, the proposition which is a non-cause communicates with that which is a cause; and therefore it can be a cause.

But perhaps someone will object against this, saying that in truth in the said example there are two argumentations, the first of which is ostensive of the false, the second destructive of the hypothesis. For the first is this: soul and life are the same; to any corruption generation is contrary; but death is corruption; therefore to death generation is contrary; therefore to live is to be generated. This is the first argument and is ostensive of that false thing, that to live is to be generated. But the second, which is for destroying the hypothesis, is such: this conclusion, to live is to be generated, is false and impossible; therefore the hypothesis from which it follows, namely that soul and life are the same, is impossible. And it is clear that in the first argumentation among the premises that proposition which is a non-cause is posited; and thus in an ostensive syllogism there will be non-cause as cause, and it is not posited in the second argument; therefore it is not in a syllogism to the impossible, but in an ostensive one. But to this, according to the things which were said in the preceding chapter, one must say that although the proposition which is non-cause as cause is placed among the premises of the prior argumentation, which in truth is ostensive, nevertheless it ought not be denominated from it, because it is finally not posited for showing the first conclusion, but rather so that from that the hypothesis may be inferred through the second syllogism.

CHAPTER XIX. On the modes of the fallacy according to non-cause as cause.

But the modes of the fallacy must be multiplied according to the number of their formation. And there are two modes. One is according as a non-cause can communicate in some term with the propositions which are causes of the conclusion; for if it communicated with them in nothing, then it could not be a non-cause as cause. But if the hypothesis or proposition which is not the cause communicates in one of the terms with the propositions which are causes of the false conclusion, it will communicate either in the subject or in the predicate. And according to those communications two modes of paralogizing are formed: namely one when the non-cause as cause communicates in subject with the propositions which are the cause, so that in some one of the propositions which are causes the subject of the hypothesis is taken; and thus there is one and the first mode of deceiving. For just as this hypothesis, every stone is animal, is supposed, so let it be concluded that every man is stone, thus: every pearl is stone; every man is a pearl; therefore every man is a stone. This is impossible, but it does not follow because of the hypothesis; for when it has been removed, the same impossible still follows. And Aristotle posits this mode before the end of the second book of the Prior Analytics in general terms, positing this hypothesis, every B is A; therefore, if C is taken under B, not indeed as an inferior under a superior, as man under animal, but so that in the syllogism C becomes the subject of B, and D is taken under C, so that it becomes subject to it in the same way as before, thus: every C is B; every D is C; it follows that every D is B. Although this is false, nevertheless it is not false or does not follow because of the hypothesis; and this is the first mode. And that is plain if it is posited in special terms, that A is animal, B stone, C pearl, and D man; for then the hypothesis is: every stone is animal. With this supposed, every man is concluded to be stone thus: every pearl is stone; every man is a pearl; therefore every man is a stone. And this indeed is impossible, but it does not happen because of the hypothesis.

But if the premises showing the impossible communicate with the predicate of the hypothesis, thus there will be the second mode, and the example is such: let the hypothesis be as before, that every stone is animal; with this supposed let it be concluded that animal is inanimate, thus: every body is inanimate; every animal is a body; therefore every animal is inanimate. This conclusion is impossible, but it does not follow from the hypothesis. For when the hypothesis has been removed, the same conclusion still follows. But Aristotle at the end of the second book of the Prior Analytics posits general terms concerning this, that the hypothesis is, every B is A, and E is taken above A, so that it is its predicate and A the subject; and above E in the same way F is taken, so that F is predicated and E is subjected in the syllogism; and it is argued with the hypothesis supposed, thus: every B is A, this is the hypothesis; every E is F; every A is E; therefore every A is F. For this conclusion is false; nevertheless it does not follow because of the hypothesis; and therefore the hypothesis is non-cause as cause. And this is plain in special terms, as was said, if animal is understood through A, stone through B, inanimate through F, and body through E, and it is deduced as was said a little before.

Thus therefore it is clear that there are two modes of paralogizing according to this fallacy: one when the syllogism to the impossible communicates with the subject of the hypothesis, and the other when the same syllogism communicates with the predicate of the hypothesis. And there cannot be more, because if the proposition or hypothesis communicated with the propositions of the syllogism to the impossible in each term, so that the hypothesis takes both the subject and the predicate from those propositions which belong to the syllogism to the impossible, then this fallacy does not occur, because then from the hypothesis itself the false thing which is concluded follows of necessity, just as from the propositions of the syllogism. And indeed the example introduced suffices for each of these modes; for if the syllogism to the impossible is taken with respect to communication in this term, life, then life can be predicated and soul subjected in the hypothesis, and thus it destroys the example in the second mode, because then the syllogism to the impossible is joined to the predicate of the hypothesis. Or this which I say, life, can be subjected and soul predicated, and then it responds to the example in the first mode, because then the syllogism to the impossible is joined to the subject of the hypothesis. Thus therefore there are two modes according to this fallacy.

But one must know here that some ask concerning those speeches which Aristotle says are not simply syllogized, whether they are so with respect to the first conclusion or with respect to the second; and they say that those speeches are simply nonsyllogized. And if they ought to be reduced to syllogistic form, they must be formed thus: everything that is contrary to corruption is generation; life is contrary to corruption through the fact that it is contrary to death, which is corruption; therefore life is generation; therefore to live is to be generated. This is false, because what lives is not being generated, but has already been generated.

And they respond to this and say that the first is false; for they say that not generation alone is contrary to corruption, but also creation, through which, just as through generation, a thing comes forth and is changed from non-being to being. But this is nothing, because if creation and corruption are taken as contraries, then they must be apt to occur around the same thing, which can be subjected to creation and corruption. Hence what they say is not physical.

Therefore others say that this is false, death and life are contraries; for these, namely death and life, are not opposed contrarily, but as privation and habit. But according to this response it is not avoided that the false conclusion still follows, thus: everything that is privatively opposed to corruption is generation; life is privatively opposed to corruption, because to death which is corruption; therefore life is generation; therefore to live is to be generated. Also as before, the hypothesis is destroyed.

Therefore others say that this is false, death is corruption; and they say that the reason for this is that nothing which follows as term and end from some motion or from some change can be called that motion or that change, so that motion or change is predicated of that thing. For life follows upon the generation of an animal, and therefore life itself is not generation; for as was said before, that which is generated does not live, but when it lives, it has already been generated. It is also the same way concerning corruption: for first the animal is corrupted, and after corruption death follows, and then the animal is in corrupted being. Therefore, since corruption is a certain change upon which death follows, death cannot be corruption; and therefore the proposition which says that death is corruption is false. And from that false proposition together with other false premises the false conclusion follows. For it does not follow, if death and life are contraries, therefore life is generation, unless either this is posited or understood: death is corruption. And this is the same as what was said before in the distinction of propositions. Hence, as was said above, those speeches are syllogized as to the first false conclusion, for a false conclusion follows necessarily from the premises, and it is a good ostensive syllogism showing the false from false things; but as to the second conclusion, which nevertheless is principally intended, those speeches are simply nonsyllogized. For from an impossible conclusion it does not follow that the hypothesis must simply be destroyed, because the hypothesis simply is not the cause of the impossible conclusion; and thus as to that conclusion which is principally intended, those speeches are nonsyllogized, and thus nonsyllogized as to the proposed point or to the intention.

One must also attend that between the consequent or fallacy of the consequent and non-cause as cause there is an agreement: first, that just as in the fallacy of the consequent there are always two consequences, one good and the other bad, so also in non-cause as cause there are two consequences of two arguments, one good which is ostensive of the false, the other bad which from the false is destructive of the hypothesis. Secondly in this, that just as in the consequent there is a certain reciprocation of consequences, as from antecedent to consequent and conversely, so in non-cause as cause there is a certain reciprocation from the hypothesis to the concluded false thing, and from the false to the destruction of the hypothesis. Thus therefore let it have been determined concerning the paralogism according to the consequent and concerning those which are according to non-cause as cause.

CHAPTER XX. On the preliminaries for syllogizing the fallacy according to several questions as one.

For understanding the fallacy according to several questions as one, it must be noted beforehand and accepted from the Topics what a question is, and in what it differs from a proposition and an enunciation. For a question, as was said in the Topics, is a probable proposition put forward with the mark of questioning. But an enunciation, as was said in On Interpretation, is a speech enunciating something about something. But a proposition, as in the first book of the Prior Analytics, is an enunciative speech of something about something for another, posited in order to the form of argumentation and especially of syllogism according to the principle from which the inference of the consequent is made, which is the conclusion, according as the conclusion is an enunciation or proposition proved by a middle or by middles. And thus it is clear that interrogation adds over a dialectical proposition, which is probable, the mode of questioning and the respondent's assent concerning the composition, whether the predicate is in the subject, as when it is said, is this true: man runs? or do you think man runs? or is man animal, or something else such as this?

But what the difference of interrogation is, when the mark of questioning is placed at the composition, and when at the whole proposition or upon the respondent's consent, was sufficiently said in the first book of the Topics1. For if it is asked thus, does man run? the mark of interrogation is placed at the composition, and such a speech is called a question. But if I say thus, do you think man runs? the mark of interrogation is not borne to the composition, because those words expressly affirm; but the mark of interrogation awaits the respondent's consent into the composition. And therefore such an interrogation is not a question, but a proposition in which, because of the non-necessary inherence of the predicate in the subject, it is asked whether the respondent assents. Therefore question and conclusion, as Boethius says, do not differ according to substance, but in mode, because what in doubtful matters is a question, this same thing, proved by one middle or several and inferred from them, is made a conclusion. But interrogation also differs from proposition in mode and not in substance, because interrogation is a proposition with a mark of interrogation falling upon the whole proposition which is not about the respondent's consent. Thus also enunciation differs from proposition and interrogation in mode alone, because enunciation simply indicates or enunciates some predicate about some subject; but proposition is the same enunciation when, under the form of the first argument of a syllogism, it is posited for another thing which is inferred according to the relation of principle from this. Hence conclusion has itself toward proposition as the thing inferred and principled from it; but proposition has itself toward conclusion as inferior and its principle; but enunciation is the substance of proposition and of interrogation and of conclusion, taken without such modes.

Having seen these things, those things which were said in On Interpretation about the unity and plurality of enunciation must be recalled. For it was said there that an enunciation is simply one in which simply one thing is enunciated of one thing, that is, one predicate of one subject not only in voice, but in truth of the thing, because if unity of voice sufficed, then a proposition in which an equivocal name is subjected or predicated would be simply one; and this is false, as was shown in On Interpretation. And therefore for the unity of a proposition there are required both unity of the thing signified in the predicate and subject, and also that the discourse be referred to one thing, even if the discourse itself is several words, as is clear in this: man is a rational mortal animal, which is one, because one thing is predicated of one thing; because rational and mortal are referred to a simply one thing, although several in discourse, because the following difference is in the preceding as act in potency. But act and potency constitute one and the same thing, and are referred to one and the same thing.

But although unity is manifold, as Aristotle says in Metaphysics X2 and Boethius in the book On Unity and One, namely unity of analogy, and unity of genus, and unity of species, and unity in number3, and this unity is divided into several things, namely of definition and of the defined, and of indivision through a proper accident, and generally the unity of accident and subject, as Boethius says, in those things in which diversity in numbering is not found; nevertheless, when proposition or interrogation or enunciation is called one, it is taken commonly for all those unities. Hence this is one: substance is being; and this one: man is animal; and this one: Socrates is man:

Notes

	Perhaps he here intimates that difference which the Philosopher posits in Topics 1, chapter 3, at the end, between a dialectical proposition and a dialectical problem. (Forte innuit hic illam differentiam quam ponit Philosophus 1 Topicorum, cap. 3 in fine, inter propositionem dialecticam et problema dialecticum.) ↩

	Aristotle, in book 10 of the First Philosophy, text commentary 1. (Aristoteles, In 10 primae philosophiae, tex. com. 1.) ↩

	One in number in three ways: compare Topics 1, chapter 5. (Unum numero tripliciter: cf. 1 Topic. cap. 5.) ↩
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and this one: man is a rational mortal animal; and this one: man is risible; and this one: man is white. But from the privation of this unity in the predicate or in the subject or in both, a proposition is called several, because namely either one thing is announced or proposed or asked about several, or several about one, or several about several, as in these examples: Socrates and Plato run. Or Plato reads and disputes. Or Socrates and Plato read and dispute. And when one thing about several, or several about one, or several about several, are asked under a single mark of interrogation, then there are several questions as one; and it is called several because of the several things asked, and it is called as one because they are placed under a single mark of interrogation, as is clear in these examples: are Socrates and Plato animal? Does Socrates read and dispute? And do Socrates and Plato read and dispute? For in all these there are several questions as one.

And therefore the unity of the mark of asking or of the mode of asking, because it is formal in interrogation, for it makes the interrogation that is in potency to be an interrogation in act, is the moving principle or cause of appearance in this fallacy. For because of the unity of mode someone thinks that the thing asked is also one; and the cause of non-existence or defect or falsity is the diversity or plurality of the things asked under one mark of interrogation; and from these two is constituted the sophistical place which is called, and is, the fallacy according to several questions as one.

From these things it can be clear why this fallacy is called according to several questions as one, or according to several enunciations as one. For this fallacy sins, like all the others outside diction, against the order of propositions in a dialectical syllogism, which according to the order of a local relation have themselves toward a conclusion. Therefore, because a dialectical proposition is an interrogation and must be proposed to the respondent by way of interrogation, it is better called the fallacy according to several questions as one than according to several propositions as one. And the reason for this is that a dialectical proposition first of all is asked, before it is proposed; and thus the cause of appearance first appears in the interrogation, and consequently in the proposition; therefore it receives its denomination from that in which it first appears, and not from that in which it appears later.

Again it must be noted that it happens to ask several things in two ways, just as it also happens to signify several things in two ways. For either several things are asked by way of one thing in a diction or in one speech, and such an interrogation does not cause this fallacy which is called according to several questions as one, but rather the fallacy of equivocation or amphibology or another fallacy in diction. But if several things are asked as several things are signified by way of several under one proposed mark of interrogation, only that makes this fallacy which is called several questions as one. As: are this and this a man, with Brunellus and Socrates pointed out? For these several things are referred to one, which is one demonstration in that name. So when it is said, are these a man, or in these this and this? For it is always necessary that several things in this fallacy be referred to some one thing, namely either to one of proposition, or of genus, or of species, or of number, or of demonstration; because such unity is in some way the moving principle which makes one believe that one answer must be given.

Again it must be observed that although three can be the things asked, or four, or perhaps more, nevertheless Aristotle calls this fallacy according to two questions as one: both because it is frequently made so, and because it is more hidden and deceives more in two than in many, and because, as Pythagoras says, the principle of all pluralities is duality, and also because a greater number posits a smaller, and not conversely.

From these things it is clear that the things which are united as several either are united in one demonstration or in some form, because every demonstration is with respect to some form. As when I say, with one blind person and another seeing person pointed out: are these blind or seeing? They are united by one demonstration, and afterward in some form, because these are understood to be animals or bodies. Sometimes also one interrogation is made concerning the parts of the same contradiction, as, is Socrates animal or not? Sometimes also it is concerning the parts of diverse contradictions; and thus deception is made according to several questions as one, and especially because of the single mark of interrogation, as was said. Thus therefore one must understand concerning the fallacy according to several questions as one.

CHAPTER XXI. On the fallacy according to several questions as one.

With these things noted beforehand, it must be said that the paralogisms which are made in this, that opponents sophistically make several questions as one, or make one, because they make it formally that there is one mark of interrogation, even if materially there are several things which are asked, on account of which mark of one interrogation it is hidden from the respondents themselves that materially there are several questions; and therefore one answer to one question is assigned by the respondents themselves. Therefore in some interrogations it is easy to see that the interrogation is several and that one answer should not be returned, as when several things are asked about one, as when it is asked whether earth is sea or heaven, which as several are not asked uniquely about one. But in certain other things which are united or seem to be united in some one thing, one appears; and the respondents themselves grant that the interrogation is one, and give one answer; and therefore either they do not respond to the thing asked, so that a false thing meets them, or they seem to be refuted, and a refutation seems to be made for them. An example of this is: do you think this and this is a man, with Socrates and Plato pointed out? And if he says, this and this is a man, let the opponent infer: this and this is a man; therefore this and this is one man; therefore he who strikes this and this will strike a man and not men; and this unsuitable thing meets the one giving one answer, whereas he should have said: this is a man, and that is a man. Or again, if several things in the plural number are asked about several plural things signified, as if, with several plural things pointed out, some of which are good and some not good, it is asked whether all these things are good or not good. For whichever he says as respondent, that is, whichever part of the contradiction he gives, either an evidently apparent falsehood happens to him, that is, a manifest falsehood, and the opponent will seem to make this for him by leading him to a manifest falsehood, or it is, that is, it happens, that he will seem to make a refutation for the same respondent. For if he says that they are good, immediately he infers: therefore non-good things are good, which is an apparent falsehood; or he makes a refutation for him saying: therefore these are non-good things, which you said were good.

Sometimes, however, in certain things assumed and supposed, and in such things, a true refutation will be made, so that the respondent is led to a contradiction: as if someone grants and supposes similarly, that is, according to one likeness, that one thing in the singular and several in the plural are said by a similar definition. For according to that supposition, if blind is that which does not have sight but is naturally apt to have it, then blind things also will be those which do not have sight but are naturally apt to have sight. Therefore, with two things pointed out, when this one has sight, but that other does not have sight but is blind, when it has been asked whether these are blind or seeing, if he gives one answer either by affirming or by denying, the respondent will infer that both will be seeing or both blind, which is impossible.

Yet it must be attended here that if, with two things pointed out, one blind and the other seeing, it is asked whether these are blind or seeing, if one answer is given, whether that they are blind or that they are seeing, a refutation of contradiction does not happen, even with the supposition that just as the blind thing is apt by nature to see and is not seeing, so blind things are apt by nature to see and are not seeing; because the respondent is not led to the opposite of his answer. For whether he infers that they are blind or that they are seeing, there is nothing of contradiction, except perhaps by consequence, namely if he infers: therefore these are blind, and says further: therefore they are not seeing; and you said that they are seeing; or conversely if he says that they are seeing: therefore they are not blind, but you said that they are seeing. But if he responds negatively and says, they are not blind, then a refutation can happen thus: they are not blind; therefore this and this are not blind; therefore that one, with the blind one pointed out, is seeing; and you said that it is blind. And such things are easily reduced to a refutation.

But you should know that this supposition, that it is similar to speak in the singular as in the plural through an answer, is false; and this is proved from the fact that from the true propositions co-assumed with it a falsehood follows, and a falsehood follows only from the false. For if he responds to this, are these blind or not, by one answer, and says that these are blind, then for one responding in that way these contradictories follow: these are blind, and these are not blind; the affirmation is false and the negation true according to him. Similarly these are contraries: these are apt to see and not seeing, and these are naturally apt to see and seeing; and the affirmative is false and the negative true. Similarly these are contradictory to the same thing: these things which are naturally apt to see, see; and these are naturally apt to see and do not see; and the affirmative is false and the negative true. But from that negation which is true for the respondent there follows the negation of the first contradiction which is false with the supposition in this way: if these are naturally apt to see and do not see, and it is similar in the singular and in the plural, therefore these are blind; but this conclusion is false for the respondent; and a falsehood follows only from a falsehood; therefore one of the premises was false, not this one, these are naturally apt to see and do not see; therefore the remaining one, namely this, that in the same way there is division in the singular and in the plural.

But the reason by which the supposition is proved to be false is that it sins according to the figure of diction; for it is similar to this: whatever you know, you know either by discovering or by learning; but you know these, with two things pointed out, one of which he discovered and the other he learned; therefore you know those either by learning or by discovering. For such a figuration is similar in the singular and in the plural, and therefore it makes one believe that what is posited in the singular under this sign, whatever or whatsoever, is the same as what is posited in the plural without the same sign, although in this way it is true.

But concerning the modes of this fallacy one must say that there are three, because either several things are asked about one, as when it is said, is earth sea and heaven; or one thing about several, as when it is said, is this and this a man; or several about several, as when it is said whether these are seeing or blind, with one seeing and another blind thing pointed out. Yet it could be said that these three modes are reduced to two, of which one is the mode when several things as one in the singular number are asked about one, or one thing about several singularly subjected things, as, is this and this a man, or is animal this and this? But the second is when several things about several are asked in the plural; and then he will not escape contradiction who has granted that definitions are given simply in the singular and plural, as was said before.

Therefore concerning the fallacies outside diction let it have been determined in this way. For what has been said suffices for the understanding of that which Aristotle said in his Refutations, and we seek this alone for the instruction of the untrained. For here we do not seek to assign a subtle account and investigation concerning each thing, because it seems to us that it impedes more than it helps toward the knowledge of those things which are investigated not on account of themselves, but on account of other things, of which a general mode is given in places, which are a mode rather than philosophy.

TRACTATE IV. ON THE REDUCTION OF FALLACIES INTO IGNORANCE OF REFUTATION.

CHAPTER I. On the reduction of all fallacies.

For knowing how all sophistical places or fallacies are reduced into ignorance of refutation, one must know beforehand that ignorance of refutation is said in two ways: namely from ignorance of refutation according as it is a syllogism of contradiction, so that the differences or conditions both of syllogism and of contradiction are commonly ignored; and thus ignorance of refutation is not a special fallacy, because it does not have a special principle of deception. And in this way all fallacies sin according to ignorance of refutation, yet according to prior and posterior, because fallacies in diction sin more principally against refutation than against syllogism, because in a fallacy in diction unity of speech is the cause of appearance, but diversity in the thing signified is the cause of non-existence. But for contradiction identity of the thing is required, which is not in fallacies in diction. But they sin against syllogism by consequence, because syllogism is in some way preserved in vocal form in the unity of voice. But special ignorance of refutation, as was said in the foregoing, is ignorance of the four differences or conditions which are required for contradiction, which are same, toward the same, similarly, and at the same time; and thus it has a special appearance of deceiving; and thus it is a special fallacy dividing this common thing which is fallacy or sophistical place into thirteen with the other twelve fallacies. And thus the other fallacies are not reduced to ignorance of refutation, but it itself with the other twelve is reduced into ignorance of refutation commonly so called.

Although some say that ignorance of refutation is always against all conditions of refutation, both general and special, but differently: because in one way ignorance of refutation is against the conditions of refutation according to itself; but in another way it is against the conditions of refutation by consequence. And when it is against the conditions of refutation according to itself, then it is a special fallacy, into which the others are not reduced. But when there is ignorance of refutation by consequence, then it is general. For someone is said to be ignorant of refutation according to itself when he is ignorant of some condition or conditions of contradiction. But he is said to be ignorant of refutation by consequence, as when, because the name is true, he believes the thing to be one; and by consequence, because he thinks the name to be one and the thing one, he believes the middle of the syllogism to be one in thing and name; and because he thinks the middle to be one, by consequence he believes the syllogism to be one and true; and because he thinks the syllogism to be one, when it concludes the contradictory of the respondent's position, he believes the refutation to be one and true; and thus by consequence he is ignorant of refutation. And this returns into the same as what was said in the prior distinction.

Others also say that refutation in common is said to be ignored according to itself, and its common and proper conditions are said to be ignored by consequence. For when an apparent refutation according to any fallacy is proposed, first it is thought to be a refutation although it is not; and when he says that these are all the conditions of refutation, thus refutation is ignored first, and the conditions of refutation are ignored by consequence. And whichever of those modes is said, it returns into the same thing; but what was first said is more expeditious and truer for distinguishing ignorance of refutation specially so called from ignorance of refutation generally so called.

With these things thus distinguished, it must be noted, as to the general reduction of all fallacies into ignorance of refutation, that the modification of syllogism is the disposition of propositions in figure and quality and quantity, and in the real relation of the middle to the extremes, for the necessity of inference of the conclusion. And therefore modification is twofold, just as the necessity of inference of the conclusion is twofold. For one is caused by the simple order of terms in a figure, and by the quality and quantity and order of two propositions for inferring a conclusion; and this is called a useful conjugation determined in the art of the book of the Prior Analytics according to the generation of syllogism and the discovery of the middle and the power of inferring the conclusion. And the immodification depriving this modification is the privation of the order of terms or of the order of propositions in due quality and quantity and due position for inferring the conclusion; and this is called a useless conjugation determined in the book of the Prior Analytics. There is also a modification not of syllogism simply or universally, but of syllogism to the proposed point and real syllogism and in special matter; and this is according to real relations of principles or premises to the conclusion. And this is twofold. One is according to local relations, which is required for a dialectical syllogism in probable matter; and against this sins immodification, which is the privation of a local relation, when it seems to be and is not. And this modification is determined in the Topics; and immodification pertains to this book which is called the Sophistical Refutations, because from the same principles the true and existing local relation, and the apparent and non-existing one, could not be determined; and therefore there had to be diverse sciences for determining immodifications of this kind; on account of which there had to be diverse books, still of one science, which is called topic commonly. But the other special modification is in necessary and demonstrative matter, which is determined according to the relation of the middle, which is the immediate real and essential cause not so much of the conclusion as of the thing concluded, which is determined in the book of the Posterior Analytics; and from the defect of the same relation there is caused immodification, which, because it is caused from the defect of the same principles constituting the relation of cause to effect, is also determined in the same book of the Posterior Analytics, and such a deficient syllogism is called a falsigraph, deficient from the mode of the relation of cause to effect.

Again it must be noted that there is a syllogism inferring either from the quantity and quality and position of propositions, or also from a local relation by necessity of consequence; and there is a syllogism from the quantity and quality and position of terms and propositions, and from a local relation, both inferring by necessity and proving and making known or certifying. And according to these two there are again two modifications, and opposed to these two immodifications; and concerning the modification of a syllogism merely inferring it has already been said, and concerning its opposed immodification. But the modification of a syllogism proving or making known, or also certifying, is such that the relation of principles to the conclusion certifies and proves and makes known through things prior simply or prior with respect to us, and not through the same thing; and begging that which is in the beginning does not preserve this mode. Hence although such a paralogism infers of necessity, nevertheless it does not prove or certify; and therefore it is immodified.

With these things thus determined, it is clear that either apparent syllogisms and apparent refutations must be divided, as it has been determined separately about them, or all must be reduced to ignorance of refutation generally, and it must be taught how they are reduced generally and specially. For each must be taught if the art ought to be complete. And what we said, that this or that must be handed down under a disjunction, we understand that both this and that must be taught. And when the teaching has been had about how they are separately generated and taught, it must be added how generally and specially they are reduced into ignorance of refutation. For this must be done by those who make the fallacy of ignorance of refutation generally so called the common principle of deceiving in all fallacies; and all who have a good taste for knowledge or cognition of the principles of fallacies do this. For it is, or it happens, to resolve all the said modes and species into the ignored definition of refutation, because in each some condition of refutation is ignored insofar as it is a syllogism of contradiction; and this generally. First, indeed, by considering whether the immodified modes exist according to the defect of the local relation of an inferring and proving syllogism; for if this is so, that it fails in the mode of an inferring and proving syllogism, refutation is ignored in some condition of an inferring and proving syllogism, and also contradiction, and thus refutation is ignored by consequence. For in an inferring and proving syllogism, from the things which have been posited, in the due order of a local relation or of the relation of cause, the conclusion must happen by necessity of inference, so that the conclusion happens from local or causal necessity, and does not only seem apparently to happen and not happen according to the thing. But this fails in every fallacy in which the conclusion seems to happen from the premises. For as was already said before, fallacies in diction sin against this, that a syllogism be from certain things, because there is a manifold either in act or in potency or according to imagination. But I say manifold either in signification or in supposition, as in the figure of diction. And if that syllogism is not from certain things posited, and thus paralogisms are immodified according to the real middle simply, yet more principally they sin against refutation, as Aristotle intimates, who says that they sin against refutation, and does not deny that they sin against syllogism, although not so principally as against refutation. And although perhaps they have in some way the things which belong to syllogism according to voice and quantity and quality and order of propositions, nevertheless they do not have this really, because the middle is not one according to the thing, but in some way many, and varied, not taken according to the same signification in the premises. It is similar with the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation, which, although it can be called immodified because it has four terms while a true syllogism has only three, as is clear: A is double with respect to B, and is not double with respect to C; therefore double and not double; here there are four terms, A, B, C, double and not double; nevertheless the force is not in this, because there are two syllogisms in a refutation; but it is clear that such a paralogism is immodified as to refutation; and this is easy to see in all the others.

One must know that because they are immodified, by consequence they are also unfigured; for although they have a vocal figure, nevertheless they do not have a real figure, because either the middle is manifold and does not duly have itself to the extremes, as in fallacies in diction, or it is taken unduly according to the thing, as in fallacies outside diction; and thus it does not have a real figure. From the things that have been said, enough is clear concerning the general reduction into ignorance of refutation; and this is what we intend to say.

CHAPTER II. On the reduction of equivocation and amphibology into ignorance of refutation, and likewise of composition and division and accent.

Next, in the reduction into ignorance of refutation, one must consider specially according to the special parts or differences or conditions of the definition of syllogism and refutation; and it will be seen that special sophistical places sin against special conditions and differences. For those places which are of the number of those places which are in diction, these indeed, or some or certain of them, sin according to a double in a name or speech, as equivocation, or amphibological speech, and similar figuration in figure of diction; because by one name and one speech, on account of the unity of voice which is the cause of appearance in these three fallacies, it is customary to signify this something, that is, a determinately one thing. And several things are signified in these three fallacies by one according to the form of utterance and according to the matter which is name and speech; and thus ignorance of refutation occurs, since a diverse thing is signified, because contradiction requires signifying the same thing. We say this commonly with respect to the signified and the consignified, and to modes of signifying, and as to supposition and modes of supposing. For in all these, under one name or speech, several things are signified according to the thing, or several are signified, or several are supposed, or in several modes in one name or speech. I say one according to form and matter. And in these three, the cause of appearance is in the unity of speech, and the cause of defect is in the diversity of the thing first and through itself; and therefore these three sophistical places together have one and a similar reduction.

And if someone says that figure of diction does not have multiplicity, because it is not answered in it through a distinction, we say that this is false, because imaginative multiplicity is simply multiplicity and is in sophistical matters, although according to itself it is not simply multiple; and one responds to it through a distinction thus, when it is said that it does not signify or suppose several things according as one supposes and seems to suppose several. Indeed because of similar signification it seems to suppose one thing in reality, when there are several things which are taken under it. But in equivocation and amphibology several things are actually signified. And attend that imaginative multiplicity in reduction is joined more with those which have actual multiplicity than with those which have potential multiplicity, although in reduction it agrees more with the potential than with the actual, because, just as in the actual multiple the appearance is first in the unity of principles according to matter and form, and diversity in reality is the cause of defect through which refutation is ignored, so in figure of diction similar figuration in speech is the cause of deception. But the cause of defect is in the very diversity through which it falls short of refutation and ignores refutation. But it is not so in potential multiplicity; for in this there is one speech or diction insofar as there is unity of speech or diction according to matter only and not according to the form of utterance, and afterward diversity in the thing signified and not first in the thing; and therefore figure of diction, in being reduced into ignorance of refutation, is more similar to potential multiplicity, and has a more similar reduction with equivocation and amphibology than with composition and division and accent.

But composition and division, or the sophistical place of composition and division, are reduced into ignorance of refutation through the first cause of their defect, because they fail in this, that in formal composition the composed and divided speech is not the same, and in accent the name uttered under diversity of accent is formally different. For although all fallacies in diction arise because by the same names or speeches we do not signify the same thing according to the thing, as was said in the foregoing, nevertheless in different ones the identity of name or speech is different. For in equivocation and amphibology and figure of diction we do not signify the same things by the same names or speeches according to matter and form of utterance; but in composition and division and accent, by the same names or speeches according to matter, and not the same according to form of utterance, we do not signify the same things. And here we shall say the same, that in composition and division and accent there is a speech and a name differing not according to matter, but according to form.

But both in a syllogism and in a refutation all these things had to be the same, namely both speech and also thing, both according to matter and according to form of utterance, if a true refutation or true syllogism ought to be made; and if the same speech or name is not the same according to the form of utterance and according to matter, or according to both, the refutation is ignored, because a refutation is of one and the same thing, not of name only or of thing only, but of thing and name, as was said at first. And it is clear that it is ignored. The proof of this is that, if one of the respondents posits that a tunic is not a garment, and one making a refutation syllogizes that a tunic is a tunic, and does not syllogize that it is a garment, which the respondent denied, such an opponent in such a way does not contradict the respondent, and ignores refutation; because contradiction ought to be of the same thing and name, and he has not syllogized the same name. Although this also is true, that a tunic is a tunic, nevertheless this has not been syllogized by a notifying syllogism; and this is manifest from the fact that, after the syllogism has been made and the conclusion that a tunic is a tunic, the respondent still needs a question, namely whether they signify the same as to the one who asks, so that he may infer a conclusion about the tunic, since the respondent's position was about a garment. But tunic and garment are said to be the same because they are derived from the same thing; for garment is what clothes, that is, covers; but tunic is said as if covering-thing, because it covers. Thus therefore fallacies in diction sinning according to the manifold are reduced into ignorance of refutation.

CHAPTER III. On the special reduction of the fallacy of accident into ignorance of refutation.

But the paralogisms which are made according to accident, as to their special reduction into ignorance of refutation, become manifest how they are reduced when syllogism has been defined. For the same definition which belongs to syllogism must also be made of the refutation itself; but the contradiction itself must lie adjacent to that definition by addition. And this is so because refutation adds over syllogism, because refutation is not only a syllogism, but a syllogism of contradiction; and thus there are two constitutive things of a true refutation. Thus in the definition it is necessary to join the account of each, both of syllogism and of contradiction. Therefore, since the reduction of paralogisms is general because they are immodified, and an immodified syllogism does not become according to something and modified from necessity. Nevertheless specially also the fallacy of accident is an immodified paralogism, because from the extraneous relation of the middle to the extremes it falls short of necessary inference. This is clear in the example of the paralogism of accident, because this consequence is not necessary because of the extraneous relation of the middle to the extremes, if it is said thus: when this is, it is necessary that this be. As when man is, it is necessary that animal be. But this white thing is what is man or animal. Therefore it is necessary that animal be white. For this is not necessary through syllogism, in whatever way the paralogism is formed. For if it is formed thus: if man exists, it is necessary that animal exist; but man is white; therefore it is necessary that animal be white. For with the syllogism formed thus, although the argument seems good, nevertheless if it is formed thus: it is necessary that animal exist, if man exists; but man is white; therefore it is necessary that animal be white; here there is openly the fallacy of accident. It can also be formed thus: if man, it is necessary that animal exist; but animal is white; therefore it is necessary that man be white. Then it falls into the fallacy of consequent and of accident, because nothing prevents there being several modes of deceiving in the same speech or paralogism, as was said in the foregoing and will be shown in what follows. Therefore it is clear that the paralogism of accident is reduced because this condition of refutation is ignored, which is necessary consequence of syllogism, because of the extraneous and accidental relation of the middle to the extremes.

But this does not happen only in dialecticals, but also in demonstratives. For just as in dialecticals such an inference is not necessary, in which the middle has itself extraneously to the extremes, so neither in demonstratives, if a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles, but it happens to the triangle to be a figure, or it happens to it to be the first of rectilinear figures, or it happens to the triangle to be the principle of composition of polygonal figures, because every polygonal figure, or figure of many angles, is resolved into as many angles as it has in number; and if every polygonal figure is resolved into triangles, it follows that triangle is the principle of composition of all polygonal rectilinear figures; and thus it happens to triangle to be a principle. Therefore it happens to triangle both to be a figure and to be first and to be a principle. Nevertheless by necessary and per se inference the passion of triangle cannot be concluded of those things which happen to triangle; for if the syllogism is formed thus: every triangle has three angles equal to two right angles; but triangle is figure through first or principle; therefore figure or first or principle has three angles equal to two right angles. But there is the fallacy of accident and ignorance of refutation, because it ignores what makes per se and necessary consequence; for this is that which is the proper subject and precise cause of the passion, as was determined in the Posterior Analytics, to which the passion belongs to every instance, always, and according to itself.

And if it is said that this inference is necessary, whether the syllogism is formed in the first figure or in the third, in which one proceeds by syllogizing from affirmatives: for if someone syllogizes thus, every triangle has three angles equal to two right angles; figure is a triangle; therefore figure has three equal to two right angles, the inference seems necessary. In the same way, if it is formed in the third figure thus: triangle has three angles equal to two right angles; triangle is figure or first or principle; therefore figure or first or principle has three angles equal to two right angles, the inference again seems to be necessary; and thus it seems that necessary inference is not impeded; therefore it does not seem that the paralogism of accident is reduced through this. To solve this according to Aristotle, I say that this mode sins against the demonstrative syllogism and not against the dialectical, because it does not conclude the passion of that which is the proper and precise subject of the passion, and to which the passion belongs according to itself. For a demonstration of such a passion cannot be about a subject which is figure or first or principle, but is about these insofar as they are triangle, to which such a passion belongs according to itself.

And therefore, if a refutation is some syllogism, it will not be a true and demonstrative refutation which is made about a subject which does not have three angles equal to two right angles according to accident, that is, for the sake of another thing which happens to it, because it does not belong to that per se, but through another. But if according to this someone objects, saying that according to this a particular demonstration is always made according to a paralogism of accident, as if it is argued thus: every triangle has three angles equal to two right angles; an isosceles is a triangle; therefore it has three equal to two right angles, because isosceles is not the per se subject and precise cause of the passion. One must say that in a particular demonstration, even if the per se subject is not subjected, nevertheless that is subjected in which in understanding and in act the per se subject of the passion is posited, because in the isosceles in act and in understanding triangle is subjected. But when that to which the passion does not belong per se is subjected, nor is it posited in it, the passion does not belong to this except by accident; and this is figure and first and principle, none of which posits triangle, because by the consequent the antecedent is not posited, although conversely the antecedent posits the consequent; and therefore such a whole argumentation is through accident, and in demonstratives it is a paralogism of accident.

But such a paralogism is not to be despised as slight, because according to this in operative matters artisans who have to order in the arts, and altogether or universally those knowing and wise, are argued against by the unknowing. For the unknowing, when they wish to argue against the wise, especially make syllogisms according to accident, so that people may be called wise according to that determination of wisdom in the sixth book of the Ethics, that wisdom is a virtue of art and science. For according to this one is wise in any art, whose experience of that art is fitting to order concerning the artifact and render its cause. For if a wise person says that so great a column must be subjected to so great a capital, immediately it can be argued that it happens to so great a column to be stone or a pillar; therefore so great a stone or pillar must be subjected to so great a capital. But those who cannot divide from the number of the wise what belongs to what per se and according to itself, and what is not per se according to itself, but through another and by accident, either grant to the interrogator or opponent what they conclude, or, when they cannot divide, even if they do not grant, nevertheless they seem to grant; and this is unsuitable in sophistical matters, because the sophist does not wish to seem reprehended or refuted. Thus therefore it is clear how according to a special mode the paralogism of accident is reduced into ignorance of refutation both in demonstratives and in dialecticals.

CHAPTER IV. On the reduction of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, and of the fallacy according to ignorance of refutation, and of the fallacy of begging the principle, and of the fallacy according to non-cause as cause.

But paralogisms which are made through the sophistical place which is called according to qualifiedly and simply are reduced into ignorance of refutation from this, that refutation is ignored insofar as it is refutation, in that in them affirmation and negation are not about the same thing and according to the same thing, although in contradiction it is especially required that affirmation and negation be about the same thing and according to the same thing. But that in paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply affirmation and negation are not about the same thing is proved from this, that the proper negation of white according to a qualification is according to the same qualification according to which white is said not to be white, as for an Indian to be white according to a tooth and for an Indian not to be white according to a tooth are opposed according to affirmation and negation; and of white simply, or of saying that something is simply white, the negation of this is simply not to be white, as of this which I say, that a swan is white, the negation is that a swan is not white. But to be white according to a qualification does not have as opposed negation simply not to be white; nor conversely does simply to be white have as opposed negation not to be white according to a qualification. Therefore if any opponent takes as simply what was given by the respondent only as being white according to a qualification, he does not refer affirmation and negation to the same thing, and thus he does not make a refutation or syllogism of contradiction. Yet he seems to make a refutation, because it is ignored what a refutation is according to this condition of refutation, that affirmation and negation are about the same thing.

And if someone objecting says that, when it is argued thus after it has been given by the respondent that an Indian is not white: an Indian is white as to a tooth; therefore he is white; and you granted that he is not white; these are truly contradictory, an Indian is white and an Indian is not white; and thus there is true contradiction in such paralogisms. And let him add further that when it is said, an Indian is not white, an Indian is white, the affirmation and negation are about the same subject, and thus there is true contradiction. One must say that there is not true contradiction, because in this, an Indian is not white, Indian is subjected according to itself; but in this, an Indian according to the teeth is white, Indian is not subjected according to itself, but contracted to a material part of itself, as to a tooth; and thus the contradiction is not about the same as about the same or around the same, nor is it about the same subject; and thus it sins against refutation. But in the process from qualifiedly to simply the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply occurs. And although such a paralogism thus sins against refutation, if the conclusion is compared to that which was given by the respondent, nevertheless if the same conclusion is compared to the premises of the syllogism in which it ought to be as the caused thing in the cause according to necessary inference and consequence, it will also sin against syllogism, as was said above in the place where the paralogisms according to qualifiedly and simply were treated; and thus syllogism also is ignored and refutation is ignored. And this is the twofold account of the reduction of these paralogisms.

But most manifest as to reduction are the paralogisms which, when ignorance of refutation was previously treated, were said to be made through the omitted or ignored definition of the refutation itself. For these are reduced into ignorance of refutation, not as the same to itself, but as special to general, because ignorance of refutation is taken generally according as the other sophistical places are reduced into it. In such paralogisms imagination or deception is made through appearance and non-existence according to the omission of the account or definition of refutation according to some comparison or difference to be placed in the account of refutation. And for those dividing and determining common things in this way, as was said, the account of reduction must be posited in all sophistical places; and this is diminution or omission and ignorance of the account of refutation according as it is defined as a syllogism of contradiction.

But those paralogisms which are made in this, that this which was taken or posited in the beginning is assumed or begged, according as principle is a premise in which the conclusion is begged and not proved, and also paralogisms which are made in the fallacy according to non-cause as cause, because that which is not the cause of the inference of the conclusion is posited among the premises as the cause of the conclusion, become manifest as to reduction through the definition of syllogism and of refutation according as it is syllogism and refutation. For according to the definitive account of refutation according to which a refutation is a syllogism, the conclusion must happen or follow because these things are so, so that the premises are the cause on account of which the conclusion follows; and non-cause falls short of the definition of syllogism from this, and thus ignores refutation. And again in a proving and certifying syllogism it is necessary that the conclusion follow from such things in which it is not possible to express that which is posited in the beginning, because nothing can be proved through the same thing and itself; because only either the unknown is proved through the known, or the less known through the more known. And this particle of refutation, insofar as it is a syllogism, paralogisms which are generated according to begging that which is in the beginning do not have, but ignore. But we join these two fallacies in reducing, namely non-cause and begging the principle, because they are reduced according to ignorance of the same particle of the definition of refutation. And therefore also the reduction of begging that which is in
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at the beginning, we set in order beforehand for the reduction of the fallacy of the consequent.

CHAPTER V. On the reduction of the fallacy of accident into ignorance of refutation.

But the paralogisms which are according to the consequent are reduced into ignorance of refutation through this, that they are parts of accident, not indeed true subjective or integral parts, but they are, as it were, subjective parts in this, that they have some likeness with subjective parts: for when the part is posited, the whole is posited, and not conversely; when the whole is posited, the part is posited. So it is in antecedent and consequent, that wherever the consequent is, there is the antecedent; and it is not converted, that wherever the antecedent is, there is the consequent. For the consequent always happens, that is, wherever there is the consequent, there is the antecedent; but it is not converted, that if the antecedent is, the consequent always is; and this indeed seems to be Aristotle's intention. But certain more ancient men spoke otherwise, that, as was said above in the generation of the paralogisms of the consequent, in one way the antecedent happens to the consequent, and in another way, conversely, the consequent happens to the antecedent; in a third way one of the convertibles happens to the remaining one; on account of which accident is common to that which precedes, and to that which follows, and to that which is converted; and therefore it is necessary that the consequent, or that which follows, be a part of accident, since accident is common to these three. And that this is Aristotle's intention when he says the consequent is part of the antecedent is clear from this, that one sophistical place cannot be part of another with respect to the relation of inferring; because if in this way it were part of another with respect to the relation of inferring, and did not make a number with it, the same would follow if it were an integral part of it; whence the consequent must belong to accident on the part of the terms in which accident and consequent have to occur, and not on the part of those relations themselves, just as the place from species is not part of the place from genus, although those things of which these are relations so have themselves that one is a subjective part of the other; and this consequent is a subjective part of another. And thus the consequent is part of accident on the part of the terms in which accident and consequent occur, and not on the part of the relations themselves which belong to the consequent for inferring. But I mean sophistical relations; for every consequent happens, but it is not converted; for in the same way it is true that the antecedent happens, as that the consequent happens, and that the convertible happens, as was said in the preceding things on the generation of paralogisms of accident. Thus therefore it is clear how the consequent is, as it were, a subjective part of accident.

But lest someone believe, because the consequent is part of the antecedent, that it does not make a number with it in establishing a special sophistical place, therefore the difference must be assigned by saying that the consequent differs from accident: because accident indeed is to be taken in one alone, but the consequent always in several. And this saying of Aristotle is explained in three ways, and always well and sufficiently suitably. In one way, because accident is always in one consequence, since accident belongs to a subject, and accident follows upon a subject, and accident is related to both, as was determined in the preceding things concerning accident. But the consequent is in two or more consequences, whether the procedure be from the position of the consequent or from the destruction of the antecedent. In another way, because accident is in one middle alone, which has itself toward the extremes externally and accidentally; but the consequent is in several, because the inference of the consequent is always from that which is in several things, and therefore it does not of necessity posit and infer the consequent. But others, explaining it, say that accident is in one, that is, in convertible terms which are one in subject. An example of this is if the same things, that is, things convertible according to subject, are posited to be red moist and honey, so that every red moist thing is honey, just as conversely every honey is red moist; and if things the same in subject through convertibility are posited to be white and swan, so that every white thing is a swan, just as conversely every swan is white. For still in such things the fallacy of accident occurs thus: the same thing is honey and red; you know red; therefore you know honey. Or thus: the same thing is white and swan; you know white; therefore you know swan.

And when it is said that the consequent is always in several, that is, in non-convertible terms, because the consequent takes its inference not from a convertible, but from that which is in several things: for in the consequent, the things which are the same as one and the same thing, we prove through the paralogism of the consequent to be the same as one another. For from such a thing, and on account of such appearance and defect, an apparent refutation comes to be according to the consequent. For in the fallacy of the consequent the middle is in more than either term, because when something is the same as another, that other follows upon it; and if two things which are not the same as one another are said to be in a third, as man and ass in animal, that third will be consequent upon each of them; and if that third was the middle for inferring one of these of the other, then it will be a middle inferring in more and an inferred thing in less; and so there will always be the fallacy of the consequent, as: man is animal, and ass is animal; therefore man is ass. And it is from the position of the consequent, because the middle in the fallacy of the consequent will always be a non-convertible consequent. For it is not generally true that whatever things are the same as one and the same thing are themselves the same, or that the things which are the same in one and the same thing are themselves the same; for this is not generally true if they are the same in one thing according to accident, and not in such a way that one participates in that through the other and the other through itself. This is clear, because snow and swan are the same in another thing, so that each with respect to the predication of white does so by accident and not one through the other; and yet snow and swan are not the same. But man and animal are the same in substance, and one is through the other and not by accident; and therefore man is animal. And thus the paralogism is formed: snow is white; swan is white; therefore snow is swan.

Or again in another example, as in the reasoning of Melissus, Melissus himself took these two things to be the same, namely that which has been made and that which has a beginning, in that which is to be bounded or finite. And the paralogism is formed thus: what has been made is bounded; what has a beginning is bounded or finite; therefore everything made has a beginning. For the same thing follows the made thing, existing as the same with that which has a beginning, because they are posited to be the same in that which is to be bounded or finite; and thus a paralogism of the consequent is made from affirmatives in the second figure. But a paralogism of the consequent is made not only in this way, but also when a consequence which does not have conversion is converted, as is clear in this paralogism: things which are equal take the same magnitude; therefore things which take the same magnitude are equal. Two and three take the same magnitude, if two are added to each. Therefore two with two and three with two are equal, which is false, because two with two are four, and three with two are five. For Melissus takes that because what has been made has a beginning, the converse also is so, that everything which has a beginning has been made. For in this reasoning Melissus proves, or seems to prove, that what has a beginning has been made, and that what has been made has a beginning, in that they are the same or identical in this, that they are bounded or finite; and from that he takes the inference that they are the same from affirmatives in the second figure.

Therefore he argues similarly, as if he argued thus in these things: if certain equal things have been made, which does not follow, because they take the same magnitude; therefore things which take one magnitude have been made equal, which does not follow. Wherefore it is clear that he takes the consequent and argues from the position of the consequent. Thus therefore it is clear how the consequent is a part of accident; and since the fallacy of accident has been reduced into ignorance of refutation, it is manifest that this paralogism also, which is according to the consequent, has been reduced into ignorance of refutation as its part; and this mode of reduction of the consequent into ignorance of refutation is common with accident. Yet the reduction of the paralogism of the consequent must also be considered otherwise in a special way, and because it specially ignores refutation according to that definitive item placed in the definition of refutation, which is that a syllogism is a speech in which, certain things having been posited, another thing follows of necessity. For the paralogism of the consequent sins against this, because it does not have the due position of terms, in that it posits the consequent for the antecedent, and conversely, although the consequent does not necessarily posit the antecedent, even though the antecedent posits the consequent. This is Aristotle's opinion concerning the reduction of the consequent into ignorance of refutation, faithfully explained by us according to the two Commentators; and in it there are still very many doubts.

CHAPTER VI. On the solution of the doubts which concern the things that have been said.

But the first doubt concerns this, that if the consequent is part of accident, whether integral or subjective, then the consequent ought not to make a number with accident, because a part does not make a number with the whole; therefore the consequent with accident makes only one sophistical place. Moreover opposites seem not able to stand at the same time, namely that accident is sometimes in one alone, but the consequent is always in several, and that nevertheless the consequent is part of accident, because several things are not part of one, but rather conversely one is part of those which are several.

But to this one must say that, as was said before, the consequent is not called part of accident because it is truly an integral or subjective part, but because it has a certain likeness of a subjective part: because wherever there is the consequent, there is accident; but it is not converted. The common reason of this is that in the fallacy of accident the middle, or the inhering thing, is in more than the inferred extremes; and therefore it happens that that which is in more happens to that which is in less, and conversely. Therefore, since in the fallacy of the consequent there is always first attributed to that which is in more, and afterward another same thing is attributed to that which is in less, something is always attributed to the subject thing, and afterward to the accident, and this makes the paralogism of accident. Therefore it is clear that in every paralogism of the consequent there coincides, and there is, a paralogism of accident; for whenever something is attributed dissimilarly to the subject thing and to the accident, the fallacy of accident occurs. Therefore wherever there is the consequent, there is accident; but it is not converted, that wherever there is accident, there is the consequent; because, as was said in the preceding things concerning accident, accident is in many terms, both convertible and non-convertible.

In convertible terms, as when it is said: man is capable of laughter; what is capable of laughter is a property; therefore man is a property. And it is clear that this is accident and not consequent, because it is not converted according to the natural consequence of the terms. There is also accident in non-convertible terms, and in this way in terms having themselves as exceeding and exceeded: white runs; the musical is white; therefore the musical runs. And here there is accident and not consequent, because the natural consequence is not conversely; and so again it is without the consequent. There is also in non-convertible terms which have themselves as in more and in less, and this in two ways, namely so that the terms are of diverse genera, or of one and the same genus, as superior and inferior. In terms of diverse genera, as here: every bronze is natural; a statue is bronze; therefore a statue is natural. Here again there is accident without the consequent, because the natural consequence of the terms is not conversely.

But in non-convertible terms of the same genus, not disposed in due figure and mode, there are two ways, because the middle is compared to each extreme, to one as to a supposit, and to the other as simple essence. But I say not in due mode in figure, because if in such terms the due figure and due mode is taken, no fallacy occurs, but a true and good syllogism is made. But I call a figure and mode undue when, in the first figure, either the major is particular or the minor negative, or in the second figure both premises from which it proceeds are affirmative. Therefore, if the middle is compared to one through the account of a supposit and to the other through the account of essence, the fallacy of accident is made thus: animal is a genus; man is animal; therefore man is a genus. Here also there is accident and not consequent, because the consequence is not converted. But if the middle is compared to each extreme in the account of a supposit, and is not in due figure and matter, thus the fallacy of accident occurs and coincides with the fallacy itself of the consequent always in such a case, as when one argues from a particular major or a negative minor in the first figure, or from both negatives in the second figure in terms in the same genus having themselves as superior and inferior. As: every man is animal; every ass is animal; therefore every ass is man. Conversely it does not follow; and thus it is clear that wherever there is the consequent, there is accident, but not conversely, that wherever there is accident, there also is the consequent; and thus the consequent is called, as it were, part of accident. And in this way also it can be said that the consequent is in one, but accident in several modes of terms. But since it occurs only in one class of terms, namely non-convertibles in the same genus having themselves as inferior and superior, not disposed in due figure and mode, thus by reason of the terms in which accident occurs, the consequent is part of accident; and thus accident is in one consequence alone, and the consequent in several consequences; or accident is in one convertible alone, and the consequent always in several, because it infers from the consequent, and it is always in several, because that which is in more is always the consequent, but that which is in less is the accident.

And in whatever way it is said, what has been said will always be true, namely that the consequent is part of accident; and nevertheless accident is in one alone, but the consequent always in several, because although accident is in several genera of terms, nevertheless accident is sometimes in one alone, namely when it is in convertibles. But in this way the consequent is never in one alone, because among convertible consequents the consequence is always good; and it is clear that in this way, as a subjective part, the consequent belongs to accident in two ways: namely by reason of the terms in which both accident and consequent are, and because wherever the consequent is, there accident always is; but it is not converted, that the consequent is always there where accident is. And because it is not a true part, nor is it a part by reason of the inferring relations, therefore it does not follow that it ought not to make a number with that fallacy which is according to accident.

Therefore we are deceived according to the consequent, as was said a little before, when we were proving to be the same as one another whatever things are the same as one and the same thing according to accident and not through themselves, nor in such a way that one through the other is the same as that thing, because then, when we believe that whatever things are the same as the consequent, we think they are the same as the antecedent, since we see that the things which are the same as the antecedent are the same as the consequent. For when one thing is predicated of two, the disposition of the second figure from affirmatives is made, as: swan is white; snow is white; therefore swan is snow. And so it is in the reasoning of Melissus, that to have a beginning and to have been made are one in that which is to be bounded; and therefore it is believed that, just as everything made has a beginning of creation, so everything which has a beginning has been made; and this is not true according to consequence, as was said in the preceding things. Likewise also in another paralogism: for things which have been made equal take the same magnitude; therefore conversely we think that things which take the same magnitude have been made equal, although this is frequently not true, as was said in the preceding things. Thus therefore what was said in the preceding things about the consequent is to be understood.

CHAPTER VII. On the reduction of the fallacy according to several questions as one into ignorance of refutation.

But the paralogisms which occur in that some people make several questions as one are reduced into ignorance of refutation in this, that in those paralogisms we do not untie, that is, manifest, the definition of the proposition, which is proper to refutation; for the proposition which is substantial to syllogism and refutation is a proposition according to the true definition by which one predicate is of one subject. This is proved from the fact that the same definition belongs to one sole thing and to a thing simply, without discretion or a mark of discretion being posited; because one does not add to the thing to which it is opposed some thing or form of some thing, but only a mode of discretion, and this mode consists wholly in negation. And this is clear, that one is undivided in itself and divided from others; but undivided in itself is a negation, upon which to be divided from others follows; and thus one really adds nothing above the thing which is said to be one, and therefore one thing differs from a thing by a mode of discretion, and does not add some thing. Therefore the definition of one thing and of a thing simply, as of man, and of one man only, not singular but one through the mark of discretion of being undivided, is one and the same. So also it is in other things. Therefore, if only one proposition is one which assigns one predicate of one subject, then also the proposition simply will be that which is such an interrogation. But because a syllogism is from propositions which are simply propositions, and every refutation is a syllogism, it follows that a refutation will be from necessary propositions. But if a proposition is one thing of one thing, it is manifest that he who ignores and omits this falls into ignorance of refutation with respect to the omission of this little part, that the proposition of a refutation is not one thing of one thing, because several questions are made as one or into one.

But from all the things brought in beforehand it is clear that the paralogisms which are according to ignorance of refutation are all reduced into ignorance of refutation, since in them there is an apparent and not true contradiction, which was proper to refutation, and thus they principally sin against refutation, not that they do not also sin against syllogism, but because they can sin against refutation while sinning not at all against syllogism: for they can impede contradiction without impeding syllogism. For example, if it is said by the respondent, dog is barkable, and it is argued thus to the contrary: no fish is barkable; a certain fish is dog; therefore a certain fish is not barkable; it is a syllogism in the fourth mode of the first figure and is not impeded, and yet it does not contradict. And similarly it is in the other fallacies in diction. But the other paralogisms which occur according to fallacies outside diction are reduced into ignorance of refutation because they sin against the definition of syllogism: because although those sin against diction, as the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, as was said in the preceding things, and ignorance of refutation, nevertheless they are said to sin against syllogism, because by not sinning against diction they can impede syllogism; as if it is granted by the respondent that no man is a genus, and it is argued to the contrary thus: animal is a genus; man is animal; therefore man is a genus. For these, no man is a genus and man is a genus, truly contradict; and yet the syllogism is not valid, with the fallacy of accident impeding it. And so it is in the other fallacies outside diction, speaking generally; for the conclusion of a paralogism has two comparisons: one to the premises from which it follows and in which it is as an effect in a cause, and thus it impedes syllogism; but the other to the defect of the respondent against whom it is argued, and whom the sophist as opponent intends to refute by arguing from a sophistical place; and with respect to each comparison all paralogisms sin against refutation.

And attend that affirmation and negation are speeches, and fallacies in diction sin against refutation; therefore Aristotle more frequently calls the paralogisms of fallacies in diction speeches. And because the paralogisms of fallacies outside diction sin against syllogism, by not sinning against refutation, therefore he more frequently calls those paralogisms, as if apparent syllogisms. Thus also figure of diction will sin against syllogism by changing a what into a qualified thing, when it occurs from the collation of propositions with one another and with the consequence of the conclusion; and it will sin against refutation by comparing the conclusion to the refutation of the respondent, because if the respondent grants a what, and the opponent argues about a qualified thing, he does not contradict.

And so it is in that which is according to qualifiedly and simply, in that which is according to special ignorance of refutation, insofar as refutation consists in four conditions of contradiction, which are the same thing, and according to the same thing, and simply, and at the same time. For thus ignorance of refutation impedes contradiction. But if the conclusion is compared to the premises, then the syllogism will be impeded.
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TRACTATE V. HOW DECEPTION IS GENERATED FROM A SOPHISTICAL PLACE IN ONE WHO CANNOT DISTINGUISH.

CHAPTER I. How this happens in sophistical places in distinction.

But when these things have been determined concerning the generation of paralogisms according to the individual fallacies and the reduction of the same into ignorance of refutation, because one is not refuted through a sophistical place in which a fallacy or deception through fallacy is not generated, but one seems to be refuted in that in which deception is generated, therefore in this tractate we shall show how from the motive principle, which is the fallacy, someone suffers deception, and the fallacy whose appearance is the principle of deception is generated in him in this, that he is deceived.

Therefore we say that such fallacy or deception occurs in these sophistical places which are according to diction. And first, according to equivocation and amphibological speech, when someone is deceived through the manifold character of equivocation or amphibology and cannot divide or distinguish what is said in many ways; because the unity of an incomplex utterance, namely of a noun or verb, or the unity of a speech in amphibology, causes one to believe in a unity of signification and of the thing signified under the diction or speech, and one who cannot distinguish is deceived. But some equivocal things are not apt, that is, are not easy, to divide, and especially those which are equivocal according to analogy, and among these most of all the first things which are principles of others, as one, and being, and same; because in these both the name is one and the signified thing is one and in one, but in certain modes the signified of that thing imports many things, and one, and being, which signifies substance and does not signify accident except because it is a mode of one and of being which is substance; and this mode is difficult to see. And the same is also true of those for which the same is the effect of one. But in equivocal things which are equivocal by chance and fortune, because the name by diverse impositions signifies many things, since the name of such things is one and the account of the substance openly diverse, it is easy to see the distinction.

But in these sophistical places which are according to composition and division, fallacy or deception is generated in this, or from this appearance, that a speech very well known according to matter is thought to differ in nothing when it is composed according to form in the distinction of proof and when it is divided by distinction in inferring, as is clear in very many distinctions in which there is deceiving composition or deceiving division. The cause of deception is similar in a diction one according to matter but not one according to the form of utterance; in these the unity of matter is the motive cause. But deception is generated from this, that someone does not know how to distinguish that something is signified when uttered acutely or weakly, as in those deceptions which are in paralogisms according to accent. For in these, because of the material unity of the word, what is uttered weakly, namely with a grave accent, and what is uttered intensely or with an acute accent, does not seem to signify another thing; for in no speech, or not in many speeches, in which such a distinction is posited, does it seem to signify another thing; for these fallacies generate diverse deceptions because of the diversity of motives or appearances which are in them.

But in the case of those paralogisms which are according to figure of diction, whether in termination, or in signification, or in supposition, it is difficult for an unskilled person to divide, that is, to comprehend by distinction, which things are said similarly either in the figure of termination or similarly in the mode of supposition, and which are those things which, although they are terminated diversely, differently from those either consignify; or which things are signified differently from those, so that one is signified as a what and another as a quale or a qualified what; or which are not supposed in the same way, as when he changes the species of one predicament or genus into others. For he who can do this, namely distinguish in this way things which have one signification of appellation or diction, so that he almost divides, that is, things which in figure of diction are almost similar, to him it properly belongs to see the true. As by way of example we say that whatever is predicated or subjected in common, we opine that this signifies a this-something, and we understand it to be posited for the sake of a supposit and as one something, as was said in the Categories, because the name of substance according to the figure of appellation seems to signify a this-something. For such things signify form or matter which is communicable to supposits, and are said by way of the concrete according to the figure of the word, as man, body, substance, animal; and therefore in the name itself they signify an inclination to a supposed substance, on account of which they seem to signify a this-something; nevertheless they sometimes signify the essence itself, and therefore it is difficult to distinguish. He who knows how to distinguish those things which are almost similar, although they are diverse, will most of all know how to assent or grant in such matters what must be granted, and to deny what must be denied. But this occurs most of all in transcendentals and in the most general things, as is clear because one and substance which is a genus most of all seem to follow this-something; and also being itself most of all seems to follow this-something; because this-something is most of all one, and most of all substance, and most of all being. Hence if someone in such matters distinguishes the signified from the supposit, and most of all assents by distinction to what is taken for the name, he can most of all see the true.

On account of this it is also clear that this one which is placed according to figure of diction must be placed among those sophistical places which are according to diction, although in some things it agrees with sophistical places which are outside diction. And this is proved by three reasons. First, indeed, this is proved from this, that this fallacy which is according to figure of diction is made more through deception for those who consider with others than for those who consider by themselves among themselves. But someone considers among himself when he does not use speech considered among himself; but inquiring and considering with another, he must use speech, because consideration which is with others occurs through speeches, in which, because of figure of diction, deception occurs; but consideration which is by itself, when someone considers among himself, is no less through the thing itself than through speech; rather, much more through the thing itself considered than through himself considered.

Next, by a second reason, it happens sometimes that one considering by himself is also deceived; but this happens when he considers the thing signified in the speech itself and does not consider it absolved from speech; and therefore because of the figure of speech, figure or deception happens even to one considering among himself; and thus again an apparent and non-existent deception and a fallacy generated in the one deceived are caused by speech.

Furthermore, a third reason to the same point is this: because this fallacy has the appearance and motive toward the deception which it generates from likeness, not indeed of the signified or consignified or supposit, because in those there is unlikeness, but from the likeness which is in the figure of diction. But this likeness is attended to in diction and the figure of diction, according as figure of diction has been explained in the preceding things, where we spoke about the fallacy of figure of diction.

But this proof, as we have said, has been made so that this fallacy not be believed to have to be placed among the fallacies outside diction, with which it has agreement in two things. One of these is that, just as in sophistical places outside diction the premises are frequently true and there is no defect in them, as is clear in the figure of accident: animal is a genus; man is animal; therefore man is a genus; here both premises are true, and the defect is in comparing the premises to the conclusions. So it is in the fallacy of figure of diction; for there is no defect in the premises, but in comparing the premises to the conclusion, as is clear here: muse and poet are of the same termination; therefore they are of the same gender. Or thus: this person gives only what he has, and not what he does not have; but he does not have one alone; therefore he does not give one alone. The other agreement is in this, that in other paralogisms of figure of diction sophistical places outside diction frequently coincide, as accident and consequent.

And therefore Zeno placed this fallacy among the sophistical places outside diction, but he erred, as was proved a little before, because this fallacy occurs both for one considering among himself and with another. Although in every speech by which we dispute with another every fallacy occurs insofar as speech is the instrument which we use in disputing, nevertheless speech is not always the cause of fallacy. For in fallacies outside diction the cause and motive for deceiving is not speech, but the thing, although we use speech as an instrument for expressing that thing.

CHAPTER II. How deception is generated through fallacies outside diction.

But for knowing how the fallacy which is deception in the respondent is generated, it must be noted beforehand that, although in every fallacy, both in diction and outside diction, deception is generated from this, that the same and the diverse cannot be discerned, in fallacies in diction indeed from this, that the same in speech and the diverse in reality cannot be discerned, but in fallacies outside diction because the same and the diverse cannot be discerned partly according to the thing and partly according to speech, nevertheless in the fallacy of accident it specially makes deception because a certain special identity and a certain special diversity cannot be discerned, that is, because the identity of the middle to the extremes, or between accident and subject, and between antecedent and consequent, cannot be discerned; and in this way only two fallacies deceive through the same and the diverse, namely the fallacy of accident and the fallacy of the consequent.
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With this mode having been noted beforehand, we say that in those things which are according to accident deception or fallacy is made in the respondent because that respondent himself cannot judge the same and the diverse, and cannot judge many and one; nor can he divide any things according to which they belong to predications, that is, predicates, and happen to the subject thing. For these three things must be discerned by him who is not deceived in diverse paralogisms of accident. For Aristotle posits these three, and they can here be referred to the same and to the diverse. If they are referred to the same intended thing, then the following is a certain determination of the preceding, so that the same and diverse is determined through many and one, and many and one are determined through those things which belong to predicates; and through this they are thought also to belong to subjects. For by same and diverse can be understood the identity of accident to subject, or of the middle to the extremes; for the middle agrees with each extreme, and in this agreement it is the same; nevertheless, according as in the fallacy of accident it agrees with one extreme, according to this the opposite of the other extreme agrees with it, as was said in the preceding things concerning the fallacy of accident; and diversity consists in this. For one who has identity and is not able to consider and discern this diversity is deceived. Through one and many, accident and subject can also be intended; for subject and accident, insofar as they are compared to an accident which similarly belongs to them, as to an accident which follows subject and accident, are thus one; and not only is one the same as the other, but they are one in a third thing. But insofar as the same subject and accident are compared to something which belongs to them dissimilarly, they are many, and not only is one diverse from the other; and this is specified by the following word: for by the very fact that someone is unable to discern that the things which are similarly attributed to a subject thing and to an accident belong simply, by that very fact he is unable to discern between one and many; and thus through these three words one more specified thing is intended.

Through these three words diverse genera of the paralogisms of accident can also be intended. For by the fact that he says one and many, some say that paralogisms of accent are intended, which proceed from divided things to a conjoined thing, as: the dog is yours, and is a father; therefore it is your father. But by that which is called same and diverse, they say that paralogisms are intended in which something is inferred in syllogistic mode, as this: the musical is black; the white is musical; therefore the white is black. But when it is said, nor do any things whatever that belong to predications, all these things, happen to the subject thing, they say that paralogisms of accident are intended which make common deception according to each mode. Yet what was said first, namely that one is specified through the other, is more probable.

Similarly, fallacy or deception is generated in paralogisms according to the consequent: for the consequent is a certain part of accident, as was said in the preceding things concerning the consequent. Yet it must be known that the fallacy of the consequent does not sin with respect to all the aforesaid conditions, which are the same and diverse, and one and many, and that whatever things belong to predicates belong similarly to the thing; but it sins only with respect to two of them. For with respect to this, that someone is unable to judge that whatever things belong to predicates, all these things belong similarly also to the subject thing, no one is deceived according to the consequent, but with respect to this, that he is unable to judge between the same and the diverse, and one and many. For someone is deceived according to the consequent in this, that he does not know how to judge the identity of the antecedent to the consequent, which consists in this, that wherever the antecedent is, there the consequent must be; and between the division of antecedent from consequent, which consists in this, that it is not necessary that the antecedent be wherever the consequent has been; and again someone is deceived in this, because he does not know how to discern between the necessity of the antecedent and of the consequent. Moreover, as was said in the preceding things, the consequent always seems to be in several things; and it is proved thus, that is, it seems to be proved according to appearance: for if this consequent is not separated from that antecedent, it is thought that neither is the other, which is the antecedent, separated from that which is the consequent; and thus deception is generated, because although the antecedent is not separated from the consequent, nevertheless the consequent is always separated from the antecedent, because it is in more things.

But in these paralogisms which are made according to diminution and all refutations, and similarly in those paralogisms which are according to qualifiedly and simply, deception and fallacy are generated, as Aristotle says, in that which is nearly, that is, in that someone does not know how to distinguish between identity simply and a true partial identity which is according to a qualification. Likewise in ignorance of refutation deception is made because someone does not know how to determine between opposites taken simply and taken with proper determinations which infer their simple form. For in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply we concede universally or simply the conclusion that nothing consignifies what, that is, according to a qualification, or how, or in what place, or as now; and therefore we are deceived.

Similarly deception occurs in those paralogisms which take that which is in the principle in that which is nearly; for because we see that the inference of that syllogism is necessary, we think that it is a proving syllogism simply, although nevertheless it is not. And therefore deception occurs in that which is nearly: through it we think partial identity is the same in the whole, although it is diverse. Likewise in non-causes and causes we are deceived in that which is nearly, because we see that from certain premises a conclusion follows necessarily, as in a true syllogism; therefore we think that there is no fallacy, or also, because of the partial agreement of the non-cause with the proposition which is the cause, we think the non-cause is the cause simply; and again deception is made in one who does not know how to distinguish that which is nearly the same from that which is simply the same. In the same way deception is generated in all paralogisms whatsoever that are according to several questions as one; for in these deception occurs in that which is nearly, when someone does not know how to distinguish between the proposition which is one and the proposition which is several, because of the partial agreement which is between them.

In all these five sophistical places the fallacy of deception occurs in that which is nearly, because in these we do not substantially discern either the definition of a true proposition or of a true syllogism, because of the aforesaid cause, which is the partial agreement of unity with unity simply. But although this cause is common in all five sophistical places which have been spoken of, nevertheless what has been called nearly marks one identity in one place and another in diverse places. For partial identity in these is twofold: one is the partial identity of something said with a determination in relation to the thing said simply without determination; and this is twofold, because there is an improper determination, and there is a proper determination with respect to the identity of the thing said, but nevertheless not proper in determination; and the thing said simply deceives in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply. But there is an identity of the thing said with a proper determination in relation to the same thing said simply; and thus ignorance of refutation deceives if there is partial identity. In another way partial identity is made of a several proposition which is one; and with respect to this the fallacy according to several questions as one deceives. But if partial identity is taken still in a third way, namely when something seems to be a syllogism and is not, this happens in two ways, namely either with respect to a syllogism that makes known, and thus begging that which is in the principle sins, or with respect to a syllogism in that it does not prove, and thus non-cause as cause deceives, because it sins against such partial identity.

CHAPTER III. That the same principles belong to the apparent syllogism and to the sophistical syllogism.

It has been said in the preceding things that the sophistical syllogism is divided into an apparent syllogism which sins in form and appears to be a syllogism and is not, and into that which sins in matter and is a syllogism. Hence someone could believe that other principles were to be determined in this art according to which there is a sophistical syllogism sinning in matter, which is a syllogism, which would be besides the principles of the thirteen fallacies which are the principles of the apparent syllogism sinning in form, which seems to be a syllogism and is not a syllogism. Therefore we must introduce this chapter: that according to the same principles each sophistical syllogism is made, the one sinning in matter and the one sinning in form; and one need not seek one set and another set, according to which the apparent syllogism sinning in form is made, and others according to which the one sinning in matter, which is a syllogism, is made. And the reason of this in common is that, when someone is deceived through a syllogism sinning in matter, this happens only because he grants some false or at least improbable proposition which seems to be true; but it does not seem true to him except because it seems to him to follow from true things or from a true thing, although it does not follow from that thing or from those things; but it does not seem to follow, when it does not follow, except through the appearance of some sophistical place or fallacy. Therefore he accepts the false as true through some sophistical place, and thus, deceived, he uses the false as true in a sophistical syllogism sinning in matter. And thus the deception or fallacy of a sophistical syllogism sinning in matter arises from a principle of a sophistical syllogism sinning in form; but it is not necessary that the principle of the sophistical deception be in the same syllogism which sins in matter, but in a syllogism preceding that one, which through an apparent syllogism seems to prove that a false proposition seems true through some sophistical place. And thus it is clear that the principles of the sophistical syllogism sinning in form and sinning in matter are the same and as many; yet nevertheless not immediately, because through the mediation of the syllogism sinning in form they are also made principles of the syllogism sinning in matter.

Therefore, since from the things already determined in the preceding matters we have according to how many and which principles, which are sophistical places according to active and passive deception that is in the respondent, apparent syllogisms which sin in form are made, therefore we have originally according to how many and which principles sophistical syllogisms, namely those which sin in matter, are made, because this deception of those which sin in matter arises from that which is the deception of those which sin in form. But I say, explaining by division, that sophistical refutation and sophistical syllogism are twofold. For not only is that called a sophistical refutation or sophistical syllogism which seems to be a refutation or syllogism and is not, because it sins in the form of syllogism and refutation; but I also call that a sophistical refutation and syllogism which indeed is both a refutation and a syllogism, because it sins in matter only, proceeding from a false proposition or false propositions. But it seems not to be suitable to the thing proposed, because it is from false or at least improbable things, because that one sins against the dialectical syllogism, which proceeds from probabilities.

But these or such syllogisms are those which do not argue simply, because they do not argue why, but that; and such syllogisms show people to be ignorant, because when some false thing has been assumed, which has been accepted as true through an apparent syllogism, and that false thing concerns the common matters of some science, if the respondent grants this, he is immediately shown to be ignorant about those things which, if they are unknown, make the art unknown. But this, as we said at the beginning, was proper to the tentative disputation of this science; and although such a syllogism is sophistical and not dialectical, nevertheless tentative disputation according to one mode is part of dialectic, and according to another mode is part of sophistic. For insofar as it uses a dialectical syllogism, it is part of dialectic; but insofar as it, as tentative, uses a sophistical syllogism, it is part of sophistic. Hence the same syllogism is both tentative and sophistical: tentative indeed insofar as it takes an experiment concerning the respondent's ignorance; but sophistical insofar as it is ordered to the deception of the respondent, that is, insofar as it is ordered to generating in the respondent a false habit, so that he takes the false as true through an apparent syllogism according to some sophistical place.

But this tentative disputation can syllogize
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the false from the false, as was said; and it will be a syllogism to the respondent, which exists because of the ignorance of the respondent who gives or grants such a false speech because of ignorance, because the false seems true to him because of the deception made in him through some sophistical place. But sophistical refutations sinning in form, although they syllogize a true contradiction by which the respondent is truly refuted, nevertheless do not make any respondent manifest, if he is ignorant or if they are ignorant; for this does not take an experiment of ignorance. For not only an ignorant man, but also one who knows, and likewise some opponents, are impeded by these sophistical speeches or syllogisms which sin in form and seem to be syllogisms when they are not, because they are difficult to solve. But those which sin in matter are easy; for those sinning in matter are at once solved by the destruction of the false or improbable thing. But those sinning in form are not so; for one must resolve their conclusion into the premises and compare the premises to the conclusion, and show why the conclusion does not follow from the premises, and this is difficult. In this even skilled persons, not only ignorant ones, are impeded; and therefore the speeches are not open for taking an experiment of ignorance.

But since we have sophistical syllogisms by the same way of the same principles by which we have apparent refutations or apparent syllogisms, this is manifest from the things brought in and from the things to be said. From the things brought in, indeed, as was said before, because the false proposition which is accepted as true in the sophistical syllogism has been concluded as apparently true in the apparent syllogism. But from the things to be said: for according to the same principles of deception the one who opposes seems to syllogize to those hearing the apparent syllogism, although nevertheless he does not so syllogize; and according to the same principles it will seem so to the respondent, that is, to him who must answer to the proposition. Sophistical syllogisms sinning in matter seem to syllogize as if from a true proposition when it is not true; for by the same deception the deceived respondent gives the false as true, who earlier, hearing an apparent syllogism, granted that that followed which did not follow in the syllogism proving, as it seemed, that which is false, which he accepted as true in the syllogism sinning according to matter. For this reason false syllogisms, that is, those sinning from false things in matter, will originally be through all or some of these principles of deception through which there is an apparent syllogism. But I say all or some because of composition and division and accent, in which the word is the same only materially; but what is uttered is formally distinguished by dividing it or composing it, or also, in accent, the uttered diction is made acute or grave; and thus in pronunciation its multiplicity is more easily perceived than when it is not pronounced. For what the respondent himself, not questioned by the opponent, considering within himself, judges should be given because of the identity of speech or of thing, this also, deceived through the same principles, he will give when questioned by the opponent, and he will posit it as true through those things which seemed true, uttered in certain speeches, as those which are according to composition and division and accent, to question in the pronunciation which is lacking, that is, which is the cause of the defect, and for the false to appear in one sense, as in those things which are according to diction or pronunciation, because by the distinction of diction in these it appears in what sense the speeches are false. And this also occurs in speeches which lead to solecism; for this is manifested by the pronunciation itself.

Therefore, if the paralogisms which are according to apparent refutation are those which have been predetermined according to the principles of the thirteen fallacies, it is manifest that because of the same principles and as many there will be syllogisms or paralogisms of false refutations, which are led as sophistical ones sinning in matter, according to the same things and according to as many things as there also is an apparent refutation sinning in form. But this is also proved by induction: for an apparent refutation sinning in form is according to the particles and differences constituting a true syllogism, which, when they are lacking, are principles of an apparent refutation. For when each one of the number of those particles of a true syllogism is lacking according to truth, although it seems not to be lacking, then a true refutation is not made; but a refutation will seem to be made thus through defect of the account of syllogism, but it is an apparent refutation. And this appears by inducing in non-cause as cause in the paralogism which is made to the impossible; for in that there is non-cause as cause, which is deficient in that the conclusion happens because of the premised speech; for it does not happen because of that which is not the cause. But he who made two questions as one is deficient because of the deception of the speech or proposition, which he does not take when he does not take one, as was proved in the preceding things. But that apparent refutation which is according to accident deceives because of the same thing, which as the same is assigned to the subject thing and to the accident as belonging similarly, although in a good syllogism this ought to be the same and similar, which the paralogism of accident does not have; and the paralogism which is according to the consequent is part of this; and therefore through defect of the same particle it is deficient and deceives.

Moreover, all paralogisms which are according to fallacies in diction deceive because of this, that it happens not in the thing as in the speech; for that which is under the same word is not the same according to the thing. But in a true refutation the same is either in thing or in name, not in name only. It deceives from ignorance of refutation because it is deficient in those things which belong to universal contradiction, namely, that it be made according to the same thing and in relation to the same thing and similarly and in the same time. Thus ignorance of refutation, according as it is deficient in one of these, is deficient according to each one of these. Moreover, the paralogism of begging that which is in the principle is deficient and deceives through defect of that which is posited in the definition of refutation, that which is to take in the principle being counted along with it.

Therefore through induction we shall have all the things according to which paralogisms sinning in form are made in number; for those are not made according to more things than have been enumerated. But according to the principles which have been stated and brought in, all paralogisms will be and are made, and not according to others, and sophistical syllogisms sinning in matter are made as many and the same.

But what was said a little before, that a sophistical refutation which is an apparent refutation seems to be a refutation and is not, although this is true of that which sins in form, nevertheless it is sometimes a refutation relative to someone, although it is not a refutation simply. For a sophistical refutation is not a refutation simply, but relative to someone it can sometimes be a refutation, and relative to someone it can likewise be a syllogism. For if the respondent, as to that which is said equivocally in name, does not take it to signify one thing, and if he does not take that which is according to the similar form of one speech or diction, in figure of diction, and one name, if he similarly does not take it in another sophistical place in diction to signify one thing, but distinguishes it as multiple, then such argumentations neither exist as refutations simply nor will they be refutations relative to that respondent who is questioned, because then he is neither refuted nor deceived. But if the respondent takes one singular name, or in figure of diction takes it to signify one thing because of the unity of the figure of diction, then such argumentations will indeed be refutations and syllogisms relative to him, that is, against him who is questioned as respondent, because then he is deceived and refuted. But simply they will not be refutations and syllogisms, because they sin against the form of syllogism and refutation, in that they did not take one signified thing truly, but an apparent one thing because of the unity of speech. And similarly according to the remaining things in other fallacies sinning against the form of refutation.

CHAPTER IV. That it is not necessary in this art to seek a determination concerning a disciplinary paralogism made in the proper matters of the sciences.

But since, according to the principles which are sophistical places, it has already been determined concerning the twofold sophistical syllogism with respect to generation and reduction, according to which principles of places all who use sophistical refutations argue sophistically, it is not necessary to take or discover other principles of tentative disputation in this science, according to which proper paralogisms are generated in each discipline, because those cannot be taken and determined without the proper science of all things, that is, of each one of those things which are proper knowable things. But to hand down the proper science of all or of each is not the work of one special art or science. For perhaps, or in a certain way, proper sciences are infinite, which are divided according to proper subjects and proper passions and proper principles, which with respect to us are infinite according to potency, because proper knowable things according to material division are infinite, just as we said long ago in this science that lowest things are infinite. For concerning any one thing there are many knowable things, of which also sometimes the science has not been discovered. But infinite things in this way are not to be traversed by a proper science; and therefore such a science concerning disciplinary paralogisms must not be sought. And if sciences concerning proper knowable things are infinite, it is manifest that demonstrations also, through which the sciences are received, are infinite, because proper science is the effect of proper demonstration. Nevertheless according to proper sciences there will be both proper refutations and true refutations. This is proved from this, that whatever can be demonstrated by ostensive demonstration, once the conclusion has been denied and the opposite of the conclusion proposed, it will be or will be possible to refute him who posits the contradiction of the true thing concluded, or of the true conclusion, as was said; and therefore, just as conclusions are infinite according to proper knowable things, so refutations according to proper contradictions will be infinite and not reducible to one proper science.

Of this sort it is in geometry if someone in proper knowable things has posited that the diagonal of a square is commensurable, through things contrary to the principles of that knowable thing, namely that the diagonal is incommensurable, someone will argue against him by a true demonstration concluding the opposite of what that man said, namely that the diagonal is incommensurable, and thus he will make a true refutation against the paralogism of the proper discipline.

For this reason, those who ought to determine concerning the proper paralogisms of each discipline will have to be knowledgeable in all proper knowable things, because such paralogisms are made through the opposites of proper principles. The proof of this is by induction, because some such paralogisms or false refutations are according to those things which in geometry are proper principles and according to the proper conclusions of knowable things in geometry, the proper opposite of which the refutation concludes; but other such paralogisms of discipline will be according to those things which are proper to medicine; and still other such paralogisms will be according to the refutations which are proper to other disciplines. And since true refutations are thus among infinite things, not only will true refutations themselves thus be infinite, but also false ones, that is, ones made from a false principle; similarly true ones will thus be in infinite knowable things and sciences, because according to each true refutation an opposite syllogism is made, if it takes the opposites of the true refutation, as according to geometry a false geometrical refutation is made, but according to medicine a medical refutation is made. But I say, by way of exposition, a refutation according to a proper art or science, which is according to the proper principles of that art, and a false refutation which is through the opposites of the principles of that art.

Therefore from these things which have been said it is manifest that in this art the sophistical places must be taken not of all proper refutations according to each science, but only of those which are according to dialectic, which is inquisitive and has access to the principles of all special methods. For these are common and give forms to all, just as dialectic itself, in common matters, gives a mode to all sciences, as Aristotle says in book III of first philosophy1; for these common places are common just as dialectic itself is common to all arts and to every potency. But by art I mean a demonstrative habit of act or operation; by potency, however, a habit not necessary to an act, not standing in act, but able to operate in this way and that, as rhetoric, economics, politics, and other powers of this sort are. Further, since it belongs to each person knowing in this discipline to consider the refutation which is according to each discipline, because of opposites there is the same discipline, whether it is a refutation which, though it is not, that is, though it is false and from false things, nevertheless seems because of the form of refutation which it has, since that which sins in matter has form; and when it is true and from true things, this science still has to say why a true refutation is a true refutation, namely one that is from things proper to its principles, and the proper science has to consider also the one which is from the opposites of the principles of the proper discipline.

But to consider the one which is from common things, because apparent probable things are found concerning singulars and it falls under no special and proper art, belongs to dialecticians; and it does not belong only to the dialectician to consider a true refutation which is from proper things that seem probable concerning singulars. For in this way dialectic, called common, is common to the topical and sophistical science. But the reason of this is that, if from dialectical matters we have from what common principles probable syllogisms are in any probable problem, we shall also have from what sophistical places apparently probable refutations are. And this is clear through the definition of refutation, because a refutation is a syllogism with the addition of contradiction. Hence, once the opposite of the conclusion of a syllogism has been supposed for the contradictory, a refutation is made; for this reason a refutation is either one syllogism or two syllogisms. For if the opposite of a syllogism already actually concluding is accepted, and the opposite of the prior syllogism is concluded, then that refutation is two syllogisms. But if the opposite of what has simply been given by the respondent is accepted without its having been concluded, then the refutation is only one syllogism.

Therefore, concluding universally from the art already determined, we have in common the principles according to which all refutations of this kind are, that is, those which concern common things, which are the mode of all proper things. But if we have this according as sophistical refutations are from false things which arise from the same principles which are the principles of apparent refutations that sin in form, then we also have the solutions of such refutations, and a special art need not be discovered for the solutions of such. For of these refutations which are from false things, and therefore are called sophistical because they arise from apparent refutations, their solutions are instances. But here I call an instance a proposition about which it is known that it must be destroyed. For the false is solved in this way, when it is destroyed. But of sophistical refutations sinning in form there are other solutions, which will be determined in the second book of this science, because those refutations require a special art for their solution, just as also in this first book a special art has been determined for their generation.

But from the things brought in beforehand we have according to which principles apparent refutations too are made which sin in form, from which sophistical refutations sinning in matter also arise. But I call apparent refutations those not of any proper science, but such as concern common things, as dialectic and sophistic do. For they are infinite if someone considers, or wishes to consider, according to what proper principles they appear to any proper sciences or arts or potencies.

For this reason it is manifest that it belongs to dialectic, which concerns common things, to be able to have the faculty, and from these the habit, of taking the principles according to which a refutation made from common things and true is made, which is a refutation, or according to which an apparent refutation is made, which is a sophistical refutation, and according to which principles an apparent refutation is made, or also according to which principles a refutation or tentative syllogism is made. For a sophistical syllogism sinning in matter is tentative concerning common things, because he who feigns that he knows common things must be tested by proposing some common false thing and from it making a syllogism with certain other things; if by admitting he grants it as if true, it is manifest that he is ignorant of common things. And thus through a contentious syllogism sinning in matter an experiment of ignorance is taken. But such tentative disputation in one way is part of dialectic, and in another way is part of sophistic. For insofar as the tester uses a dialectical syllogism, in this respect tentative disputation is part of dialectic. But insofar as he uses a sophistical syllogism, in this way it is part of sophistic; and therefore the same syllogism can be tentative and sophistical: tentative insofar as it takes an experiment of the ignorance of the respondent; but sophistical insofar as it is ordered to deceiving the respondent and to generating in that respondent a false habit.

Notes

	Compare also Metaphysics 2, text commentary 16. (Cf. etiam 2 Metaphys. tex. com. 16.) ↩





Tractate V. Chapters V-VI

CHAPTER V. Concerning the error of those dividing sophistical speeches, namely that some are to the name and some to the intellect.

But because there were some who, wishing to give back the principles of sophistical speeches, divided speech by saying that some speeches are to the name, but some to the intellect, intending that every speech is to the name in which, from some cause of appearance, one opponent or respondent can refer the intellect to one thing signified by the name, and another opponent or respondent, through a defect which is the cause of falsity, can refer the intellect to another thing which is in reality diverse from that which is signified in the name in whatever way; and thus every speech in which there is a fallacy is a speech to the name, and every one in which there is no appearance of fallacy is a speech to the intellect. And because such speeches are more frequent in sophistical matters, therefore they said that the principles of paralogisms arise from these.

For this reason here this error must not be approved. Hence we say that it is not a correct and true difference of sophistical speeches in that some say that these are disputed to the name, but those others to the intellect. For this division is not through opposites, which it is unfitting to suppose, as if, divided through opposites, some speeches were to the name and others opposite to these were to the intellect, but not to say that the same speeches are both to the name with respect to one thing and to the intellect with respect to another. For what is it for a speech not to be to the intellect but to the name, except this, that when, or at some time, he who is thought to be questioned, or the opponent, in questioning does not use the name or the thing signified through the name for that same thing which he who has been questioned, or the respondent, gave or granted; but the respondent gave it referring it in one way, and the opponent, referring that same thing to another, seems here to refute the respondent according to an aptitude of appearance and of non-existence or defect which is in every fallacy. But this same thing is to the common name, when the opponent uses the opposite by reason of that toward the intellect in which the respondent gave or granted it. Hence it happens that one and the same speech is to the name and to the intellect. But opposites are not in the same thing at once; therefore this division is not through opposites.

But this is proved both in multiple speeches and in non-multiple speeches. In multiple speeches, indeed, thus: for if someone thinks that a speech in which there is an equivocal name, which signifies many things, signifies one thing, so that the questioner or opponent and the one questioned or respondent think that that name signifies one thing and refer the intellect to the same thing, for example as perhaps being and one and the other analogous things signify many things, because in these equivocation is more hidden and they are more thought to signify one thing than equivocal things by chance and fortune; but let the respondent also be someone, for example Socrates, and let Zeno be the questioner or opponent who thinks all things to be one and to signify one thing, as Socrates does; and therefore they refer the intellect to one and the same thing. The question is whether this speech is disputed to the name or to the intellect of the questioned speech. It is clear that it is to the intellect. Likewise it is also in other multiple speeches, whatever signify many things in name or in speech. But if one of the opponents and respondents thinks that that name or speech signifies many things, and the respondent gives it in one sense, and the opponent uses it in another sense in resisting, it is plain that this speech is not disputed to the intellect.

The first inconvenient consequence against those who give this division is that this division is especially concerned with multiple speeches, which by their aptitude are disputable to the name and to the intellect; but sophistical speeches are also concerned with non-multiple speeches, and thus the division is insufficient. Next there is another inconvenient consequence, that this division concerns any speech whatever. For every speech and demonstrated axiom, even if it signifies one thing in itself, can nevertheless be thought to signify many things; and it happens that the opponent uses the terms posited in it for one thing, and the respondent uses them for another, as is clear in this statement, that the whole is greater than the part: the opponent can use whole and part in one genus of whole and part, and the respondent in another. For it is not in the speech itself, when it is not multiple, that it becomes to the name or to the intellect, but it is in this as in a cause, that the respondent stands in some way in the use of the speech toward those things which are asked by the opponent, namely by referring the intellect to the same thing to which the opponent refers it, not by referring it to another. Next the same is proved by another reason leading to an inconvenient consequence, namely because, as has been proved, all speeches can be to the name. This is proved from this, because according to them for a speech to be to the name is nothing other than for the speech not to be to the intellect in this place; and according to them any speech can be not to the intellect; therefore every speech can be to the name. Or let him grant the opposite, namely that there are certain speeches which are neither to the name nor to the intellect. But this is unfitting according to them, because they say that all are either to the name or to the intellect, and thus they divide speech through immediate members, saying that all speeches are either to the name or to the intellect, and they say that there are no other speeches which are neither to the name nor to the intellect.

Yet although they speak thus as regards the aptitude of speech, whatever apparent syllogisms there are, sinning in this, that a name or speech is called multiple, are of the number of those which by the aptitude of the speech itself are disputable to the name. And I say some, because in all paralogisms, that is, those which have actual or potential multiplicity, nevertheless some do not have themselves so of themselves, as the paralogisms of figure of diction, which do not have true multiplicity; and therefore of themselves they have so great an aptitude that they are disputed to the name just like the others. For because of figure of diction it has been unfittingly said that all paralogisms or speeches which are according to a fallacy that is in diction are equally, from their own aptitude, disputable to the name. But there are certain paralogisms in multiplicity of diction which are not only to the name because the respondent or opponent stands toward such paralogisms in such a way that he does not somehow refer the intellect to the same thing; rather they are to the name in this, that the question itself, that is, the proposition asked, as regards its own aptitude, has this, that it is disputed to the name. And such are those which of themselves signify many things, that is, they are multiple by actual or potential multiplicity. Thus therefore it has been proved that such a division is not given through opposites.

But the same is proved, namely that this division which has been given is unfitting, because it is not through essential differences of a pararefutation. Hence it is altogether unfitting to dispute about refutation without first disputing about syllogism. For refutation is essentially composed of syllogism and added contradiction; and therefore whatever necessary thing of syllogism is an essential difference, that same name is an essential difference for refutation or pararefutation. Hence it is altogether unfitting to dispute about refutation with respect to essential differences in such a way that one has not first disputed about syllogism with respect to differences, because syllogism is in the account of refutation; and this is altogether so, because refutation is a syllogism. And therefore the essential differences of syllogism are also essential differences of refutation. For this reason one must first dispute about syllogism with respect to essential differences, before disputing about refutational syllogism with respect to differences, because syllogism is in the account of refutation. For a false refutation of this kind, or a sophistical apparent syllogism, is a syllogism of contradiction.

For this reason the cause of this division which has been given will either be in syllogism with respect to the essential differences of syllogism, or it will be in contradiction with respect to the essential differences of contradiction. For in the account of refutation, together with the definitive account of syllogism, contradiction must be adjoined, if refutation ought to be defined through all its essentials. But sometimes, through a defect which is in both, there will be an apparent refutation, namely in the defect of syllogism and in the defect of contradiction; and sometimes through a defect which is in one of these, namely either in the syllogistic part or in contradiction. But that there is an apparent refutation through defect in both, namely in syllogism and in contradiction, is proved through an example. It is in an amphibological paralogism, which concerns what it is to say a silent thing. For if it is given by the respondent that such a one is not or cannot say, according as the accusative, silent, is construed with the infinitive, to say, from the part before, or from the part of the supposit, because this is true, it is not possible for a silent one to say; and then it is affirmatively concluded by the opponent according as the same accusative with the same infinitive is construed from the part after or from the part of the apposite thus: Socrates can speak; Socrates is silent; therefore it is possible to say a silent one. There is no contradiction, and there is sin against syllogism, but against contradiction, because affirmation and negation are not according to the same thing. But I say by way of example: if there is a paralogism made according to figure of diction concerning the fact that someone does not have something to give, thus: if someone gives as a first conclusion, this man does not give as not having, and the contrary or opposite is argued thus: this man gives one alone; and he does not have one alone; therefore he gives what he does not have. Here there is defect both in syllogism and in the fallacy of figure of diction, and the consequence is not valid; and there is defect from contradiction, because these are not contradictory: this man does not give as not having, and this man gives what he does not have.

But the paralogism made about the fact that Homer's poem or song is a circle will sin against syllogism only; and let it be formed so that it is given by the respondent that no poem is a figure, and the opponent argues to the opposite thus: every circle is a figure; Homer's poem is a circle; therefore some poem is a figure. For here in truth the conclusion contradicts the position of the respondent, but the syllogism is not valid, because the middle is equivocal. But the refutation which sins in neither, namely neither in contradiction nor in syllogism, if it gathers the due differences for each, is a true syllogism.

But from all these things it is gathered that these differences, for a speech to be to the name or for it to be to the intellect, are not essential differences either for syllogistic speech or for the speech of contradiction; and therefore they are not substantial differences of refutation. Therefore they have no value for the division of the speech concerning which a refutation or pararefutation is made, and thus they are introduced badly.

But it must be attended that according to these people it is unfitting for one speech to be to the intellect and not to the intellect, because they posited these differences to be essential to speech; for one speech does not receive several essential differences of conclusion. And further, if these differences are said to be accidental, then even so a speech at once and together and according to the same thing cannot be to the intellect and not to the intellect, since nothing at once and together according to the same thing receives opposites. But they said that these differences, to be to the intellect and not to be to the intellect, are differences of speech according to that which is speech and not through respect to the opponent and respondent; and therefore according to them it is unfitting that one and the same speech should at once be to the name and to the intellect, or to be intellect and not to be to the intellect. But if to be to the intellect is said in speech not according to the speech itself, but in respect to the opponent and respondent, or, generally speaking, by comparison to the user himself, then they are not opposites, and one and the same speech can be to the intellect and not be to the intellect, just as one and the same thing can be double and not double with respect to diverse things, or one man can be father and not be father as compared to diverse persons. But those men did not take a speech to be to the intellect and not to be to the intellect in this way. Therefore this is the understanding of Aristotle, and it has been expounded by us; there is nothing in it worthy of doubt, about which one should be concerned.

CHAPTER VI. Concerning the destruction of the division introduced from the fact that it is a fallacy.

But since the division introduced has therefore been shown to be improper, because it is neither through immediate members nor through proper differences, from these things which we shall say here it will further be shown to be false. Therefore let us return, because we have made a digression, to that whence the discourse came earlier, namely whether this division is fitting, that every speech is to the name or to the intellect. But the authors of this division said that doctrinal speeches are to the intellect, and multiple speeches are to the name. And this is proved to be false. For let us ask whether speeches which are in disciplines or disciplinary sciences are to the intellect or not. And if they say that they are to the intellect, then by proceeding let it be argued to the contrary thus: even if to some respondent it seems to signify many things. For triangle signifies a triangle composed of portions of a circle or arcs, and that sometimes has three angles greater than three or two right angles; and it signifies a rectilinear triangle, which has three equal to two right angles. The respondent, when questioned, gave or agreed that a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles, and he gave this while considering triangle not as this trilateral rectilinear figure, about which the opponent was concluding, because it has three equal to two right angles. I ask whether this opponent or respondent disputes to the intellect or not. And it is clear that he does not, since they do not refer their intellects to the same thing. But from this it is left that there is some speech to which they were nowhere saying to the intellect; and thus the division is false, because one of the dividing members falls under another, which cannot happen in a true division.

Moreover we shall also prove that the converse happens thus, if a name or speech signifies many things, but the one who responds does not understand that multiplicity, nor thinks that that name or speech signifies many things, and gives it in the sense in which the opponent takes it. I ask how this was disputed to the intellect. It is clear, according to them, that those dispute to the intellect who refer the intellect to the same thing; but these refer the intellect to the same thing. But these people were saying that a multiple speech is to the name. Therefore again the division is false, since a speech existing to the name falls under the opposite member, which is for speech to be to the intellect.

If perhaps someone says that the opponent and respondent always refer the intellect to the same thing, and with regard to them the speech is to the intellect, although the multiple speech itself considered in itself is to the name, therefore it must here be understood that, as the quibbler says, unless it is so understood that the opponent himself in every opposition or interrogation of a multiple thing gives a division, that is, a distinction of the multiple speech, so that the respondent himself is not deceived by the multiplicity, he carries his intellect into the same thing with the opponent, or some one of the opponents asks. As by way of example let us say, whether it is to say a silent thing or not? This is multiple according to amphibology; and let him say either that it is indeed as not in one sense, but that it is as so in another sense. If one of the respondents, from the speech distinguished by the opponent in one mode, denies it in another sense, and the opponent disputes toward each part, I therefore ask whether this speech is not disputed to the intellect. It is clear that it is, because the opponent and respondent must refer their intellects to the same thing. Therefore, although the speech seems to be of the number of those speeches which are to the name, nevertheless it has been disputed to the intellect; and thus the same speech is to the name and to the intellect. Therefore there is no genus of speeches which is to the intellect that cannot be to the name, nor conversely; and thus that division is false. But according to these people, these multiple speeches are to the name; and it has already been shown that not all refutations of this sort are to the name. But by refutations I mean conclusions in which there is affirmation and negation; and also, consequently, not all apparent refutations are to the name, if a speech to the name is one which is multiple. For there are indeed apparent refutations which are not according to division, that is, according to multiplicity in diction, because there are apparent refutations which are according to fallacies outside diction, as those according to accident, and the remaining ones according to other fallacies outside diction, which do not sin according to multiplicity.

But if someone proves or approves what has been said, that the opponent ought to divide or distinguish the multiple itself when he opposes, as in this example when I say, is it to say a silent thing? and to say that this speech in this way, that is, in one mode, is true, but that speech in this way, that is, in another mode, is not true; although he speaks thus, nevertheless this is the first inconvenient consequence against him who speaks thus, that he approves this. For sometimes the thing questioned does not seem to the opponent himself to signify simply, although nevertheless it is multiple, because its multiplicity is hidden from the opponent. For then it is improbable that the opponent himself should distinguish what he does not know, or does not think to be multiple. Next the second inconvenient consequence is that according to this the opponent will be teaching; because since distinction is made for knowing, it is the work of one teaching. And thus the opponent in sophistical matters will be teaching, which is unfitting, because thus he would not conceal his intention from the respondent. For by thus distinguishing he makes it manifest to that respondent, who does not consider the multiplicity, and he teaches him how the thing about which the dispute is held has itself, although the respondent neither knows that nor opines that it is multiple, or that it seems to someone in one sense and to someone in another sense. For to say this is the work of one teaching and not of one concealing. And if someone objects that the sophist opponent wishes to seem wise, and thus ought to usurp the work of one teaching in those things in which that work is not contrary to his intention, which is to seem to argue against the respondent: to distinguish, however, is contrary to the intention of the sophist, because it instructs the respondent so that he may beware of refutation. And therefore it is not his part to usurp that work except in some case, as will be shown in what follows.

Next there is still another inconvenient consequence against those who say that multiple speeches are to the name, because what prevents this, namely speeches being to the name or to the intellect, from being suffered, that is, received by the respondent, or done by the opponent, as is clear in this example, that some opponent asks, saying: do you think that the units in twos and fours are equal? For this is not multiple, and nevertheless someone can consider it in two ways. For if someone considers twos according to themselves, then he will deny it, because there are only two twos in a four, and in the four itself there are four units, and two and four are unequal; and thus this is false: the units in twos and fours are equal. For the unit by which a two is a two is one; and the other unit by which another two is one two is another; and thus the units of twos are only two, and the units constituting a four are four. But if someone considers the units of twos and the combination of reason, then the first unit with the second makes one two, and conversely the second with the first makes a second two, and the third with the fourth makes a third, and the fourth with the third makes a fourth; and thus there are two equalities constituting a four. And by thus considering he grants this: units in twos are equal to the units in a four. But these twos are taken in one way according to the combination accepted as thus united, that is, composed from units. But those twos which are united according to the combination of accounts are not thus united from diverse units, but from diverse accounts of the same units. And thus that speech can be doubled toward the name, if the opponent refers the intellect to another thing. Therefore not only a multiple speech is to the name, as these people say.

But another example concerning the same thing is this: if some opponent asks, saying, do you think that there is one discipline of contraries or not? But of these contraries, some are known, while other contraries are unknown; and thus the respondent, by referring to known things, will grant this proposition, but the opponent, by referring the intellect to unknown things, disputes to the contrary. And because they do not refer the intellect to the same thing, it is clear that the speech is disputed to the name, although nevertheless it is not multiple. For this reason he who says that the opponent ought to distinguish seems to be ignorant; and he approves this to be true, since to teach is one thing and to dispute is another. For to distinguish is the act and work of one teaching; to dispute, that is, to think things diverse from the respondent, is the act and work of the sophist, as was said a little before. And he also seems to be ignorant that in disciplinary matters one teaching must not dispute or question, because if the respondent denies, he does not have through what he may prove; and therefore one teaching uses suppositions and things known through themselves. But one teaching must make manifest what he supposes by distinction or otherwise, so that the respondent may understand. But that man who is opposing or disputing must question and conceal what is proposed; and therefore he must do nothing by which he makes manifest what he asks. And this is true of one opposing sophistically, and of one opposing dialectically for exercise or resistance; for such a one must not distinguish or teach. But if he disputes for the inquiry of truth, he can distinguish and consequently teach, lest the inquiry of truth be impeded.

Moreover, to prove something, that is, to compel by proving, so that respondents may say, that is, grant, or deny, does not belong to one demonstrating or teaching, because he does not ask the consent of the respondent, but belongs to him who takes an experiment, that is, to the tester, because he proceeds only from things conceded by the respondent. And this is because tentative disputation is a certain dialectic; and therefore, just as dialectic asks the consent of the respondent, and because it is a certain dialectic and part of dialectic, it inspects concerning all things by inquiring about the common things of all, without which, if they are unknown, the science is unknown, and with which, if they are known, the science is not necessarily known. And therefore it does not consider an ignorant man, but one who does not know and pretends that he knows.

But from these things it is concluded that he who considers common things according to the thing according to probability and belief and opinion is a dialectician; but if he does this according to necessity and truth, he is a metaphysician, as Aristotle says in book IV of first philosophy; but he who does this apparently according to deception is a sophist.



Tractate V. Chapter VII

CHAPTER VII. What the contentious and sophistical syllogism is, and from what things it is made concerning proper matters.

With these things thus held, one mode of the fallacy of speech is, as was said in book VIII of the Topics, when what is proposed is syllogized from true things, but not through proper things; and concerning such a syllogism, what sort it is and what difference it has in relation to other syllogisms, must now be said, so that the treatise concerning syllogisms of false speech according to every mode of false speech may be completed. For enough has been said concerning the syllogism sinning in form, by which nothing at all is syllogized, because the consequence is not valid. Enough has also been said concerning the syllogism to the impossible which is according to non-cause. Enough also has been said concerning that mode of the fallacy of speech which syllogizes to what is proposed, but from false common things, concerning which dialectic is concerned; for it has been said concerning the syllogism sinning in matter. Now therefore it remains to speak concerning that which is syllogized from common and true things; nevertheless they are not proper.

Therefore let us say that of sophistical and contentious syllogisms one is apparent and not syllogized, as that which sins in form; but another is syllogized, which indeed is from false common things, concerning which, as was said before, tentative dialectic is concerned, for tentative disputation is part of dialectic. And if at some time the conclusion of such a syllogism is true, nevertheless it is a sophistical syllogism. The reason for this is that although it belongs to the demonstrative syllogism which is propter quid, that is, through the cause on account of which, nevertheless in this it is deceptive, because it is not from proper things, but from common things concerning proper things, although it ought to be from proper things. And generally speaking, syllogisms which are not according to the proper way of syllogisms and from the proper things of that knowable thing are paralogisms and not truly syllogisms, because they seem to be according to art in this, that they conclude the proper conclusion of the art; and nevertheless in this they are not according to art, because they are from common things, although they are concerning the proper matters of the discipline. From this it appears that such a false syllogism differs from a falsigraph, because false descriptions, from which falsigraphs are made, are not contentious syllogisms but true ones, because they are from proper things and from the opposites of proper things. For such falsigraphs are according to those things which are under the same art; and it belongs to the same artisan to consider them who considers the true demonstrative syllogism in that art. And therefore they do not pertain to sophistic and to this science which is about sophistical refutations; hence such falsigraphic paralogisms pertain to disciplinary sciences.

Nor, again, do they pertain to sophistic if some fallacy has been described in disciplinary matters concerning or against the true which concludes from proper things in them, just as the squaring of Hippocrates, which squared the circle through lunes, that is, through partitions of a circle made in the manner of little moons, does not pertain to sophistic. And this mode is in geometry, in the science which is called the proportion of arc to chord, when an arc equal to a chord is found, according to what Ptolemy teaches in the Almagest. For Hippocrates says: if a chord equal to an arc is found, let that chord be the side of a square in the drawing in the circle; for thus four arcs will be equal to the four sides of the square, and the whole circle to the whole circle; and he squared the circle from the proper things of geometry; and therefore it pertains to geometry, nor is it contentious, although it is from false things, because it has been proved in geometry that a polygonal figure inscribed in a circle, although it is multiplied infinitely in angles and sides, nevertheless will not arrive at the capacity of the circle, although nevertheless, when multiplied more and more in angles, it always approaches more and more to the capacity of the circle.

But attend carefully that some form the reasoning of Hippocrates otherwise, saying that Hippocrates posited that lines going out from the same point and terminated at the same point are equal; but an arc and a chord go out from the same point and are terminated at the same point; therefore they are equal. But this is false, because anyone in the disciplines sees that two lines, of which one is curved and the other straight, although they go out from the same point and are terminated at the same point, are greatly unequal. But this is true when the arc and chord are proportioned lines, and things proportioned are reducible to equality, because every proportion begins from equality and is reduced to it; then it is possible to find a line equal to the arc, and if from that it is drawn into itself, there will be a square equal to some circle. Yet the force is not in this, because the example is posited only so that it may be known that Hippocrates squared the circle, and that syllogism is not contentious. But that one is indeed contentious which proved the squaring of a circle from common things not proper to some science thus: where it is possible to find greater and less, there it is possible to find equal; but it is possible to find a square greater and less than the circle; therefore it is possible to find a square equal to the circle. For if the circle is squared thus, that is, if a square equal to the circle is proved to be, nevertheless because such a syllogism is not according to the thing, that is, from the proper things of the knowable thing, therefore it is sophistical, because it appears to make proper science and from proper things, and does not do so. For those things which it takes as principles are common and logical, which are in many things and are not proper. For this reason that syllogism which is about these or such common things concerning the proper matters of a discipline, appearing to make proper science and not making it, is a contentious speech with respect to this, that it is not from proper things1.

The reason for this is that even that syllogism according to the thing is an apparent syllogism, which, if it is from common things, is an apparent syllogism concerning proper things; and it appears to make belief concerning the thing according to its proper principles taken. And if this is so, although it is a syllogism, that is, syllogized according to the form of syllogism, nevertheless it is a contentious speech, insofar as it is not from proper things but from common things. And this is so because it is apparent according to the thing, that is, apparently does according to the thing according to the proper science. For this reason it follows that it is fallacious and unjust: fallacious indeed because it does not do what it appears to do; but unjust because it is not from the proper things of the discipline.

Notes

	The reasoning by which Hippocrates squared the circle was a falsigraphic syllogism and not a sophistical contentious one, but indeed the reasoning of Brisson was a contentious syllogism. (Ratio qua Hippocrates quadravit circulum fuit syllogismus falsigraphus et non sophisticus litigiosus, sed bene ratio Brissonis fuit litigiosus syllogismus.) ↩





Tractate V. Chapter VII and Chapter VI

And this is proved by a similar example: for just as that injustice which is in contest has a certain species according to the form of resistance, and according to that form an unjust reasoning is such when it fights against the just, so in contradiction, that is, in disputation and in a syllogism leading to contradiction, unjust contention, which does not have those things from which refutation is made as from proper things, is contentious. For also in contests those who wish to conquer altogether and in every way by just things and by unjust things take up all things, both those pertaining to them and those not pertaining to them, so that they may be helped from proper and alien things; and similarly these are contentious persons, who take up common things which do not pertain to them as proper things. For the sophistical and the contentious are distinguished by their intended and proper ends, although they are the same in subject and according to this.

Therefore syllogisms and men who are such for the sake of victory itself, so as to conquer through common things, are contentious men, and their syllogisms are contentious speeches. But those men and syllogisms which are such because of the glory of apparent wisdom, which lies in the riches or abundance of apparent wisdom, are sophistical men and sophistical speeches. For from the beginning of this science it has been said that the sophist wishes to seem abundant by apparent wisdom; for sophistic is a certain science indicative of him who has it by apparent wisdom, as was said in the preceding things. For this reason those sophists desire that which is apparent demonstration, making apparent science or wisdom; and this is that demonstration or syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things. And therefore because the contentious and sophists do not differ except by ends, therefore in speeches which are the same according to substance and subject, they are lovers of strife and sophists; but they are not contentious and sophists because of the same things, or because of the same end. And therefore the same speech in subject will indeed be sophistical and contentious, but not according to the same thing, that is, toward the same end; rather in that which is for apparent victory, that is, because it seeks to appear to conquer, it is contentious, but in that which is for apparent wisdom, by which it wishes to seem abundant, it is sophistical; for sophistic is a certain apparent wisdom, but not existing wisdom. Thus therefore it is clear how a syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things is both contentious and sophistical. But how the same thing stands in relation to the dialectical syllogism we shall now say.

But a contentious syllogism is such a syllogism as in a certain way stands in matter toward the dialectical as a falsigraph stands toward the geometrical. This is because it paralogized from the same things, that is, from common things, which belong to dialectic, just as also the falsigraph paralogized from the same things, that is, from proper things, which belong to geometry. For if the principle of geometry from which it demonstrates is proper, then the opposite to the proper principle is also proper to geometry, from which the falsigraph is made; and it is called a falsigraph and not contentious, because it describes figures falsely, yet from proper principles and conclusions which are under the art and are proper to the art. But the syllogism which is from common things that are under dialectic is concerned with things other than the proper things which are under an art. And this indeed was already manifest before, because that one was contentious, as has already been said about the squaring made through lunes: because that was from proper things, it was not contentious; but that of Brisson, which is through common things, has been said to be contentious.

There is also a further difference between these syllogisms, that the one which is a falsigraph cannot be shown except with reference to geometry alone, because it is from proper things of geometry which are proper to it alone and agree with no other science; and therefore it cannot be transferred to another science. For although in the books of the Posterior Analytics it has been said that demonstration is sometimes from genus to genus, if magnitude is indeed number, nevertheless this is not true except from a subalternating science to a subalternated science; but a subalternating and a subalternated science do not differ as one science and another science, but as containing science and contained science. But sometimes it happens to transfer a syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things to several sciences, among those knowing persons who do not know what is possible from proper principles in any science, and what is impossible to happen from them, because they use common things. For then the one which is from common things, through the narrowing of common things, will adapt to that which is in other sciences, as common principles are narrowed and adapted to proper things, as from common things; and Antiphon squared from common things, as did Brisson, as was said above.

Or in another example, if someone said that it is not better or good to walk after dinner by Zeno's reasoning, and says this through a syllogism from common things which is not medical, because it is not from the proper things of medicine, since it is common through common things thus: in any space there are infinite things; but it is not possible to traverse infinite things; therefore it is impossible to walk after dinner. But to do the impossible is not good. Therefore it is not good to walk after dinner. These therefore are the differences of the falsigraph in relation to the contentious syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things.

But this which we have said, that the contentious stands in a certain way toward the dialectical as the falsigraph stands toward the geometrical, must be understood in a certain way and not in every way. For if the contentious stood altogether and in every way toward the dialectical as the falsigraph stands toward the geometrical, then it would be necessary that, just as the falsigraph sins against the geometrical and is never geometrical, so the contentious syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things would always sin against the dialectical and would never be dialectical. But this is false, because thus the contentious would never be of those, or of the number of those, which are dialectical. But this is false, because in the earlier parts of this chapter it has been said that a certain one of such syllogisms, which is from common things concerning proper things, is syllogized and has a true conclusion; and then, if that conclusion follows from true things, the premises will be true and the conclusion true and the consequence true; and since they are from common things which concern singulars, such a syllogism will truly be of the number of dialectical syllogisms.

But it must be attended that one need not determine further about another syllogism. For although in the Topics it was said that there is a certain apparent syllogism which sins in form, and a certain syllogized syllogism from false things, which sins in matter rather than in form, which is called an apparent syllogism from apparently probable things, nevertheless because it has already been determined concerning the one sinning in form and the one sinning in matter, the one sinning in both is sufficiently known through its components. But concerning the syllogism from common things about proper things it ought not to have been determined in the Topics, because those which in the Topics were held to sin against the dialectical syllogism are in truth sophistical. But this one about which we are speaking here is not sophistical except qualifiedly, and in relation to a certain non-topical syllogism, and not simply. But this one is contentious and sophistical, as has been said, with respect to diverse ends; and although sometimes it concludes the true from true things, it is nevertheless in some way sophistical, insofar as it appears to make science from proper things which it does not make, as has been said. Nor is it necessary here to determine the principles of this syllogism, since it is dialectical; for the principles of the dialectical syllogism have been determined in the Topics.

Further, it must be understood that this syllogism which is from common things concerning proper things sins against the demonstrative syllogism in this, that it is from common things, because it takes common things instead of proper things; yet it does not sin in those common things which are per se, because it takes true common things. But to sin in common things is when false or improbable things are accepted instead of common things which ought to be true or at least probable; and if it were done so, it would sin against the dialectical syllogism. Hence the falsigraph sins against the demonstrative in proper things. But through common things that one which is from common things concerning proper things sins against the demonstrative.

And if someone objects that every sophistical syllogism sins against the dialectical syllogism, and thus is not dialectical, it must be said that this is true of the syllogism which is sophistical simply, for this one sins against the dialectical. But this one is not sophistical except in a certain way and not simply; and therefore it does not sin against the dialectical. For it is sophistical only in this, that it seems to make science although nevertheless it does not make it; for science is not made from common things, but only belief and opinion.

It must be known that a falsigraph, although it is in some way fallacious and unjust, nevertheless is not contentious, because to be fallacious and unjust is not the whole cause of this, that a syllogism is contentious. Rather, one must add that it is fallacious and unjust and concerning all things; and thus, in order that some syllogism be contentious, this alone does not suffice, that it intend glory from apparent wisdom, but it must be added that it does this concerning common things and in common things.

It must also be attended that the falsigraph and the demonstrative are concerned with the same incomplex principles, but are not concerned with the same complex principles, unless they are said according to presence to be principles of demonstration and according to absence to be principles of the falsigraph, just as the sailor by presence is the cause of the safety of the ship and according to absence the cause of the danger of the ship.

CHAPTER VI. Concerning tentative syllogisms.

But because it has already been determined beforehand concerning the twofold contentious and tentative syllogism, concerning one which is from common and false things, which is testing concerning common things; for a syllogism which concerns common things and does not argue according to the thing shows ignorance, as was said in the preceding things. And because it has also already a little before been determined concerning the contentious syllogism, which is from common things concerning proper things, which is testing concerning proper things; and also because it has often already been said that tentative disputation is a certain dialectic, therefore it is now necessary to determine concerning the tentative syllogism, so that the doctrine concerning syllogism may be perfected, namely from which and from what kind of tentative principles it is, and how it agrees with the dialectical syllogism, and how it differs from it. Therefore we shall determine that tentative disputation is the common science of all things and not of some determinate genus, and nevertheless tentative disputation is a certain dialectic.

Therefore we say that the dialectical syllogism is not necessary concerning some determinate genus of subject, because it is concerned with syllogism from probabilities; nevertheless the user who is for determining every problem of accident and genus and property and definition and the same and the diverse is not necessary concerning some genus of subject, but is concerned with all things in which these intentions are, genus, accident, property, definition, and the same and the diverse, in which there is the relation of a probable middle to inferring a conclusion from probabilities. And such a syllogism is not ostensive of some determinate genus. And although it is thus not concerned with a determinate genus, nevertheless it is not such as the syllogism of universal science is; but the universal science which is about all things we call metaphysics or first philosophy. Therefore we intend to show three things: namely that the tentative and the dialectical are not of some determinate genus of subject, and that it is not ostensive of some determinate passion concerning something, and third, since it is such, that nevertheless on this account it is not like the science which belongs to universal theory, as first philosophy is.

But that dialectic as using is not of some determinate genus of subject is proved from this, that such dialectic is inquisitive and interrogative concerning common things. But the common things about which it inquires, which are accident and genus, property and definition, as this is, whether something belongs to it as accident or genus or property or definition, are not determined in some one genus of subject. Therefore dialectic using a dialectical syllogism is not concerned with anything that is a determinate subject. Further, if it were granted that all things were under being as under one genus, it would not yet follow that it was possible for all things to be under the same principles; for all things which are under the same principles cannot be definitions, because not even those things which are under the same genus can be determined by the same principles, as is clear in intelligible and corporeal substances and in corruptible and incorruptible substances; and concerning those things which are in quantity, it is clear in continuous and discrete things, which cannot be reduced to the same constitutive principle of their being, but continuous things flow from the point as from their principle, while discrete things flow from unity. For being is not a genus constitutive of some genus, prior to that of which it is the genus. But now, when being is divided into substance and accident, being simply is not before substance, because being simply is nothing except substance; nor do those things into which being is divided by differences go out coevally from being when it is divided into substance and accident. Substance indeed is being; accident, however, will be a certain mode of being posteriorly, and the same genus cannot be. Therefore dialectic, since it is inquisitive concerning intentions and predicates which belong to all things, cannot be of some determinate genus of subject, nor can it be ostensive of some determinate passion or predicate concerning some subject; but concerning a subject it inquires what belongs as genus, what as accident, what as property, what as definition. Nor nevertheless on this account is it as a universal and theoretical science, giving subject to all particular sciences and giving passions to all. For dialectic is inquisitive concerning a subject, what belongs as this predicate, or what does not belong, because both constructively and destructively it seeks what belongs and what does not belong. But the science which is universal theory, which is called metaphysics, is concerned with the principles of all things according to truth and entity and necessity. Dialectic, however, from probabilities inquires what belongs as a universal predicate; and not according as it is an intention does it take the general as genus, the accidental as accident, and the appropriable as property; and it inquires all these things from probabilities and probably.

For this reason from what has been said it follows that no art or science of some determinate nature in subject or passion, demonstrative or ostensive or demonstrative, is interrogative of the respondent's consent, or even of each part of the contradiction. For this alone is interrogation when consent is asked toward each part of the contradiction, whatever the respondent chooses, so that the opponent may dispute against it by resisting. For in particular sciences, which demonstrate a determinate passion of a determinate subject, it is not possible to give either, that is, either to the respondent from any of the parts of the contradiction; rather the respondent must give the one given by the thing itself or by the nature of the thing, whether he wishes or not. For in such determinate sciences a syllogism is not made from both or to each part of the contradiction. But dialectic is interrogative concerning all things of each part of contradiction, and consequently so also is tentative disputation, since it is a certain dialectic.

But if dialectic sometimes shows the principles of other methods, as was said in the first book of the Topics, nevertheless on this account it is not such as first philosophy is, because although it shows the principles of other methods, nevertheless it will not show all principles, as that of which, concerning anything, affirmation or negation is true, and of nothing at once; and it will also not interrogate its own proper principles, insofar as it is a certain teaching science of a determinate subject, ostensive of a determinate passion concerning its subject, because those must be required and supposed. For if the respondent, when these principles were asked, did not give them, but denied them universally, the dialectical opponent would not have principles from which he would dispute further to the instance of the respondent or against the respondent; for every interrogative disputation must be ruled by first and proper principles. And if you say that he would have a syllogism to the impossible just like the metaphysician, which syllogism to the impossible proves first principles, it must be said that it is proper to a dialectical argument, since each part of contradiction in dialectical matters is probable, that from neither is there a deduction to the impossible.

Therefore from the things said it is concluded that dialectic is not of a determinate genus; and therefore neither is tentative disputation of some determinate genus. The proof of this is that tentative disputation is not such that it is of a determinate genus, as geometry is, which is of a determinate genus of some being, because it concerns immobile continuous quantity; but it is such as dialectic from common things is, which someone also has while not knowing the proper things of some determinate genus. For it is an experiment similar even of one not knowing proper things when he tests through common things; it is, I say, the ignorant man taking an experiment, when someone does not know the thing from proper things, but from common things toward proper things, and those are common. For common things follow upon proper things, and not conversely, because proper things do not follow upon common things, except by negation of the common, insofar as whatever things are such, these indeed do not prevent one knowing from not knowing some art; because when common things are known, nothing prevents not knowing the art. But he who does not know common things must be ignorant of the art, because when common things are not known, the art is not known, but when common things are unknown, the art is unknown.

For this reason it is manifest that tentative disputation is of no determinate genus or passion as a discipline or science, because it is about all things, as was said. And I rightly say that it is about all things, because it is about common things concerning proper things, because all arts which are of a determinate genus use certain common predicates, as to belong as accident, as genus, and to belong as property, and to belong as definition; and not only arts, but also all persons without art strive by study to persuade from common things. For this reason even all uneducated persons persuading without acquired art use dialectic, according as they persuade from common things, and they use the tentative disputation of natural industry, according as each strives up to a point to test from another whether he is ignorant or not concerning something. For all persons making some pronouncement try to judge it through common things, and they judge common things; for uneducated persons know such common things no less, although they seem to speak very much outside art because they do not know how to order them to the form of syllogism as those having art do. From this it is clear that those speaking argue from probabilities, both uneducated persons and those having art; for uneducated persons without art participate by natural industry in that common thing about which dialectic is concerned artificially, and in such syllogistic art both the dialectician and the tester participate.

But since these common things are many, namely, and are determinate and proper in individual sciences, it is also clear that those common things are not such as a certain determinate nature, as a certain genus, a determinate subject about which there is a determinate science; but they are common not according to a thing which is a nature or genus, but are common as negations are common, which are common not in reality but in intention and reason, because negation according to reality posits nothing determinate in nature or genus, but only in intention and reason. But other things are not such common things as are in individual arts. For they are such, namely common, but proper to any art and to the nature of a genus, from which each one of the sciences is; and it is, or it happens, from these common things which concern singulars, to take an experiment even concerning all proper things. And it happens that concerning these common things there is a certain art which is called tentative. From these common things concerning proper things, that art cannot be such as determinate demonstrative sciences are, as those disciplinary sciences are which demonstrate determinate passions concerning determinate subjects; for those are sciences rather than arts. But this is rather art than science; and this is so because the contentious syllogism, which is from common things concerning proper things, does not stand altogether as the falsigraph stands toward the geometrical. For if it stood altogether in that way, then it would be from proper things like the falsigraph; but now it is from common things, although it is concerning proper things. For it is not a paralogism of some determinate genus as a falsigraph is, but it is paralogistic from common things concerning proper things; hence such a contentious syllogism will be concerned with every proper genus from common things, and will not be from the principles of some determinate genus.

Therefore the places leading to refutation, which are about sophistical refutations, are these which have been stated. Since it belongs to the dialectician, who considers probabilities and apparent probabilities, to be concerned with these and to have the faculty by which he can do these things and appear to refute from them, it is not difficult to see, according as the dialectician commonly accepts such common things while considering; because that method, concerning propositions and the common predicates of propositions, has all this speculation, namely concerning those things which appear probable. And thus, concerning apparent refutations insofar as they lead to refutation, it has been said.

But it must be noted that when proper things are known, common things must indeed be known, because common things follow from proper things, and common things are principles of proper things; but on this account, when proper things are unknown, common things are not unknown, but common things can be known while proper things are unknown. But this is true: when common things are unknown, proper things are unknown; and therefore through common things it happens that an experiment can be taken concerning ignorance of proper things, and not conversely, that through ignorance of proper things an experiment is taken concerning ignorance of common things. The other things which have been said are all plain according to the exposition which has been posited, if it is attended carefully.



Tractate VI. Chapter I

TRACTATE VI. CONCERNING DEDUCTION TO THE FOUR GOALS, NAMELY THE FALSE, THE IMPROBABLE, SOLECISM, AND NUGATION.

CHAPTER I. Concerning deduction to the false and to nugation.

But because enough has already been said concerning sophistical refutations according as they lead to refutation, let us now determine how the respondent is to be led to the other four goals. And first, how he is led to the false and to the improbable; for these two goals agree, because everything manifestly false is improbable, and everything improbable is at least false to someone, and thus the false and the improbable are as it were convertible. Therefore special modes of arguing to the false and improbable need not be determined here, because the modes of arguing which are through sophistical places to refutation are also consequently to the improbable and to the false. Therefore it is necessary here to determine only the modes of questioning by which the respondent is more fittingly led to the false and to refutation.

Therefore let us show how in some genus of sophistical disputation it happens to show what the respondent has given, and how it happens to lead speech to the improbable. For this, as was said from the beginning of this book, was the second, or second end, of the sophistical will, since the first and principally intended end was refutation. For if the opponent intends to lead the respondent to a manifest falsehood, because only the manifestly false is called false according as the false is the goal of sophistical disputation, then the first thing which must be observed is that the opponent question not in every way, but cautiously in a certain way, because through questioning made in a certain way this especially happens, that he is more quickly and more easily led to granting the false. Therefore the first thing is that he not question toward any determinate proposition, because to question and propose toward no determinate proposition is something hunting for these things, so that he may grant the false or improbable; for then also the respondent does not know anything determinate to which he should respond, and vainly, that is, not toward anything determinate, directs his response. And thus those who speak or respond vainly sin more and more easily by openly granting the false or improbable. But they speak and respond vainly when they have nothing determinate proposed to which they may direct their response. But what we said, that the opponent ought not to oppose toward some certain thing, we understand thus: that he ought to hide his proposition from the respondent, although it is certain to the opponent himself toward what he intends, because otherwise he would impede himself by not knowing what he would propose or toward what he would tend. But if the respondent does not know this, he will take less precaution and more quickly grants the false to which the opponent intends to lead the respondent.

And the second is that the opponent ought to ask many things, although even for him his proposition toward which he disputes is determinate. For this is easy for the opponent to do in those things in which he abounds in syllogisms and reasons, which is easy in those things which appear probable, because these are in many things and are easily found. For when many things are asked in this way, the respondent is confused and more easily grants the false and improbable.

But third, it is useful to the opponent that those things which he seems to say to the respondent should seem to prove and approve and commend his response, especially in other things which are not about the principal proposition. For this causes the respondent to trust the opponent and to take less precaution against him; and thus it confers suitability, so that the opponent may more easily lead the respondent to granting the improbable or the manifestly false.

Fourth, the opponent must consider that if the questioned person or respondent says or grants, or denies by responding well, something of those things which the opponent asks, the opponent ought to lead the respondent by secretly transferring himself to matter unknown to the respondent. For if he did this openly, the respondent himself would take precaution1. But let him lead him to such matter as the opponent himself is fit to argue about, and not the respondent. For in such a transfer to matter unknown to the respondent, the respondents themselves can now, after the transfer has been made, harm the opponents less by responding well than they previously did in matter known to the respondent. For in such a transfer the opponents are required by the respondents to say what that to which they transfer themselves does toward that which was questioned in the beginning. For although, as was said in book VIII of the Topics, this too is a precaution of the dialectician, nevertheless nothing prevents it also being a precaution of the sophist; but it belongs to the dialectician to abound in dialectical things, and to the sophist to abound in apparent things.

But the fifth element, that is, principle of the opponent, for coming either to some false or improbable thing which the respondent may grant, is that at once in the beginning of the opposition he posit no question which he intends; rather he ought to confess that for this or because of this he wishes to ask for the sake of learning, or that he wishes to learn by inquiring into the truth. For this consideration makes a place of argumentation leading to the false or improbable, because the respondent attends to him and impedes less the one who least advances toward inquiry.

But it must be known that although the end of dialectical disputation is belief or opinion, and the end of sophistical disputation ought to be the opposite of the end of dialectical disputation, and the false is not opposed to the opinionable or credible, nevertheless the false is the end of sophistical disputation, because the sophist is not only contrary to the dialectician but also to the demonstrator; and thus the false is his end, not however every false thing, but the manifestly false is the end and goal. And these five elements which have been stated are commonly leading to the false and improbable.

But there is one element or teaching which separately leads to the false, namely this: that for showing one lying, that is, saying the false, the first sophistical mode is to lead the respondent to such things in which the opponent abounds in speeches. But it is, or happens to be, good to do this if it is done secretly; and it is, or happens to be, not good to do this if it is done not hiddenly but manifestly, as was said a little before. For in these things, because of the abundance of the opponent, he can take less precaution against granting the manifestly false.

Again, an element or teaching which says something separately leading to the impossible or to what is outside opinion is this one element or teaching: to consider, or that the opponent consider, from what genus of physical sects the respondent is who disputes by responding; and once it has been seen from what sect he is, whether of the Sophists or Stoics or Peripatetics or Heracliteans, then to ask something which is of the opinion of that sect of which he is. For that which these men say, of whose sect he is, and which is from several of them, that is, that to which several of them consent, will be improbable to others; for to individual sects something of this sort is improbable, since it is foreign to them. But the opinion of some known persons according to philosophy, insofar as it is an opinion, is thus probable to its own people; but insofar as it is foreign, it is thus improbable to others. And thus whatever way he holds, he will be led to something improbable to some people.

But the third of such sophistical modes with respect to use is to take the positions of individuals which are foreign opinions, as was said in the propositions, so that they are proposed in propositions which are asked by the opponent. But the solution which must be observed by the respondent, fitting for these modes, that is, in these modes, is said to show, that is, that the respondent should show, that the improbable thing to which the opponent leads or seems to lead does not happen because of the speech or opposition of the opponent, but because he grants this, because he is of such a sect which says this. For he who contends, that is, opposes himself by contending, by leading to the sophistical goal, always wishes this to happen or seem to happen because of his speech or opposition which he asks.

Moreover, the second teaching or element separately leading to the improbable is to lead to contrary opinions taken from wills, namely from those which they finally and secretly will within themselves, and from the manifest opinions which they say that they manifestly hold because of the honor of truth, which they pretend to honor. For commonly men do not both finally will within themselves and say from true things that they will; rather outwardly they say that they will the most seemly speeches, but within themselves in secret they will those things which seem to profit for delights or riches and private honors which are in dignities. For example, in public they indeed say that they more choose to die well because of the good of virtue than to live badly and voluptuously, and they say this openly, because this belongs to virtue and honorable goodness, as was said in the third book of the Ethics, that for the brave man even such a death is more choiceworthy than safety. And they say by a second example brought in to the same point that they better choose to act justly, that is, in that which has been justly acquired, than to overflow with many badly acquired riches; but within themselves because of concupiscence they will the contrary to these.

But the use of this teaching is that the one who says that he opines according to private wills be led to manifest opinions, because thus he will say something improbable against those; and that he who says that he opines according to those which are manifest be led to hidden wills, because thus he will say something improbable against himself. For from either side or from each part, whatever he chooses, it is necessary to say something outside or against the opinion of some people; for either he will say things contrary to manifest opinions, if he grants hidden wills, or he says things contrary to obscure wills, if he grants manifest ones.

But third, the teaching to be known is that there is a very frequent place by which he may make the respondent say something outside the opinion of someone, and by which he may make what is written, that Callicles must be made to say in Plato's book, which is called Gorgias because it was written to his disciple by the name Gorgias: namely that all the ancient philosophers judged that contrary things happen, that is, things unfitting to the opinions of others inevitably, because the respondent is led into something which is according to necessity, that is, natural reason, and into something which is according to the law of divine worship or of the gods or of the justice of some peoples. And the ancients say that justice, which is that such posited laws exist, is good, and that to worship this or that god, or to live justly in this way or that way, is good. For nature, that is, natural reason, and laws posited by peoples often happen to be contrary; and therefore natural reason and laws thus posited happen rather often to be contrary. And sometimes justice according to posited laws happens to be good according to the opinion of those observing those laws, and this same thing happens according to nature or natural reason to be not good.

But the use of this teaching is that, with the respondent who says that something is good according to nature, he must be led by the opponent and resisted according to law, that is, that according to law this is not good; and thus he says something improbable to law. But toward that respondent who says that something is good according to law, one must resist and lead him into something which is good according to nature; and thus he says something improbable according to natural reason. But in order that it may be understood what is opinionable according to nature and what is opinionable according to law, it must be known that for the ancients that was opinionable according to nature which, according to natural reason, was true as implanted in man by nature; but according to law that was opinionable which in many cases seemed to contribute something common to worship, as sometimes to sacrifice sons and to slaughter fathers, which is against natural reason and natural piety. For this reason, because this ancient Callicles who is written here said this, it is manifest that both other ancients, namely those who in some way belong to this teaching, and also those who are now in modern and our times, tried either to refute, that is, to compel that respondent to the goal of refutation, or to say that in some way it was outside opinion according to nature or laws.

But in the fourth teaching or element leading separately to the opinionable, it must be noted that certain questions or certain things questioned have, whichever way of affirmation or negation the respondent chooses, an improbable response in diverse respects. As if it is asked whether one ought to obey wise men positing laws or a father loving by nature, if they disagree? And whether one ought to do advantageous things for household affairs, or do just things according to common law, if they disagree? And whether one ought rather to suffer injury, and this is better, than justly to harm someone? For if in the first example it is said that one ought to obey the father or the laws, he is always led to the improbable either to many people or to wise men positing laws. And if it is said that one ought to obey the father, he will be led to the improbable to wise men. And if in the second example it is said that one must always do advantageous things, he will be led to the improbable to virtuous persons, who say that loss must be neglected and sustained for the sake of justice being preserved; and conversely he is led if he says the opposite. And likewise it is in the third example, because many opine that not sustaining injury is better than justly harming; but wise men opine conversely, that to sustain injury is better than to harm.

But one must still attend to the fifth teaching, and it must be considered that, for leading the respondent to the improbable, he is to be led to those things which are contrary according to opinion to the things judged by many according to sense and to the things judged by wise men according to reason. For if one of the respondents says something which is opinionable according to wise men, as the things which are opinionable about right reason are said in relation to those things which are opinionable to many, those things determined by right reason are improbable to them, as that the sun is much greater than the earth. But if he says something according to opinionable things as many people do, let them be said in relation to those things which are opinionable to wise men, who opine those things which are opinionable according to things established in right reason; and thus he will always be compelled to say something which is against the opinion of others. For those who are wise say, what is also true from the necessity of right reason, that the just good is according to the perfect act of virtues. But to the many who posit beatitude in fortune, it is improbable that the king and other rich and unjust persons are not happy.

Yet that teaching or element agrees with the preceding one; for to lead to those things which in this way are improbable according to the many and according to wise men is the same as to lead with respect to that which is according to nature or according to natural reason and according to law, which is the opinion of the many, and to the contrariety of opinionability, which wise men opine according to nature, but the many according to law. For statute law is the opinion of the many judging according to sense. But wise men opine according to the nature of right reason about each thing, and say and opine all things according to truth. And indeed, to speak by way of epilogue, the teachings which are outside opinion, that is, leading to the goal of the improbable, must be sought from these places or elements which have been stated and from similar ones.

Notes

	The Philosopher also posits this precaution in Topics, chapter 14, and calls it sophistical. (Hanc cautelam ponit etiam Philosophus Topic. cap. 14, et vocat eam sophisticam.) ↩





Tractate VI. Chapter II

CHAPTER II. Concerning the preliminaries for understanding those things by which someone is led to the goal of nugation.

But for understanding those things by which someone is led to the goal of nugation, it must be understood beforehand that nugation is a useless repetition of the same thing from the same part of speech, as from the part of the predicate or from the part of the subject. For if the same thing is posited at once from the part of the subject and again is repeated from the part of the predicate, it will not be nugation. But for understanding this, that repetition of the same thing makes nugation, it must be noted that repetition of the same thing is made either under the same name, or while the same relation of the name remains, or under a diverse relation. If it is made while the relation remains, thus it is always nugation, which is the useless repetition of the same thing, and it cannot be banished, whether it is a repetition of the same thing with the copulation remaining, or whether it is made without copulation: as, a man a man runs; or, a man and a man runs; or, a man runs runs; or, a man runs and runs. But if the relation is diverse in such a way that one becomes subject or predicate and the other its determination, it is not nugation, as man man, man is, a human or rational man; or a man runs runs, that is, runs continually or swiftly; it is not nugation, as in book V of the Topics, where Aristotle says that some assigned the property of fire according to lightness, saying that fire is the lightest body of bodies. For there repetition of the same thing is made under diverse relations, because body is there posited with the nominative in order to determine the dependence of the verb from the part of the apposite; but bodies is posited in the oblique case to determine the excess and respect of the superlative. Nor does Aristotle criticize this property because it is again nugation, but because repetition of the same thing in a diverse relation disturbs the hearer; and therefore the property is not assigned best, but nevertheless it is a property. And this understanding is taken from a certain chapter which is an epistle about the Caloagathon, which is the same as about the good good, that is, perfect good.

But if the same thing is repeated under a diverse name and from the same part of speech, this is done either under synonymous names or under non-synonymous names. If it is done under synonyms, either this is done for representing the same thing according to the same thing, or for representing one thing and another. If it is done in the first mode, it is always nugation. If in the second mode, as if one is as the name of the thing and the other as a pronoun or cognomen of the same thing, it is not nugation, as Marcus Tullius Cicero Augur Scaevola. For those are pronouns or cognomina or agnomina of Marcus Tullius, as also here, Boethius Annius Severinus. For the first is necessary, and the others are added for the sake of explanation. But if it is for representing the same thing and in the same mode, then it is always nugation. But if the same thing is repeated under diverse non-synonymous names, this cannot be except through the understanding of one in the other. And this must be in one or the other of the two modes by which one is understood in another: for either one is understood in another in such a way that actually and intellectually it is in that; or one is understood in another in such a way that it is posited in it, as what is dependent is understood in that on which it depends according to reality, as a subject is understood in a passion per se. If in the first mode one is understood in another, then they stand to one another as higher and lower; and thus the higher will be the essential part of the lower, and the lower the subjective part of the higher. And then it happens in one of two modes: for either the higher is added to the lower, or conversely the lower is added to the higher. If the higher is added to the lower, then nugation is always made, because the higher is repeated in the lower both potentially and actually and intellectually; wherefore it is a useless repetition. But if conversely the lower is added to the higher, this can be made in two ways: for either this addition is made for figuring some one thing which is constituted from the lower and the higher conjoined from each, or the lower is added to the higher so that the higher is specified from the lower. In the prior mode there is always nugation, because that one thing which is constituted is sufficiently implied through the lower, and the repetition of the higher is useless. But if it is made in the second mode, it is not nugation, because the repetition of the lower is not useless, as animal man. But if one is understood in another potentially, this again can be in two ways, because either one is understood in another coaeval with itself, or one is understood in another which is posterior to it. If one is in another coaeval with itself, then this is as one of correlatives is in another, which when added to it does not make nugation, because it is not added uselessly, but for the determination with respect to the relative, as when double of half is said. But if it is added as posterior to prior, as a passion is added in which passion the subject is understood potentially, this can be in two ways, because the passion is either convertible with its subject or inconvertible. If convertible, thus there is always nugation in the addition, because the subject is uselessly repeated in the name of the passion, as when snub nose is said. For in snub nose is understood, and nothing is snub except a certain nose1. But if it is not convertible, but is in fewer things than the subject, then the property is added to the subject for determining the subject, and then there is nugation, as when snub nose is said; and thus it can easily be clear when repetition of the same thing from the same part of speech makes nugation, and when not.

Further it must be prenoted that the art of leading to nugation consists in this, that one thing is in another through the intellect. For from this there happens the iteration of the same thing and useless multiplication. But the plurality of modes of understanding one thing in another is threefold, because one is understood in another as prior in posterior; and this in two ways, either as higher in lower, as animal in man, or as subject in passion, as nose in snub; and one thing is in another as in a coaeval thing to which its respect is determined, as one relative in another. Examples of these three are: Socrates is a man; man is a rational animal; therefore Socrates is a rational animal, because in man rational animal is understood. And a nose is snub; but a snub is a certain nose; therefore a snub is nose nose. Double is of half; and double is the double of half; therefore double is the double double of half, because in half double is understood.

It must also be prenoted that among the sophist deduction to nugation is more violent and more intended than deduction to solecism.

Notes

	Consider here how he wishes snubness to be a passion convertible with nose. (Considera hic quomodo vult simitatem esse passionem cum naso convertibilem.) ↩





Tractate VI. Chapter IV

CHAPTER IV. Concerning making the respondent nugate truly and apparently.

With these things held, it is plain to determine according to Aristotle concerning making the respondent nugate, because what we mean by nugating we have already shown through its individual modes, in which it either happens or does not happen to nugate. But all speeches of this kind wish to make that which is nugation, once a certain supposition has been supposed, namely this: let it be supposed that it makes no difference to say the name by itself, or the diction by itself, or the speech, that is, the same diction or name in speech, with that appended to it which is understood in the name or diction. As if I say, double of half double, and let it be supposed that if something understands something in another, what is appended to it in speech is still understood in it. But this is not true; hence the supposition is false, because when a relative is posited by itself, it imports each of the relatives, as when double is said, it imports one by its principal signification, and the other as that to which its relation is determined, as half. But when it is appended in speech, then its relation is determined; and therefore the correlative is then not understood in it. Hence although in the principal signified the diction posited by itself is not varied when posited in speech, nevertheless in the secondary signified it is varied by itself when posited in speech, although it appears not to be varied. Therefore nugation is a sophistical goal, and the understanding of one thing in another is a sophistical place leading to that goal. Therefore according to the supposition which has sophistical appearance, when double is said by itself and when double of half is said in speech, it is the same according to appearance in both principal and secondary signification. Therefore if it is so, then there is double of half double; and if again half is understood in double posited in speech, it will be the same if it is posited in speech, and thus it will be double of half double of half. And again, third, if for double, which is posited in speech, double of half is explicitly posited, then it will be said thus, of half of half and double of half, and thus into infinity, because it will never stop as long as double is posited in speech. And this is also clear in those things which are not relatives according to themselves, but according to their genera, as if it is said: do you think that concupiscence is concupiscence of delight? For its genus is appetite toward something. Therefore I say that concupiscence is of delight; let it be led to nugation thus: but this concupiscence, namely, is appetite of delight; therefore concupiscence is appetite of delight, because in appetite delight is understood, and when appended to appetite in speech it is still understood in it, as the supposition says.

For speeches of this kind are those leading to nugation: all those speeches which are in relation or in relatives said in each of two ways, namely whatever things are said to be toward something as several things or according to genera, but not only in those which according to themselves are said toward something, and are assigned as the same and one per se when posited in speech, as appetite of some appetite, and concupiscence of some concupiscence, which according to genus is toward something, and double of something double, which according to that very thing which it is is toward something; and double of half, posited in speech; and generally, whether the speech of whatever things whose substance, or this very thing which they are, is not toward something, nevertheless according to genera they are of some things, as habits or passions or something of this sort, which are of those predicates of which they are predicated concerning these as genera concerning species when they are designated in speech, that is, are placed as designated, just as they are designated in the name posited by itself.

An example of this indeed is in the passion of number which is abundant or odd number. For abundant, or odd number, is a number having a middle number; and when the passion abundant is posited in speech, the subject, which is number, is still understood in it. Therefore abundant number is a number having a middle number. Another example is if snub, as a passion, is the cavity and curvature of the nostril or nose. Therefore there is cavity of a nostril, because in cavity posited in speech it is still supposed to be understood. Therefore there is a snub nose, a hollow nose. Thus therefore true nugation is made. To this mode also is reduced the nugation which is made in verbs of the first and second person, in which a determinate nominative is understood, because to act and be acted upon is proper to the substance of the nominative, as Priscian says; and the example is thus: I read; but in I-read, I is understood; therefore I I read, and things of this sort.

But opponents sometimes seem to make nugation or to make respondents nugate, although nevertheless they are not truly making the respondents themselves nugate, and thus they make apparent nugation. And this happens because when they question, they do not question, with those things which they ask, about the thing asked, whether that by which something else is understood signifies something the same when said by itself and in speech, or signifies nothing the same when posited by itself and in speech; and thus by questioning they omit the supposition posited above. For example, whether double signifies the same thing by itself and in speech, or a diverse thing, if something else is given to be signified in double, but by omitting this and not asking it, they at once say the conclusion; and it seems that then they make nugation, because the same name is posited by itself and in speech; and therefore it seems to signify the same thing by itself and in speech, although nevertheless this is not true, because the respondent did not grant this.

CHAPTER IV. How the respondent is led to solecism, or seems to be led.

But how someone is led or seems to be led to solecism must now be determined last among the sophistical goals; nor need we here define solecism, because what sort of thing solecism is according to definition was said before where the goals of sophistical disputation were determined. But this also, that someone seems to be led to solecism, is threefold: for sometimes it happens to do this in truth, because the respondent is led in truth to solecism; and it is, or happens, that one not doing this in truth nevertheless seems to do it; and it is, or happens, that sometimes one doing it in truth and leading to solecism does not seem to do it, because the solecism is hidden. But the example of this is that, as the grammarian Cecilianus says, if fig-tree is of the second declension, he who according to the fourth declension and feminine gender says ripe fig-trees indeed makes a solecism in truth according to that Cecilianus; but it does not seem so to the many who say that fig-tree is of the second declension and feminine gender. And thus sometimes he makes it and does not seem to make it. But he who says ripe figs indeed seems to make it according to the many and does not make a solecism. It is the same way in another example: for if end is of masculine gender and not of doubtful gender according to certain grammarians, then he who says a certain end in the feminine makes a solecism according to them; but according to others who say that end is of doubtful gender, he does not make one. And thus it is clear that sometimes solecism is made, and sometimes it seems to be made and is not made, and sometimes it is made and does not seem to be made.

And if it is so, it is therefore manifest that a certain sophistical art also can do this, that is, gives power so that it has the faculty of doing it; and this art must be determined and handed down in sophistical matters for two causes, of which one is principal: because incongruity and dissonance according to destruction occur in infinitely many modes in speech, and this infinity must be restricted to art according to common things and other things; because unless this is handed down, the art will seem to pertain to the grammarian and not to the sophist. Therefore this art must be handed down in sophistical matters, because many speeches not collecting a syllogism by syllogistic collection, not concluding it according to truth, nevertheless seem to syllogize a syllogism through some appearance, just as in sophistical refutations that which is not syllogized seems to be syllogized through some appearance.

But according to the art according to which apparent solecism is made, it must be attended that nearly all, that is, more frequently, apparent solecisms are made according to this, that is, according to the neuter gender. But I say nearly, because sometimes they are made according to this, that is, according to masculine or feminine, as: whatever you see is seen by you; you see a master or lord; therefore a master or lord is seen by you. But apparent solecisms are made when the case indicates neither masculine nor feminine but neuter, because in the neuter gender there are always three similar cases, namely nominative, accusative, and vocative. But in other masculine and feminine genders sometimes all are dissimilar when the forms are adapted; and sometimes names of the second declension have two dissimilar cases, namely dative and ablative; feminine names, when they are of the first declension, have nominative and vocative and ablative similar. Yet nevertheless they do not have this, with confusion of cases, a relation to masculine and feminine, or, to speak generally, to diverse genders, as the neuter does. Hence the whole easy cause of apparent solecism, from which an apparent solecism can be argued secretly as from a sophistical place, is to have at once and in one thing confusion of gender with confusion of case; and they have in themselves as cause not this at once, masculine and feminine, but only neuter. And therefore according to the neuter an apparent solecism is made most suitably with respect to case and gender through which it is argued as the apparent middle of solecism. For if it is said thus: whatever you see, this sees; you see a girl; therefore a girl sees, at once indeed a solecism appears in the case concerning which the solecism is concluded and is not hidden. But in the case through which it is concluded, as through a middle, it is more suitably taken in the neuter, as is clear by itself, because whatever in the major is of neuter gender, and in the minor this, taken under whatever, is of neuter gender. Hence the case through which it is concluded does not so frequently indicate masculine or feminine gender, but the neuter most frequently indicates such confused cases through which apparent solecism is concluded; for by article-like pronouns the genders are distinguished, masculine, feminine, and neuter, as this one signifies masculine, but this one designates feminine, while this one by its account wills to signify neuter.

But often they also signify those two genders, masculine and feminine, because masculine and feminine are formed genders, and in one formed gender another is not concluded by designation; but the neuter signifies an unformed essence, which lies under each formed gender; and therefore in that frequently other things are designated confusedly, and from that confusion with confusion of case apparent solecism is argued. An example of this is as follows: if it is asked, what is this in the neuter gender? immediately a feminine gender is answered, as Calliope is this; and immediately a masculine is answered, as what is this? and it is immediately said, Coriscus is this one; and also a neuter is answered, as what is this? and it is said, wood is this. And with this confusion of genders it always also has confusion of three cases, namely nominative, accusative, and vocative. But sometimes all the cases of masculine and feminine differ, if the forms have been adapted; and if they have some similar cases, those are not apt for making solecism, because they are not apt for supposing to a verb or being apposed to it as the three cases of the neuter gender are. For the accusative most frequently is apposed to a verb, especially a transitive one; but the nominative is supposit; other cases, however, not so. And therefore through the confusion of nominative and accusative there are more frequently cases from which apparent solecism is argued. But of the neuter gender some cases differ and others do not differ, because three always have one form of diction, nominative and accusative and vocative; and with this it has confusion of genders, as was said; and through this especially solecism is argued. Although, as was said, in the neuter the three cases and genders are confused, nevertheless they are distinguishable through one and another substantive verb, so that the vice of solecism may be known.

Therefore when this has often been given by the respondent, namely the neuter gender in nominative case, opponents syllogize as if this one had been said in masculine and accusative case. Likewise they do in other genders, because they syllogize one case for another by leading to solecism. And the cause of appearance is, and the paralogism is made, because this which says the neuter gender becomes common to several cases, because nominative, accusative, and vocative are similarly terminated in this; for this in the neuter sometimes signifies this, that is, nominative; but sometimes it signifies this one, that is, accusative and vocative. And if someone wishes to distinguish one by one, it is necessary that it be determined interchangeably through the substantive verb, so that with is, to which it is supposit, it signifies this to be in the nominative case; or with the infinitive substantive verb, to which it is supposit, it signifies this one in the accusative. For example, let us give, this is Coriscus, and this one to be Coriscus. For in the first, this is of the nominative case, and in the second, this one is of the accusative case; and similarly in feminine names, as this one to be Calliope, and this is Calliope. For first it signifies this one in the accusative, second it signifies this in the nominative; and thus they have neither confusion of genders nor of cases. Thus therefore in all things which have themselves similarly, both is, that is, the indicative verb, and to be, that is, the infinitive verb, will make a difference both of genders and of cases. From this it is also clear what we said, that if sometimes there is confusion also in other cases, those are not so apt for supposing and apposing to the substantive, indicative, and infinitive verb; and this is more frequent. For a solecism is made without confusion of case, as: of whatever there is science, that is; there is science of the true; therefore the true is; here there is solecism without confusion of case and gender.

But solecism is compared according to something in the cause of appearance and the cause of non-existence to the fallacy of figure of diction, because just as in figure of diction likeness of word is the cause of appearance and diversity of thing the cause of non-existence, so in solecism likeness of word in cases is the cause of appearance, and the inconcinnity of construction with the verb is the cause of non-existence. Therefore in a certain way solecism, which is in these confused cases, is similar to refutations said according to likenesses in figure of diction, which are said similarly in word; but they are not similar in things. For just as those solecisms which are according to figure of diction are said to make an apparent refutation in diverse things in the likeness of the figure of word, so also these do in cases. And the cause of this is that man, a substantive noun, and white, an adjective noun, and all other names are both things and names: things indeed in the signified, but names in the word. And therefore the configuration of the word can make one believe that the signified is the same and that the construction is the same, and thus it leads to the paralogism of figure of diction and of solecism. Yet this was not said because solecism cannot be made when no fallacy coincides, as was said; rather also sometimes it can be made when some fallacy coincides, and sometimes in equivocal terms or when a fallacy cooperates toward solecism. An example of the first has already been posited. An example of the second is: whoever and every Christian is Catholic; this woman is a Christian; this is congruous, because a substantive name does not require agreement in gender according to construction, but only an adjective does; therefore this woman is Catholic in masculine form; here solecism coincides from the fallacy of accident. An example of the third is: every dog is irascible; a sea creature is a dog; therefore a sea creature is irascible in masculine form.

Therefore, by epiloguing the things that have been said in this chapter, we say that it is manifest that from the stated confused cases in the neuter gender one must more frequently test by syllogizing solecism. By also epiloguing those things which have been said from the beginning of the book, it is manifest that these are diversified species of agonistic disputations according to the five goals, and these are parts of the species according to the five goals, and special modes according to each sophistical place, which have been stated in the preceding things; and thus their end is had with respect to the goals.



Tractate VII. Chapters I-III

TRACTATE VII. CONCERNING PRECAUTIONS TO BE OBSERVED BY THE OPPONENT.

CHAPTER I. Concerning precautions taken from the part of the speech.

But because enough has already been said concerning those things which belong to the being of sophistical art according as it is inventive, with respect to the determination of the principles of finding sophistical places, in this seventh tractate we shall touch briefly those things which contribute to the well-being of the inventive art in sophistical matters, which are precautions teaching the opponent to oppose cautiously, so that he may attain the end intended by himself. And we shall do this threefoldly, namely by inspecting the modes which are taken from the part of speech, and the modes which are taken from the part of the respondent, and the modes which are taken from the part of the opponent. There are five from the part of speech, six from the part of the respondent, but seven from the part of the opponent.

Therefore from the part of the speech or sophistical argumentation, which differs not a little but much for establishing the end of sophistical disputation, if they are ordered in a certain way, that is, into a certain mode, or lie hidden, or are ordered into a certain mode of hiding and concealing the conclusion from the respondent; because he less sees through to a conclusion hidden from the respondent, and therefore he is more aptly refuted in it, just as also happens in dialectical disputations when the opponent disputes by way of resistance against a stubborn respondent, this therefore is common to the dialectical opponent and the sophistical opponent. But with this common point thus held, then after this common point, from those things which in the eighth book of the Topics have been determined concerning precautions of this kind, this first special point must be said and added.

Therefore the first teaching or element of the opposite to be considered from the part of speech is the length of speech. But it becomes long when many things are asked; for then it will be difficult for the respondent to behold and judge many things at once. And although we have said that the same element also belongs to leading to the false and improbable, nevertheless it is for the false with one end and here for another: because it is for the false according as the false is more easily granted among many things than among few; but here it contributes to the difficult judgment of those things which are for the conclusion and those which are not, and through this the conclusion is less guarded against.

The second element is that the respondent be hastened to responding quickly, and be urged to respond quickly. For respondents who are of slower and grosser talent, when they hasten to respond, are less able to foresee the conclusion and from what it follows or does not follow.

The third teaching and contention is this, that with contentious and reproachful words the respondent be provoked to anger. For respondents disturbed by such things are less able to discern the many or several questions proposed, because anger impedes the mind so that it cannot discern the true. But this element which provokes to anger is to say contentiously to him that he wishes willingly to act unjustly and to impede the disputation, and that this is his custom, that regarding all disputations and all disputable things he is shameless and stubborn.

Further, the fourth element or teaching is to put questions or propositions of diverse syllogisms or prosyllogisms interchangeably, so that propositions which make toward the conclusion of one syllogism are interchanged and ordered toward the conclusion of another syllogism. And it is useful thus to interchange questions, whether someone has several propositions of several syllogisms ordered from diverse middles to the same thing, that is, to the same conclusion, or has several propositions of several syllogisms toward opposite conclusions, just as dialectical syllogisms are probably toward opposites or contraries, as that affirmation is, and that negation is not made. For then it happens that the respondent must at once make observations of judgments toward several things asked and interchanged; and this is not easy for the respondent, because to believe several and inordinately proposed things is difficult, since a sense intent on several things is less with respect to each.

But the fifth teaching is that all things altogether or universally which were earlier said in book VIII of the Topics as making for concealment are also useful for agonistic or sophistical disputations, because even the dialectician who resists uses such things against a stubborn respondent. And the reason for this is that the hiding of the conclusion and the concealment made by the opponent is the cause of concealing the proposition from the respondent; but to be hidden is the cause of fallacy, that is, that the respondent is more easily deceived. But this teaching is not special, but general. These therefore are the elements taken from the part of speech, either four if the special ones are taken, or five if the general is contained with the special ones; and there is no difficulty in them about which one should be concerned.

CHAPTER II. Concerning precautions taken from the part of the respondent.

But concerning precautions taken from the part of the respondent it must be noted that if the respondent grants all things which the opponent proposes, then the opponent does not need precautions by which the respondent may be induced to granting the proposition of the opponent. But if he denies, then he needs precautions by which he may be induced; and therefore precautions are given only for this and not for another thing.

But toward a respondent refusing or denying all things whatever seem to the opponent to belong to the speech or to the conclusion of his proposition, the first element or teaching is that then, for the questioner, from the negation of that which he intends, the thing must be asked as if he wished the contrary of what he intends. For then, because what he intends seems more probable than the opposite of the proposition, or even equal, he ought to make the question of the opposite together with the proposition which he intends. And the reason for this is that when it is doubtful to the respondent what the opponent wishes to take, whether namely its opposite, respondents become less burdensome to opponents than when it is not doubtful.

But in the second element the opponent must observe that when one of the respondents has given some universal, not in itself but in several things or several particulars to the opponent himself inducing singulars, often it must be observed that he ask the universal, but use it boldly even when it has not been granted by the respondent. And the reason for this is that even the respondents themselves sometimes think that they have given universally what they had given in several particulars; and also to the hearers sitting by, before whom the disputation is made, universals are thought and seem to have been given, because of the memory of the induction which this respondent gave in several particulars; and to them he seems to have foolishly given universals in those things, as if the universals had not been asked.

But the third element or teaching is that one must use such things in which the universal conceded in particulars is not signified by the very name, but by likeness; because when a universal has been conceded in some particulars, it will be conceded in all similar things. For it is expedient to use such things for concealing the proposition, because likeness or assimilation makes and works toward being hidden, since that which is in a similar thing is more hidden than that which is proposed in itself.

But in the fourth teaching, for taking more easily the proposition or proposed thing conceded by the respondent, the opponent himself must inquire into the proposed thing with the contrary admitted or joined together with the proposed thing under a distinction. And this must be understood when the contrary is less probable than the proposition. For example, if the opponent's proposition is to prove that one ought to obey one's father in all things, let him take this under disjunction of the contrary thus: whether all things whatever they command, one ought to obey parents, or all things whatever they command, one ought to disobey, that is, not obey; that is, whether in all things one ought to obey parents, or in none, because then from the probability of its contrary the proposition is conceded.

And in the fifth teaching one must ask under a disjunction contrary according to the thing and not in contrary propositions, as it is often worthwhile to ask whether many things should be conceded or few, as that there are many, a hundred, in a village and few in a city. For in such teachings many things will seem more to be conceded than few, because when contraries are placed next to one another through disjunction, both greater and great things, and worse and better things, seem so to men responding more than if they were posited separately and distinctly; because contraries placed next to one another through disjunction shine forth more.

But in the sixth element or teaching, sophistical accusation of opponents or questioners very much, with respect to efficacy, and often, that is, frequently, makes the respondent seem to be refuted by the opponent: namely when, pre-syllogizing nothing about the premises or proving nothing, they do not make the question of the premises as though requiring the same from the respondent as the last thing, that is, the conclusion, but accept it and say it conclusively, that is, as though it had been concluded through the premises, and as conceded in some preceding things, as if they had syllogized it through the premises. Namely, he takes premises valid for his own proposition by accusing him and saying that they have been conceded to him; and then he does not take what is valid for the proof of the premises, and this which is a premise as conceded to him in some preceding matters. This must be understood in this case, when certain things have already been asked by the opponent and not all things which are valid for the proof of the premises. For then the opponent ought to accuse the respondent and say that the proposition of the syllogism has been conceded to him, and use it boldly and not ask this and this. These therefore are the precautions accepted from the part of the respondent, and they are either five or six if the penultimate is divided in two; and there is no difficulty in them about which one should be concerned.

CHAPTER III. Concerning precautions taken from the part of the opponent.

But from the opponent, or from the part of the opponent, precautions are taken thus, that sophistically, with respect to precautions to be observed by the opponent, it must be observed that, once something improbable or false has been posited by the opponent, the opponent ought to prove, that is, approve and commend, what the respondent is said to respond, and to say that he says or responds excellently, when that which seems to the opponent from the beginning has already been proposed, that is, that which he intends; and he ought to make a question of such things as agree with that which he proposed from the beginning, that is, which are false and improbable, and after the commendation of the response to say, does this seem to you to have to be granted or not? For then, because of the commendation and the opponent's confidence concerning the response, the respondent takes less precaution against the opponent. And then one of three things must happen, if there is a question made by the opponent and a concession by the respondent about some one of those things from which a syllogism is made: either a true refutation, as the improbable or false being made, or something like a refutation. For when the respondent gives that whose opposite the opponent concludes, then a refutation must be made, because through a syllogism of contradiction the opposite of what was given by the respondent is concluded. But when he does not give what the opponent proposes, then when the opponent syllogizes the false thing to which the respondent consented, he must give the false or improbable thing which follows from the false or from the improbable given by the respondent. But when he does not give the opposite, nevertheless because of the commendation of the opponent he seems to have given the false proposition; then something similar to a refutation is made or follows, because he will seem to be led to the opposite of what was given, although he is not led, because he did not give the opposite but will seem to have given it.

Moreover, in the second element or teaching the opponent must consider, just as happens in rhetorical matters and accusations, that they should do similarly against the respondent in apparent refutations. For in rhetorical matters it is considered whether the accused has ever done the contrary of the good and honorable; and if he has ever done this, it is presumed that he also did that of which he is accused. So also here it must be considered whether the respondent has conceded the contrary of that which he now affirms, and thus by comparing a certain concession to this concession he will more easily seem to be refuted. But if he himself has not ever conceded the contrary, one must consider whether, by sustaining such a position, he contradicts some of those philosophers of whose sect he confesses himself to be. And if this cannot be found either in him or in the sect of those among whom he professes himself to be, then what he says must be compared with those who seem to be of an opinion such as the respondent himself is, whether they have said something contrary. And if this again is not found, the saying of the respondent must be compared to those similar to him in the opposite, whether it will be to all or to several of them; and from the contrary saying of those men the respondent is more easily convicted.

Moreover, in the third element or teaching the opponent must observe what respondents often do. For often, when they are refuted, that is, seem to be refuted, they do, that is, pretend, in two ways if they have seen that it ought to happen to them to be refuted, that is, that they are refuted; and they say that they said this in one sense, but not in another. And questioners too must use this precaution; and this must sometimes be done against respondents who are pressing, that is, resisting them, namely when they have perceived beforehand that the respondent sees multiplicity in something asked by them. For then he ought to anticipate the respondent and, by distinguishing the multiplicity, say that if it is taken thus, that is, in this sense, the conclusion happens or follows, but thus not, that is, taken in another sense, the conclusion does not happen or follow. And this is confirmed, because thus he took the multiple and distinguished it, and thus Cleophon does in his Mandrobulus, which he named the same from the disciple to whom he wrote; for thus the respondent will take less precaution against the opponent and will be more easily deceived.

But in the fourth teaching it is necessary for the opponents themselves sometimes, by abstaining or withdrawing from the proposed speech and transferring themselves to another matter, to fall upon the remaining arguments not proposed in that matter, that is, to distinguish by falling upon diverse things. And if the opponent has perceived beforehand that the respondent sees multiplicity in them, it is necessary or opportune that such an opponent first, before the respondent presses, press the respondent with some one of those arguments in another matter, and thus proceed while the respondent presses and distinguishes, because then again the respondent, trusting the opponent, will take less precaution for himself in the proposed matter.

In the fifth teaching one must also sometimes try to transfer oneself to other things or to another matter from that which was stated as the proposition, in which the opponent abounds more in arguments, while the respondents themselves take, that is, concede to be made, or reason to be made, what that is toward which the opponent transfers himself outside what was posited, that is, whether the respondent wishes or not. And this must be done in such a case if one of the opponents does not have enough to argue, or sufficient and efficacious arguments. And this teaching is confirmed by the authority of Lycophron, who, being wise in musical matters, did this: for when it had been proposed to him to exalt or praise the lyre, and he did not have efficacious arguments for this, he praised and exalted the pipe and pipe-players, and inferred that the music of strings or cords is better than that of pipes, as in great Ovid it is said that the lyre is to be cultivated much more. But in such a transfer to these things, respondents sometimes demand from opponents what this does for the proposition, and what they intend through this, toward which they try to argue in that matter. One must assign some cause not rightly intended. For when causes directly intended in a certain thing have been stated by the opponent, the respondent, having heard that cause, will watch himself to say a contradiction, that is, to say something from which a contradiction can be argued, which contradiction with respect to the principal intention universally happens in agonistic refutations. But he will assign as cause something common or universal, as here, namely that it is the cause of transfer, because he intends to deny in something not belonging to the proposition that which the respondent said, or because he intends to affirm that or something else apart from the proposition which the respondent denied, or some other such common thing, which is not the determinate cause of the transfer; as if the thing intended is that there is the same discipline of contraries, let him not say expressly that this is the cause of the transfer.

But in the sixth teaching the opponent must consider that it is not necessary to pre-question the pre-intended conclusion as a proposition, but to take it; and certain conclusions must not be asked simply, but one must use them boldly, as openly true and conceded or confessed by all, because if they were asked, the opponent would resist them more. These therefore are the precautions taken from the part of the opponent; and there is not anything in them worthy of doubt nor a certain number in such things, because many similar ones can be assigned. Therefore let us say by epiloguing that from what sophistical places questions are drawn, and how, with respect to precautions, one must question in agonistic or sophistical exercises or disputations ordered to the end of exercise, has been said sufficiently with respect to the proposed intention. For from these things it is easy to discover many.
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BOOK II OF THE REFUTATIONS.

TRACTATE I. CONCERNING THE INTENTION AND USEFULNESSES, AND CONCERNING APPARENT SOLUTION OR RESPONSE.

CHAPTER I. Concerning the intention and usefulnesses in common.

In this second book, which pertains to the dialectician with respect to the solution of a syllogism sinning against the dialectical syllogism, because it belongs to him to determine the dialectical syllogism and to manifest the sin which is made against the same; but it pertains to the sophist with respect to the discretion of speeches which are worthy to be solved and which are to be despised as not suitable for solution, and with respect to apparent and incomplete solution, because with respect to complete solution it belongs more to the dialectician than to the sophist to consider solution: first it must be manifested for what usefulnesses it is, and by what necessity it is introduced, since the cause of the falsity of sophistical speeches has already been had, when in the preceding book it was shown how fallacy is in us with respect to the individual fallacies.

For determining these things first, we say that it is concerning the response which is apparent solution according to the sophist, and how it is necessary truly to solve, and what it is necessary truly to solve, and fourthly, toward what usefulness, so that these four are referred to four things in which the whole that is intended in this second book consists: namely concerning the response which is an apparent solution, which is a solution to the man; and how one must solve with a complete and perfect solution, by which it is shown how the conclusion follows and how it does not, so that answer may be made to the refutation and to the consequence of the syllogism, for this is the perfect solution; and what must be solved, that is, what in sophistical speeches is worthy of solution, and what is not worthy but to be despised; and toward what usefulness. Around these four things our intention in this second book will be completed. But we put the usefulnesses first, because they are the ends of that business, and it cannot be known to what the intention of the one treating is directed unless the end is presumed and predetermined. These things therefore must be said after those which were determined in the first book.

Therefore one must begin from usefulness. Therefore we shall say that solutions of sophistical speeches are useful, indeed for philosophy, on account of two things. But the first of the two is that sophistical speeches are either in diction or outside diction; but sophistical speeches in diction are solved through the distinction of multiplicity. Often, however, those things which occur according to multiplicity in diction, when they have been well distinguished, make us better disposed toward understanding philosophy, to know through distinction how many times, that is, in what sense, each thing is said; and it is useful for this, that we may know what things in philosophy are said similarly in things, and similarly in word, and what things are said either in word and things, because likeness of word is the cause of appearance, but unlikeness in the thing is the cause of defect, and to know this contributes to philosophy.

But secondly they are useful for philosophy because solutions are useful for those questions, that is, doubts, which arise through the same person seeking within himself and doubting in himself, so that he may beware of deception, lest he be deceived within himself. For he who is easily paralogized by someone disputing and deceived by a sophistical speech often also suffers this himself, that is, from himself; and what makes one beware of deception contributes to philosophy. Therefore the solutions of sophistical speeches are of value for philosophy; and sophistical deception, which is in the speech of the opponent, does not have these usefulnesses proper to sophistical speech, for the opponent and respondent in their speeches have diverse intentions and ends in these things.

But the third, remaining apart from these usefulnesses, is that the solution of sophistical speech is still useful for glory, that is, that from prompt solution the respondent should have himself such that he seems to be exercised in all things and seems to have himself ignorantly in no knowable things when resisting. And the respondent has this end insofar as he responds sophistically, and he has this end in common with the sophistical opponent. But this proof is through its opposite, because if even the respondent who communicates with the opponent in sophistical speech despises sophistical speeches and does not solve them, since from the art of solving in which he is deficient he has no facility for determining, that is, for making a determination, about the vice of the same speeches, which is in word or figure, or in the consequence of the syllogism, or in the contradiction of the refutation, he gives to the hearers the suspicion that he seems to be dull or rude and of bad talent, or a burdensome partner in disputing. This is not because it is always true according to nature that he is dull or of dull talent, but this seems so because of lack of skill in the art of solving. Therefore this art is useful for avoiding this by the opposite of what has been said, that is, by skill in the art of solving; for he will seem to have glory from goodness of talent.

Therefore with these usefulnesses considered, one must treat how the opponents are to be resisted by the respondents themselves through response and true solution to sophistical speeches of this sort. And this indeed is manifest with respect to this, that it should be known which are those speeches which must be resisted through response and solution: if indeed, that is, certainly, we have rightly said earlier in the preceding book from what sophistical places the paralogisms are to which one must respond; and we have also sufficiently stated the overabundances of precautions, and the other places leading to the other goals of the false and improbable and nugation and solecism, which overabound beyond the sophistical places leading to refutation, which are said to be made by finding, because they are proposed by questioning, since the opponent inquires into the respondent's consent.

Therefore concerning these things, for these causes, one must treat
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is this: but because concerning this someone could err, therefore that error must first be excluded. For someone could think that it was the same thing for someone taking sophistical matters from the opponent to see them under the fault of sophistical speech, and to solve sophistical speech; and since this seems sufficiently attained through the teaching of the first book, then the teaching of this book would be superfluous. And that solving the fault and being able swiftly to resist one questioning from the faculty of art are not the same, this is true. The reason for this is that it is manifest that what we know in one way, namely that of composition, as the opponent proceeds, when transposed through resolution we often do not know, because what is composed we do not know how to resolve; but one solving rightly proceeds by solving.

Further, toward the same point there is another reason proving the necessity of this art of solving: because just as in disputations of opponents being able to object more quickly or more slowly comes about from the exercise of a certain special art in the mind for opposing, so also in other sophistical speeches the exercise of art is disposed toward solving more quickly or more slowly. For this reason, if this is so, although it is indeed manifest to us that there is a fault of sophistical speech, yet if we are immediate, not having exercise in the art of solving at the times due for exercise (because meditation is the frequent return of the mind upon the same thing, and thus meditation pertains to exercise), we are frequently deceived. Therefore an art of solving is necessary in this, that care may be taken lest we be deceived.

But the third reason toward the same point is that concerning such sophistical speeches it happens as in the descriptions of geometrical figures; for there too, when we solve a figure into figures through resolution, sometimes from a defect of the art of composing we are not able again to compose the same figures, from a defect of the art of composing. So it happens conversely in refutations. Knowing in a qualified way how to convert a sophistical speech, that is, according to what principles and places an apparent refutation is converted by the opponent, we are doubtful how to solve the same sophistical speech through resolution; and therefore a special art of solving is necessary, just as the art of conjecturing such sophistical speeches from the things which have been said is necessary.

And thus it is clear how from the things determined in the first book of this work we can see sophistical speeches for resisting the opponent; nevertheless from the things determined there we cannot solve rightly and from a right solution swiftly resist the opponent. For this is done by the exercise of a special art, because, as Victorinus says, nature makes men capable, art makes them powerful, but the use of exercise makes them prompt. Thus therefore it is clear that this art of solving is necessary, and that in certain things it has the same end with the dialectician, and in a certain thing the same end with the sophist, insofar as it is ordered to glory, lest he seem inexperienced in anything; and that the opponent and respondent have divided ends in certain things; and thus the art of opposing and the art of responding also have diverse ends. And in this it differs from dialectical business or art, because in dialectical matters both the opponent and the respondent have the same end toward which they tend, which is belief and opinion, toward which both opponent and respondent tend1.

CHAPTER II. Concerning the proof that apparent solution is sometimes more to be chosen, and what apparent solution is.

But first one must determine concerning apparent solution, namely that when disputation is carried on for the glory of apparent wisdom, an apparent solution is more to be chosen than a true one, because through it the one responding sophistically obtains glory more among those judging and hearing than through a true one, because those in whose opinion the sophist seeks glory consider apparent things more than true things, since they are not wise, but judge commonly and according to sense. Hence just as we say that the sophist opponent, for seeking glory among the judges who hear, must sometimes choose to syllogize probably, that is, apparently, rather than truly and openly, because through an apparent syllogism he obtains glory more among common judges who judge according to appearance, so also for the respondent seeking glory among such people it is sometimes more to be chosen to solve probably, that is, apparently, than to solve truly or according to truth. For such men seek glory before others, who do not have true judgment concerning difficult things, but judge apparent things on the surface.

But the proof of this is that entirely and in every way the respondent himself who seeks not to seem conquered by the opponent must resist contentious opponents through an apparent response, lest the opponent seem to conquer. But I say that he must resist opponents, not because they are arguing in truth, but that he must resist them as seeming to argue; because if before bystanders the opponent is still admitted so that he seems to argue before the bystanders, then at once he has obtained glory in the opinion of the bystanders; and the respondent ought to impede this. For we do not say that the opponents themselves in sophistical matters syllogize according to truth, since their syllogisms sin either in form or in matter or in both; for this reason they must be corrected by the respondent himself through apparent solution, lest they seem to the bystanders to syllogize by an apparent syllogism. But this is proved thus: because if a true refutation is a non-equivocal contradiction, and one impeded by no other fallacy, there is no need for the respondent to speak of equivocation or amphibology or another fallacy, so that by distinguishing he may show in what sense the refutation concludes the truth and in what sense it does not conclude. For to lead the distinction thus to the sense in which it concludes and to the sense in which it does not conclude, and to manifest the fault of the impeding fallacy, is to solve truly; and this is because the opponent does not truly conclude, but proves according to what is apparent and non-existent. And therefore it is not necessary to manifest, through a true solution, how he truly concludes and how not; rather the respondent must be resisted by co-dividing, that is, at once dividing in the very questioning of the opponent, and by showing that it does not follow because of multiplicity, or because of a not good and true ordering of premises to the conclusion in those things in which there is not multiplicity; nor in fallacies outside diction, except because the conclusion seems apparently similar to a refutation and is not truly similar. Hence apparent solution is a division of multiplicity in diction or speech, or a division of the conclusion from the due order to the premises in common, without the solution being brought down particularly to the sense in which it follows and to the sense in which it does not follow, because this would be to solve truly.

Therefore the respondent must not take care against being refuted through a true solution, but through an apparent solution he must take care that he not seem to be refuted, because thus he is at once hindered, so that he does not seem to obtain glory among the hearers. And for this cause this must be done through apparent solution, because to ask amphibological or equivocal things which are according to equivocation, and to ask any other things whatever which are according to other dullings or obscurations of fallacies and deceptions, both clouds over a true refutation so that it cannot be seen or discerned, and makes doubtful the one arguing truly and not truly, that is, whether he argues truly or not; and as long as this is doubtful, they do not obtain glory. Hence one must not resist through a true solution, because that makes manifest in what sense he argues truly, and so the opponent has obtained something of glory. But the reason for this is that although at the end of the conclusion, that is, after the conclusion has been made by the opponent, one were to say to the one who posits that he does not deny by contradiction what he previously affirmed by responding, but that they affirm and deny equivocally; and even if, or although, perhaps most of all the opponent and respondent also carry their understanding to the same thing, nevertheless because of the multiplicity posited in the speech, it is doubtful to the bystanders whether the respondent has been refuted; and thus the opponent has obtained no glory. For from the very multiple confusion it is doubtful whether the opponent now says what is true; and therefore one must not use true solution against that opponent, but apparent solution.

But if the opponent himself were dividing or distinguishing an equivocal multiple, or another one such as an amphibological multiple, or one of another fallacy in diction, or also dividing the conclusion from the premises and showing how the premises do not have due order to the conclusion, as happens in fallacies outside diction, then the opponent would be manifest, and the refutation would not be doubtful. For it would at once be known in what sense it follows and in what sense it does not follow. And those who inquire, that is, who oppose by questioning, now indeed ask and do not distinguish the multiple; but previously, when they ask without distinguishing the multiple, they are and seem contentious. And if they were to ask respondents by distinguishing the multiple, it would be necessary for respondents to say of what was asked by the opponent either that it is thus or that it is not thus determinately, and then it would be necessary to answer with a true solution. But now, since those inquiring do not ask well, that is, by openly distinguishing the multiple, it is necessary, if the opponent is to seem to obtain glory, that the respondent who is questioned respond something by an apparent solution in his response, which nevertheless is to the man and not to the speech, correcting in responding the fault or deception of the proposition asked by the opponent, and he does not give a true and determinate solution. And this is because, once the matter has been divided through a diction of distinction determining in what sense the conclusion follows and in what sense it does not follow, the respondent must say either that it is thus affirmatively or that it is not thus negatively; and so the respondent himself seems in some way to have been concluded, and the opponent obtains something of glory over the respondent.

For if someone thinks that refutation, which is according to equivocation or is a multiplicity of equivocation, to be in some way a refutation, then the respondent himself will not be, or it will not happen for him, to choose that refutation which in a certain way is a refutation; and thus the opponent seems to obtain something of glory, and the respondent would have something of confusion or would seem to have it. This must entirely be avoided by the respondent through apparent solution. But the cause of this is that in singulars, that is, in sensible singulars taken through distinction, if the opponent must contradict the respondent and lead the respondent to refutation, it is necessary to use the same name and to deny of the same thing what the respondent said, that is, affirmed, because otherwise the opponent will not refute the respondent; and conversely, it is necessary for the opponent to affirm the same name which the respondent denied, because otherwise he does not refute. And the respondent ought not to lead the opponent to this; and therefore against the opponent one must not use true solution, which is to the speech, but apparent solution, which is to the man.

But this again is clear through the exclusion of the cavillation of certain persons erring in these matters. For as certain cavillers indeed correct the contradiction and refutation which the opponent seems to make against the respondent, this profits nothing for avoiding apparent refutation. For they say that, when something is asked in common, contradictories can well be granted about it for diverse supposits; for they say that then they do not declare or grant the same Coriscus to be musical and not musical, but they say that this Coriscus is musical, and they say that this other Coriscus is not musical, and thus, according to the diversity of those designated in the equivocal name which is Coriscus, in the common word they say that Coriscus is musical and not musical2. But apparent refutation is not avoided through this; for as to apparent refutation, it will be the same sophistical speech leading to this, that we should think Coriscus to be musical and not musical, and that we should say this Coriscus to be musical and not musical. But that the speech is the same for refutation is proved from this: because both those speeches together, that is, simply, affirm and deny the same thing of the same thing; hence through such a distinction as they posit, apparent refutation is not avoided. But perhaps the speech saying that Coriscus is musical, or that this Coriscus is musical and is not musical, does not signify the same thing, because although as to apparent refutation those speeches are the same, nevertheless they differ in this, that they do not signify the same thing. And this is because there too the equivocal was proposed for some same multiple only in the common confusion of the word, but the name itself signifies diverse things. Therefore through the aforesaid cavillation the apparent contradiction is not impeded.

Also another cavillation which certain people posit is not valid for impeding apparent refutation. For they say that in one speech of contradiction the same thing must be used, as in the affirmative they say that this one of whom something is affirmed ought to be called Coriscus simply, that is, by the common word; but to the one of whom something is denied something ought to be added, as that some or this Coriscus is not musical. And indeed it is at once proved to be unfitting, for there can be no reason on account of which something must be added more to one than to the other; for to add something to either of the two makes no difference, that is, has no difference according to reason; for it does not differ, as has already appeared. Therefore those cavillations profit nothing for impeding apparent contradiction; rather this must be said, that because, when the multiple is not assigned, it is indeed doubtful to him who has not determined the multiple in common and universally whether the respondent himself has been refuted or not when he is led to denying what he granted under the same word, therefore, since it has been granted in disputations to divide or distinguish the multiple, it is manifest that, when it happens simply without distinction to give, that is, to grant, a multiple, the respondent himself not determining it, that is, not distinguishing universally, this is a fault; because an apparent refutation will meet him. In order that this may be avoided, the multiple must be distinguished in common; and this is apparent solution, and solution to the man, impeding apparent refutation. For this reason even if, or although, the respondent himself does not seem to have been refuted, because he knows in what sense he gave it, nevertheless that disputation on the part of the respondent, who is led to this, that under the same word he denies what he previously granted, is like a refuted disputation or speech.

But it often happens that the respondents themselves, even when they see in the speech an amphibology or another multiple, grow lazy or become slow to divide it and show that what is asked or proposed by the opponent is multiple, because even in one disputation such things are frequently proposed in paralogisms; and respondents are lazy to divide by distinguishing this as often as it is proposed, lest they seem burdensome and impeding or forward toward all things proposed by the opponent. Then, after the distinction of the multiplicity has been concealed, and the respondents themselves do not think that because of this a speech leading to apparent refutation is made, often, while the respondents take care, the improbability of apparent refutation will meet them. Wherefore, or on account of this, since it has been given or granted and is licit for the respondent to divide or distinguish the multiple, and thus to show that the multiple itself impedes apparent contradiction, one must not be lazy about distinguishing or dividing and showing the multiple which impedes refutation, as was said a little before. And in this sentence thus explained there is no doubt, unless someone wishes to transfer himself to foreign questions; and this we have not been accustomed to do, because it impedes good teaching rather than advances it.

Notes

	And thus it is clear how the art of solving sophistical speeches agrees in some way in end with the dialectician, and in some way with the sophist. The art of opposing and the art of solving have diverse ends in sophistical matters, but not in dialectical matters. P. J. (Et sic patet quomodo ars solvendi orationes sophisticas convenit aliquo modo in fine cum dialectico, et aliquo modo cum sophista. Ars opponendi et ars solvendi habent diversos fines in sophisticis; non autem in dialecticis. P. J.) ↩

	From this it is clear that this name, Coriscus, said of several things, is equivocal. (Ex quo patet quod hoc nomen, Coriscus, dictum de pluribus est aequivocum.) ↩
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CHAPTER III. And there is proof that in apparent solution the multiple must be shown.

But that in apparent solution, in a response to the man, the multiple must thus be assigned and shown, in order to impede apparent refutation, is proved thus. For if someone, by opposing, made two questions of those asking into one, and, once one had been granted, concluded the other by refuting, then it is manifest that the paralogism would not come about because of the multiple of equivocation or amphibology, but rather because several things were asked as one. But then either a true refutation would be made, or not, but a para-refutation; and therefore, in order to beware of refutation or para-refutation, one must divide the several things asked as one. Similarly therefore, in an equivocal multiple in which there are several things in act, or in which multiple, the multiple must be shown, so that there may seem to be a refutation or para-refutation. For what difference is there between asking a proposition which is several, namely whether Callias and Themistocles are musicians, in which one thing is asked of several, and, if both the said things existed as diverse in reality, an equivocal name had been given, and under that name one thing of several were asked? It is established that as to apparent refutation there would be no difference. The reason for this is that, if it signifies these several things by one equivocal name, it is established that he asked several things, that is, a proposition which is several or one thing concerning several.

Therefore if it is not right to prove or approve that one response to two questions should be taken from the respondent on account of the plurality of the things asked, then it is manifest that also to none of those things which are equivocal or universally multiple does it belong to answer simply, that is, to give one undistinguished response simply and without distinction. Nor does this belong even if concerning all the things which are contained in the equivocal term, in every sense what is sought is true, as certain erring persons will, namely that when it is true in every sense one response ought to be given. The reason for this is that there is no difference between this, that under one equivocal name something is asked about several things, and if about several things it is asked under diverse names. For example, if it is asked of Callias and Coriscus whether they are at home: whether both are present at home together, and of each it is true that he is at home, or whether both are not present at home together, but of one it is true that he is at home and of the other it is not true. But I say that there is no difference as to the question which is several; for on both sides, whether this is true in both senses or in the other, it is always a several proposition, and propositions which are several. For a proposition or question which is several is not made one for this reason, that the same thing is true to say of several things. And this is proved by leading to an unfitting consequence: since it is possible concerning a thousand other things asked, whether it is true to say or not true to say the same thing of them, nevertheless about none of them, although something belongs or does not belong to them uniformly, must one respond with one response. For if one response is given, then disputing is destroyed, because once one has asked about all, it is said, it is thus or it is not; and thus there is an end of disputation. And this is unfitting; therefore one response must not be given about a multiple. But this, that one response is given concerning several things, is similar to it as if one name were posited for several things, by which each thing is signified in it. Therefore through distinction the multiple, which has been asked as if simply, must be manifested for the impediment of apparent refutation.

Therefore if one ought not to give one and simple response to two questions, then by similarity it is manifest that neither in equivocal multiples must one simple response be given, so that by a simple response it is said affirmatively or negatively, because one giving a response thus has not responded but has said certain things impertinent to the multiple; and thus he said one thing in word, but did not respond to the one asking, not even by speech, but in a certain way by not solving and not responding without distinction the respondents themselves grant the multiple, because the unfitting thing which happens escapes them.

Therefore, as we said a little before in the preceding parts of this reasoning, apparent refutations indeed seem to be which are not, because they sin in form in the same way; and solutions to the speech, which we said sometimes must be brought against opponents in agonistic disputations for impeding the opponent's glory more than true solutions which are to the speeches, and which are in the resistance of the respondent when he resists the opponent concerning the double, namely by distinguishing and showing the double, as we said before, because once the multiple has been shown the opponent is resisted, so that he cannot proceed. But what proposition is one or several is to be sought in the Perihermenias. In the preceding things of the prior book, however, it is known what a probable or apparent and non-existent syllogism is. For here we do not call that syllogism probable which is from probable things, as the dialectical syllogism is, which, although it is probable in matter, nevertheless is necessary in consequence, as when it is said that every mother loves; Medea is a mother; therefore Medea loves. This consequence is necessary if the first proposition is posited to be universal, because a dialectical proposition is granted to be universal if it is probable, although in some things it has an instance. But here we call a syllogism probable which seems through a sophistical place to be probable, although because of the cause of defect it does not infer from necessity.

CHAPTER IV. Concerning the ten precautions or refutations which must be used in apparent solution.

But with these things thus determined, through which it is known that apparent solution is sometimes useful, especially to the man and against the opponent, lest he seem to obtain glory, the elements of the appearance of response must be given; and these are ten.

And the first indeed is that if a probable question is proposed to the respondent in those things which seem probable to him, it is fitting for the respondent to say thus, that is, insofar as it is thus probable, I grant it; because in this way he neither grants it simply nor denies it simply, and thus a refutation will not be made against him, that is, against himself, or seem to be made.

But the second element is that if there is a position or question, and in this he foresees that, if he grants it simply, he will be compelled by the opponent to say improbable things, then he ought not to respond by "thus," but by adding this in such a case, that it especially seems thus, that is, it so seems; because this very seeming is a sign of falsity, because danger is feared in the position if it is granted. Therefore these two precautions or elements are taken through the differences of the position to which one must respond; and although in the Topics the position is divided through three differences, namely the probable, the improbable, and the neutral, because there the position is divided through contrariety of forms and differences, nevertheless here it is divided only through two, because here the position is understood to be divided not through contrary forms but through the opposition of privation and habit. And thus the neutral position is contained under the improbable position and has a mean that is indifferent or idle; but considered in themselves they are opposed as privation and habit, and have no mean, because it is indifferent, since what is not good is evil.

The third precaution or element is through those things which have been determined in the Topics, how and in what ways that which is in the beginning is begged. But the bystanders before whom the opponent seeks glory think that when something is near to the position, it must be destroyed as not proving, because it is the same as the proposed thing or seems to be the same; then, if that is assumed by the opponent for proving what is proposed, it must be destroyed and not assumed or granted as proving what is proposed. And concerning such things one must say that there are certain things from among these similar, as they are from begging what is assumed in the beginning. For this happens especially through begging the principle, which has the greatest agreement with the syllogism that infers, because it infers by necessity like a syllogism, although it does not prove, because the same thing cannot be proved through the same.

But the fourth precaution or element is that when someone or some one of the opponents has proved or approved something to be assumed through which what is proposed may be proved, because it is necessary that it happen as a consequent from what has been posited, from the very position which the opponent asks, but it is false or unthinkable, and the respondent sees this, then the same thing must be said as before, namely that he begs what is in the beginning, because those things which happen by necessity and follow from what has been posited will seem to the bystanders and hearers to be of the same position with what is proposed and to belong to begging in the proposed matter.

Further, the fifth element is when by the opponent in his questioning the universal is taken not by its own name, but by a parable, that is, by an obscure name under some parabolic likeness; such is the universal in natures, that every animal lacking upper teeth has horns. Therefore let it be taken under a parable for that thus: every animal splitting the hoof, not having upper incisors, has horns; and let it be inferred thus: a pig is an animal splitting the hoof, not having upper incisors; therefore it has horns. Then one must answer that he has not taken the universal as it was given, that is, under the likeness in which he proposed it, because likeness cannot be to many things; and when he takes another thing, it cannot be true through likeness to another. And thus again he apparently presses the opponent. For often an apparent refutation is made because the universal of the due likeness is not taken according to proportion; for because horns arise in an ox and a ram because the matter of the upper teeth passes into horns, it is thought that in a pig, which splits the hoof, horns ought similarly to arise. And then he has not well assumed it for the universal for which the universal was given, because it was given for the ox and the ram, and he assumed it for the pig. But if he is hindered by the opponent, and the one who responds cannot come to this, since it has not been well shown that he cannot show that the universal was not well assumed in the showing, with the opponent saying and strongly asserting that he himself assumed the universal well and for what he ought, then for the respondent resisting him who opposes, by the same way, the same thing against the opponent according to the stated determination concerning the opponent, namely by saying the contrary and asserting that he did not assume it well, that is, the opponent does not prove, but asserts only that he assumed it well, and the respondent asserts the contrary, the assertion of the respondent is worth as much as that of the opponent. Therefore in these things, that is, in those which are not properly taken in a parable with universal and proper names, it is necessary for the respondent to answer either that it is simply true, or that it is false, or to distinguish dividedly if it is multiple.

But the sixth element is if a truncated speech is proposed, which we understand by understanding something beneath it, and it is not proposed plainly and perfectly with the determination of the understanding which it ought to make, as happens especially in the multiple according to amphibology; because of this a refutation sometimes happens or seems to happen. For example, as if it is proposed in the construction of the genitive, which, although it is properly constructed according to possessive force, nevertheless has infinite other relations according to which it is constructed either partitively or formally or in designation of essence or according to another relation. An example of this is if it is asked thus: do you think that whatever belongs to the Danaans or Greeks is a possession of the Danaans? And let the respondent say, certainly, because the genitive is properly in a possessive relation. Let the opponent infer: then it is likewise in the other relations of the genitive, and then let him infer: but a man is of animals; and we respondents say certainly, granting this as it has a partitive and not possessive construction; and let the opponent infer: therefore a man is a possession of animals. If, I say, a truncated construction is proposed, the respondent ought not to answer unless the relation of construction is determined, because we say partitively that man is of animals, since man himself is an animal; and thus we say that Leander is of the Lacedaemonians, because he is a Lacedaemonian. Therefore it is manifest from the things said that in things in which, from amphibology, what is proposed is obscure from the words said, it must not be granted simply by the respondent unless it is first determined.

But the seventh is an element or teaching when the question of the opponent is referred to two things, one of which is antecedent and the other consequent. For thus there are two things in the opponent's question, and when one of them is as antecedent, the other, which is consequent, must be, because this follows from the antecedent; and when the other or remaining thing is asked as consequent, then what is antecedent is not from necessity, because it does not follow necessarily from the consequent. Then first, that is, better and more fittingly, the respondent ought to give what is less, that is, that for which he has less need of reasons, and from which the opponent has fewer reasons for inferring the remaining thing; and this is the consequent, because from it he cannot infer the antecedent, since, when that has been given, it will be more difficult for the opponent to syllogize concerning several antecedents to be inferred from it.

But the eighth element is that if the opponent strives toward contraries, and to this one thing there is indeed a contrary, but to that other thing there is no contrary, if the speech which the opponent asks is true, then the respondent ought to say that to this there is indeed a contrary just as to that; but let him say that the name of the other of the contraries has not been posited, and therefore it does not seem to have a contrary.

The ninth element or teaching is in those questions made by the opponent which are according to the opinion of many and which are held as if for common conceptions of the mind, because some things are from the number of those which the many say and hold as a common conception of the mind, and they say that one lies who does not grant them; but some things are not such, as those things whatever about which diverse persons opine on each side, that is, toward each part, namely the true and the false. For example, because whether the soul of animals is corruptible or immortal or incorruptible has not been determined by many philosophers. For Pythagoras said that every soul of animals is immortal; but the Stoics granted that only the soul of a human being is immortal. Therefore in questions in which it is doubtful in what way the proposed matter is accustomed to be said, namely whether they should be accepted as common conceptions and suppositions of the mind, because they call affirmative conceptions and true opinions conceptions, and they also call whole conceptions, that is, universal negations, conceptions, that is, those which when universally denied are true, as this one: the diameter is incommensurable or is not commensurable, which is a universally true negation. Further, in every universal matter whose questions they opine both things, namely affirmation and negation, in this nevertheless some respondent will be especially hidden, lest a refutation seem to be made against him, by transferring names; as if the opponent accepts it for one opinion, the respondent may say that he granted it for another opinion. For since then it is doubtful to the hearers in what way the truth of that position has itself, the opponent will not be thought to carry on a sophism or sophistical refutation against the respondent. But because in such a position diverse people opine on each side, both toward affirmation and toward negation, the respondent will not be thought by the hearers to lie in such a translation if he transfers himself to those opining otherwise; for such a translation will make the speech asked by the opponent seem to the hearers to be without a refutation made against the respondent.

But the tenth and last teaching is that whatever questions one of the respondents has perceived beforehand are to be made by the opponent, before the opponent proposes them as questions, the respondent must rise up against the opponents and foretell to him that he wishes to ask this or that, because thus he clouds over the opponent, lest he can come to the proposed question, and impedes him from asking. These therefore are the elements or precautions or teachings of apparent response, and there is not anything in them which is worthy of doubt if they are accepted as they have been explained; and in the very explanation it has been shown under what aspect they are accepted.
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TRACTATE II. CONCERNING THE RIGHT SOLUTION OF FALSE SPEECHES.

CHAPTER I. What, in common, and what sort, the right solution of false speech is.

Now, with those things sufficiently held which seem to pertain to apparent solution, one must determine concerning right solution. It is called right solution for this reason: because, although solution is said commonly according to analogy of apparent and right solution, right solution is that which is true in the prior way and has all those things which it ought to have and which belong to the nature of true solution.

Therefore let us say that right solution is the manifestation of a false syllogism, taking right solution in common. But I mean manifestation of a false syllogism according to any question whatever, that is, according to whatever mode of question or proposition falsity happens, whether in matter, as in the propositions, or in the consequence of the conclusion from the undue order of the propositions to the conclusion. True and right solution is always a manifestation of falsity and of the being of falsity, with sufficient treatment and showing for what cause and in what way the syllogism is false. And this solution will be concerned with the common things of the false syllogism, because the sophist and the dialectician are concerned with common things; and therefore the right solution intended in this science does not take care of the falsigraph, which is concerned with false speech, because it takes opposites to proper principles in any discipline. But a false syllogism, the manifestation of whose falsity is the true manifestation in this science, is made in two ways. For in one way it is made if a false thing has been syllogized, that is, a false conclusion, from false propositions of them, as through a cause; for a false thing is not syllogized except from a false thing, although apparently any false thing follows or seems to follow from true things, as happens in figure of diction, and in according to a qualification and simply, and sometimes in the fallacy of accident, as was said in the prior book of this science. Or, in the second way, when in truth it has not been syllogized according to the form of a dialectical syllogism, because that is not a syllogism which does not have the form of syllogism; nevertheless according to some sophistical place it seems to be a syllogism, as one which sins in form. And under that part he comprehends two things of the figure of syllogistic speech, namely that which syllogizes nothing, although nevertheless it seems to syllogize, and that which does not syllogize to the proposed thing, which is according to non-cause as cause.

And it follows from the things which have been said that right solution is twofold. For, as was said, right solution is the correction of the falsity of an apparent syllogism, according to whatever one of the questions or whatever mode of falsity of the syllogism it seems to be and in questions or propositions. For here we call propositions questions, as also in the Topics. For this reason it happens or follows from the things said in the definition of true solution that speeches which sin in matter, because they are from false things, but have been syllogized, because they have the form of a topical syllogism, are solved by someone's destroying, or by destroying the false thing, and by showing and treating the cause of falsity. But apparent speeches or syllogistic reasons which sin in form and are apparent syllogisms, or seem to be, although they are not in the truth of the matter, it happens that someone solves by dividing. But by dividing in two ways, namely by dividing the multiple if it is in the propositions or in the conclusion, or by dividing from the premises and showing the cause of the false consequence from the undue order and form of the premises to the conclusion, as happens in fallacies outside diction which sin against the consequence of syllogism.

Again, since among speeches or reasons of syllogisms from false things, some have a true conclusion, because the true sometimes follows from false things or from a false thing, but others have a false conclusion, it is also necessary to solve the speeches or argumentations which have a false conclusion, or which are false according to the conclusion, in two ways, that is, through a double destruction. For there is a double false in them: namely the causing false, which is in the premises, and this is solved through the destruction of the premises; and the caused false, which is in the conclusion, and this is solved through the destruction of the conclusion. Hence it is solved both in that something of those things which were asked from the premises is destroyed, and also in that the conclusion is shown to have itself thus, but to be false. But those speeches syllogized from false things which have true conclusions can be solved in one way, namely in that something, that is, something of the premises, is destroyed, because the conclusion of such speeches is true.

For this reason, for those wishing to solve a false syllogistic speech by right solution, one must first indeed look carefully whether the speech which must be solved has been syllogized, so that it has the form of syllogism and with this sins in matter, or whether it has not been syllogized but has sin in form. Then one must consider, if it has been syllogized and sins in matter while having the form of syllogism, whether the conclusion is true when the premises, or one of the premises, or both are false, or whether the conclusion is false just as the premises are false, so that, when this has been considered, either by dividing the multiple, or by dividing the conclusion from the premises, and by resolving to the premises according to the order and form of syllogism, as destroying the premises or the conclusion, we may solve the false speech, by showing the cause of its falsity, that is, to solve truly; or thus in one way or the other way we may solve the false speech. For there are only two modes of right solution, as was said earlier. And although in the preceding things it has been said that division is also a mode of apparent solution, this nevertheless is in different ways, because the division which is distinction is complete, by which the multiple is shown and it is treated in what sense it is true and in what sense it is not true, with deduction to the conclusion, and it is shown that in one way it follows and in another way it does not follow; that is the mode of true and right solution.

Thus, with right solution held in common, one must know that in sophistical matters it makes the greatest difference whether one solves a speech immediately after it has been asked or proposed, at once without delay, or solves the proposed speech not at once but with delay and deliberation. For to foresee or to see at once the right solution is difficult; nevertheless through the exercise of art, or through leisure and quiet and deliberation, it happens that one sees the right solution of false speeches; and art or exercise is for this.

CHAPTER II. Concerning the solution of paralogisms of equivocation and amphibology.

With these things held concerning right solution in common, we shall adapt those things which have been said first to the solutions of paralogisms in diction, and afterward to those which are according to things outside diction. And among paralogisms in diction we shall first adapt and appropriate the paralogisms according to equivocation and amphibology, because these two fallacies are according to actual multiplicity, and they do not differ in the cause of appearance and the cause of non-existence. Nor is it an obstacle that one is in diction and the other in speech, because they have one mode in the manifestation of the falsity of a false syllogism.

Therefore we say that of these paralogisms which are according to equivocation and amphibology or of apparent refutations, some indeed have the cause of the falsity of the syllogism or para-refutation in the premises, but others in the conclusion: in the premises, indeed, as those which have some question or proposition signifying several things, that is, an actual multiplicity working; but others have a conclusion spoken multiply with the same actual multiplicity, as is clear by example in that paralogism which is about a silent thing speaking. The conclusion is double, and the paralogism must be formed thus: it happens that Socrates speaks; Socrates is silent; therefore it happens that a silent one speaks. For this conclusion is multiple according to amphibology, because the accusative, silent, can be constructed with this infinitive verb, to speak, from the part before, so that it is subject to the verb; and thus the utterance is false under this sense: it happens that the silent one speaks, which is false. Or the same accusative can be constructed with the same verb from the part after, so that it is object to the same verb; and thus it is true under this sense: it happens that someone speaks a silent thing, that is, about a silent thing, so that the silent thing is the matter of the speech, so that the speech is about the silent thing. And thus it is clear that the conclusion is double, namely: it happens that a silent thing speaks.

But in the paralogism of the same fallacy which is this, that it does not happen for one knowing to know together with one of the questions of the premises, it is double according to this formation: whoever know some things do not know together with those; those knowing know some things; therefore those knowing do not know together with them. For this premise, whoever know some things do not know together with those, is multiple according to amphibology, because this word, those, can be of the nominative case and be constructed with this verb, know together, from the part before by being subject to the verb; and thus it is true under this sense: whoever know some things, that is, some realities, those known realities do not know together, that is, do not know with them, because known things are known and do not have knowledge as the knowers themselves do. Or it can be of the accusative case and be constructed with the same verb from the part after, that is, be object to the verb; and thus it is false under this sense: whoever know some things do not know together with those, that is, those things of which they have knowledge, the knowers themselves do not know together with those; and this is false, because knowers know together all those things of which they have knowledge. Therefore it is clear that in this paralogism the major of the questions of the premises is an amphibology; and this solution manifests the cause of the falsity of the syllogism, namely why it concludes what is false. And from its distinction the double cause of the falsity of the syllogism is manifested. And when indeed this is the case, in each sense it is false; and it is not only double thus, but it is also in a third way, and then it signifies truly double, this indeed in one sense being, that is, true, but that in another sense non-being, that is, false. Therefore this distinction, thus treated in common, is true solution.

But for considering the perfection of solution it must be noted that in those paralogisms in which the multiple is in the end, after the conclusion has been made by the opponent, refutation or contradiction does not happen to the respondent unless the opponent himself has first taken a contradiction through the respondent's supposition, because there is no refutation unless the respondent has first granted the contradictory of that which is concluded, as is clear in the paralogism which concludes that someone who is blind is or happens to be seen, so that the accusative blind is constructed with the infinitive to see from the part after; but without a contradiction accepted from the respondent, as you think
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does it happen that a blind man sees? And with the respondent granting that it does not happen that a blind man sees, let him infer that someone sees a blind man; therefore it happens that a blind man sees: no refutation or syllogism of contradiction is made. But in those cases in which the paralogism is multiple in the questions or premises, it is not necessary for the respondent first to give a negative in order that a refutation may be made; and this is because a refutation is not properly a contradiction to these things as to premises, but because of the premise as because of an efficient cause the conclusion is made; but contradiction is made to the conclusion contradicting the respondent's position.

Therefore in solving the double which is in the beginning or in the premises or in the conclusion, and not the multiple name in the equivocal term or the speech as in amphibology, one must respond thus by distinguishing in a perfect and in every given solution, saying that it is as thus, that is, in one sense it is true, but it is as it is not, that is, in another sense it is false. As, for example, in this paralogism, there is a silent thing speaking, one must say that it is so that this which is true may be, if the accusative is constructed with the verb to speak from the part of the object after it; but it is not true in the other sense, in which the same accusative is constructed with the verb by being subject to it from the part before. And similarly it is in equivocation, as is clear in this example: do you think that advantageous things are to be done? And when the respondent says yes, let him infer: but bad things, as penal things, are sometimes advantageous, such as to be burned or cut; therefore they are to be done. One must answer that advantageous things are equivocal; and therefore some advantageous things are always to be done, as good and always useful things, and some advantageous things are not always to be done, as evil and harmful and penal things, because advantageous things are multiple according to equivocation.

But for solving perfectly it must be noted that if at the end, after the common solution has been given, it still lies hidden, because the solution has not been sufficiently adapted, then the respondent himself must correct the solution given in common through determination and treatment. For example, if the opponent infers by concluding, therefore there is a silent thing speaking, let the respondent say: there is not simply and without distinction a silent thing speaking; and let him adapt the distinction to the aforesaid distinction given in common, namely that this is some man speaking a silent thing, that is, that someone, as Socrates, speaks a silent thing. This is not a silent thing speaking, insofar as the accusative is constructed with the verb speaks from the part after and not from the part before. For thus the solution has been sufficiently adapted and determines in what sense the conclusion follows and in what sense not.

And similarly the solution must be treated and adapted in those paralogisms which have something said multiply in the propositions, by saying that in this way knowers know together, if that pronoun is constructed with the verb know together from the part before and not after, as was said a little before, and is of the accusative case; because the knowers do not know together with those things about which they have knowledge. For in such a solution it is not the same to say that it is not knowing together for knowers those things which they know in common, and that thus, by determining to the proposed sense, it is not or it does not happen that they know together those things which they know. And nevertheless, because in sophistical matters these are solutions, one must not wholly depart from apparent solution; rather the opponent must altogether be resisted apparently by the respondent, even if he syllogizes simply and in one sense. And one must say that the opponent himself did not deny the reality which the respondent stated by giving and granting what he asked, that is, did not conclude by denying it, but denied only the name, that is, concluded by denying and contradicting; and because of this what he did is not a refutation, because a refutation is not only of the name but of the reality and the name. Thus therefore those things which are according to equivocation and amphibology must be solved by right solution; and by understanding Aristotle's words thus, there is not anything of doubt in them.
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CHAPTER III. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to composition and division.

But from the things which have been said, it is manifest how those paralogisms also are to be solved which are according to composition and division, because if the divided speech, that is, the speech uttered dividedly, and the composed speech, that is, uttered compositely, signify one thing and another, although it is one materially, nevertheless it is formally diverse, as was determined in the prior book of this science. Therefore if the composed and false thing has been concluded, the contrary must be said, namely that the divided thing is true; and if the divided thing has been concluded as false, again the contrary must be said, namely that the composed thing is true. And that this may be manifested in examples, one must know that all speeches of this kind which are according to composition or division are such as these: do you think that by what you saw this man struck, by this he was struck? And the paralogism must be formed thus: by whatever you saw this man struck by someone or from someone, by this this man was struck; but with the eye you saw this man struck by someone; therefore with the eye this man was struck. For the major is multiple in this paralogism according to composition and division, from the fact that this determination, by which, can be composed or uttered continuously with this verb, you saw, with which it is naturally composed; and thus it is composed and false, under this sense: by what you saw someone struck by someone, that man was struck by that. For this is false. Or it can be divided from this verb, you saw, and uttered continuously with this participle struck; and thus it is divided and true, under this sense: by what instrument you saw someone struck, by that he was struck as by an instrument of striking. But another speech which is according to this formation is this: and by what he was struck, this you saw. And it is formed thus: by what someone was struck, this you saw him struck; but someone was struck by a sword or staff; therefore with a staff you saw him struck. And here there is multiplicity in the premise and in the conclusion. In the premise indeed, because this word, by which, can be composed with this verb, you saw, and is composed and false; or it can be divided from it and composed with the participle struck, and is true as before. And similarly one must speak concerning the conclusion, as is clear to anyone looking at it. For to this speech, by what he was struck, this you saw, one must add that he was struck; otherwise the multiplicity of composition and division does not occur. Hence when it is said, by what he was struck, this you saw, it is understood beneath that he was struck.

But although speeches of this kind which are according to composition and division are solved thus through the distinction of a certain multiple, nevertheless they are not truly multiple, so that they have actual multiplicity in one word which is naturally and formally one significative word. Rather they have something of doubtful questions or propositions which is according to potential multiplicity; and this is twofold according to composition. For the composed thing is not truly double, because that which is composed is divided only in potency. For if it is divided, the divided speech is not altogether formally the same as the composed speech. And the proof of this is that, as it is in a multiple word according to diverse understandings, so it is in divided and composed speech. But a word diversified according to accents is not formally the same word in the form of utterance. Indeed this is so because malum whose first syllable is long signifies an apple, and malum whose first syllable is short signifies the privation of good; uttered according to diverse accent or time and shortness, they formally are and signify one thing and another. But in writings, in which there is no utterance, the name is the same, since it is written with the same elements; and even in writings grammarians now make diverse signs denoting acute or grave accent, and consequently that the name must be pronounced with diverse utterance. But it is established that a word uttered with a diverse accent is not formally one. But what is truly multiple has meanings under one materially and formally uttered word; for this reason, since composed and divided diction is not formally one speech, it is clear that what is multiple according to composition and division is not double. And from this it is also manifest that not all sophistical refutations sin according to the double which is truly double so as to have actual multiplicity, as certain erring persons say.

Therefore it is clear how, by right solution, one responding must divide according to utterance and the distinction of utterance. For it is not the same to see a struck man with the eyes and to say that one saw with struck eyes. But this solution is adaptable to all such paralogisms, as is also clear in the speech which belongs to a certain sophist Euthydemus, which is this: let it be asked, do you think that you, being in Sicily, saw ships now coexisting in Piraeus? But Piraeus is a harbor of ships in Greece, which is contemplated by one existing on the shore of the sea opposite in Sicily. And the paralogism is formed thus: whoever, being in Sicily, sees ships now coexisting in Piraeus is outside Sicily; but you, being in Sicily, see ships now coexisting in Piraeus; therefore you, existing in Sicily, are outside Sicily. This conclusion is false. And the minor of this paralogism is multiple from composition and division, because in it there is one determinable and two determinations; and that determinable can be determined through an antecedent or consequent determination. And this determinable is being: if it is determined through this determination, in Sicily, thus it is composed and true, under this sense: you, being in Sicily, see ships now coexisting in Piraeus. Or the determinable being can be said to be divided from the same determination with this determination, in Piraeus; and thus it is divided and false, because thus this determination, in Sicily, is bent back to what I call ships coexisting, under this sense: you see in Piraeus, in Sicily, or you, being in Piraeus, see ships coexisting in Sicily. This is contrary to what was posited, because it was posited that you, being in Sicily, see ships coexisting in Piraeus. But I say that this speech is more composed than divided when the posterior determination is referred to the participle being, because the posterior determination has the nature of a determination more than the prior one does, although it is posited later; although both of those determinations in the speech of Euthydemus precede the determinable according to word, nevertheless according to understanding the posterior determination follows it as naturally joined to it.

Similarly this must be distinguished if it is said in the formation of a syllogism: whoever, being in Sicily, sees ships now coexisting in Piraeus is outside Sicily; but in the opposite way it is true and false. For if the participle being is composed with this determination, in Sicily, then it is false and composed under this sense: whoever, being in Sicily, sees ships coexisting in Piraeus, is; and it is divided and true, because thus this determination, in Sicily, is bent back to this determinable which I call ships coexisting, and the sense is: whoever, being in Piraeus, sees ships now coexisting in Sicily is outside Sicily; for this is true. But others have said that those speeches are double from this, that the adverb now can be composed with this participle coexisting, or with this verb sees. But in such things no great force must be placed, because it is posited only for an example of the adaptation of right solution to the paralogism of composition and division.

It is the same in this speech, if it is asked thus: do you think that a good shoemaker is bad? And when someone says yes, let him infer: but whoever is bad is not good; a good shoemaker is bad; therefore he is not good; therefore a good thing is not good. But it is clear that the major of this paralogism is multiple from the fact that the determinable shoemaker can be composed with the determination of the following adjective which is bad, and thus it is composed and false under this sense: whoever is a bad shoemaker is not good; and thus it is false, because someone good is sometimes a bad shoemaker and is not simply good. Or the same determinable can be divided from that adjective and composed with the adjective good; and thus it is true, because whoever is a bad good shoemaker is not good.

Another reason to be solved similarly and like that one is this: do you think that those things whose sciences are good are good disciplines, that is, are good to be learned? And it must be formed thus: those things whose sciences are good are good disciplines, and conversely. But the science of evil is good. For Boethius says that knowledge of evil cannot be lacking to the good, because evil is not avoided unless it is known. Therefore the discipline of evil is good, that is, that evil should be learned; and this is false, because Aristotle says in book XI of first philosophy that it is better not to learn or know certain evils through discipline. Hence when it is asked, do you think that those things whose sciences are good are good disciplines? and with the respondent granting yes, let the opponent infer: but the discipline of evil is a good science, and let him conclude: therefore the discipline of evil is good. And let the opponent proceed further to the contrary thus: but the discipline of evil is also evil; wherefore, that is, because, the discipline of evil is evil, and the discipline of evil is not good. And against this, proceeding again, let the opponent say: but the disciplines of evils are good, because the sciences of evils are good. And this can also be the solution, that it be said that the disciplines of evils are good, and not that an evil discipline is good. So that this may be better understood, let it be said that the major of the posited paralogism is said to be multiple from the fact that what I call discipline can be constructed, that is, composed with this adjective good which follows it; and then this whole, good disciplines, falls in the predicate, and thus it is composed and false under this sense: those things whose sciences are good are good disciplines. For this is false, because evils whose sciences are good are not good disciplines. Or this very thing, disciplines, can be divided from the following adjective; and then this very thing which I call disciplines falls on the part of the subject, and what I call good falls on the part of the predicate; and this proposition is divided and true under this sense: those things whose sciences are good, their disciplines are good. And in this sense it cannot be concluded that the discipline of evil is good; rather, of evils there is a good discipline, namely contemplative discipline, because discipline is equivocal to contemplative discipline, which is through demonstration and is called in Greek epiphormi, and to practical discipline, which is operative training in morals and is called in Greek edia; and this generates difficulty in that speech.

Similarly it is in this speech: do you think it is true to say now that you have been made? And when one says and responds yes, let him infer: therefore you have been made now. And the paralogism can be formed thus: concerning whatever it is true to say that it has now been made, it itself has been made now; but now it is true to say that you have been made; therefore you have been made now. Or the divided and the composed signify another thing; and this is the solution, because the minor proposition of the paralogism signifies one thing when uttered dividedly and signifies another thing when uttered compositely. For it is true to say now that you have been made, but it is not true to say that you have now been made. For this determination, now, can be composed with the present verb which is to say, and thus the proposition is composed and true; and with the following phrase, that you have now been made, and in this way it is divided and false, as is plain for anyone to see. For it is true to say now that you have been made, but it is not true to say that you have been made now.

A similar mode is in this speech: do you think that as you are able and the things which you are able to do, so also you will do these very things? And when the respondent says yes, let the opponent proceed to the contrary: but while not playing the cithara, you have the power of playing the cithara; therefore you will play the cithara while not playing the cithara. The paralogism can be formed thus: whatever things you are able to do and as you are able to do them, so also you will do them; but while not playing the cithara you are able to play the cithara; therefore while not playing the cithara you will play the cithara. Or the question shows the solution: and you do not have power of this sort, namely that while not playing the cithara, that is, while you do not play the cithara, you play the cithara; rather you have the power to do afterward what you did not do before this. For the minor of the paralogism is multiple from the fact that what I say, not playing the cithara, can be uttered continuously with what I say, you have the power of playing the cithara; and thus it is composed and false, under this sense: you are able to play the cithara while not playing the cithara, that is, while you do not play the cithara; and this is false while you imply that you are able to do opposites at once. Or the same phrase can be uttered discontinuously with the same; and thus it is divided and true, under this sense: you who are not now playing the cithara are able to play the cithara.

But certain erring persons solve this last paralogism also otherwise, saying that the first proposition of the paralogism was not given universally, namely this: the things which you are able to do and as you are able, you will do. For it was not given thus, that you will do in every way in which you are able, but indefinitely, as you are able, you will do; therefore, not doing, you will do, although not doing you are able to do. Hence they do not say that it happens through consequence, if he granted that as you are able to do, someone not playing the cithara is able to play the cithara; for the ability to do was not given entirely or universally when it was given as being able. And they say that it is not the same thing to do as you are able indefinitely and entirely to do as you are able universally.

But it is manifest that this is not the right solution. For of all sophistical speeches which are false because of the same thing, that is, because of the same defect, there is one and the same solution. Therefore if this is the solution, it will fit all apparent paralogisms according to composition and division. But this solution cannot be adapted to other paralogisms which have the same cause of falsity and are according to the same fallacy; therefore it is manifest that it is not the right solution, because it does not fit all similar paralogisms of this fallacy, nor does it entirely or universally fit speeches asked according to composition and division. And therefore this solution is to the man questioning or opposing, for impeding him, and is not for solving the speeches.

CHAPTER IV. Concerning the solution of those paralogisms which are according to accent.

But speeches according to accent, when only by voice, are not many unless they are uttered with metrical pronunciation; for with meter they are uttered as lengthened or shortened, and with aspiration and without aspiration, and sometimes two words are uttered under one accident, and sometimes one under two accidents, and then frequently paralogisms are made according to accent. Nor are they made even in those speeches which are written, unless, as was said, signs for accent are made over syllables and words, as was customary to be done in ancient times. Nor are they made even in those speeches which are spoken by voice with prose utterance, except if a few are made, as here: just men ought, that is, it is fitting, to weigh, with the middle syllable shortened, that is, to ponder and esteem more; one ought not to hang just men, with the middle syllable lengthened, that is, suspend them in concealment or on a gibbet. To be hung, with the middle syllable lengthened, is to suffer; but to weigh, with the middle syllable shortened, is not to suffer but to receive honor. But how such speeches must be solved is indeed plain: through the distinction of what is to hang or weigh. For it does not signify the same thing when pendere is pronounced in the middle syllable gravely, that is, lengthened, and acutely, that is, shortened; and thus diversity of signification accepted under one materially identical word is the cause of fallacy and falsity, and when it has been distinguished and adapted, it belongs to the opponent to solve the paralogisms by right solution.

But note that this doubleness does not seem to some persons to exist, because a word which is uttered with diverse accents is not one, and thus several things are not gathered under one something, which is required in multiples. And therefore certain persons have said that in potential multiplicity the unity of diction or speech is that which is in the mind, of which that which is in the voice is the sign, and of that, that which is in writing is the sign; and therefore they say that the one under which the many are accepted is nothing except the unity of speech which is in the mind, or, if it is speech in voice or in writing, it is in it only according as it is referred to the mind. But this is proved to be nothing from this, that accent does not belong to speech insofar as it is in the mind. But the one of multiplicity, in which many things are gathered as in one, must be such a one as is referred to many things and contains those things in itself; and this can in no way be mental speech, nor also the speech which is in writing, for the same reason. And therefore one must hold what was said in the prior book of this science, namely that the unity in which many things are gathered, which make multiplicity, is material unity, which consists in the gift of elements and syllables, and is the unity of words and speeches into which several things are gathered, and not formal unity, which is in the mode of utterance. And therefore it is called potential multiplicity, because such material unity can be referred to diverse forms of utterance as it is referred to diverse senses.

But whether doubleness is a certain multiplicity, so that doubleness is a species of multiplicity and multiplicity is the genus of doubleness, is vain and frivolous to dispute, because genera and species and the mode of genera and species are diversified according to the diversity of the things in which they are. For they are argued and constituted in one way in universal wholes, and in another way in integral wholes, and further in those things in one way in discrete things, another in continuous things, and another in powers. For in substances, according to the account of the universal whole, they are coeval in the genus and go out from it through opposed differences. But in integral wholes they are not coeval, because in them the genus is led out and constituted from parts, as multiplicity from doubleness, tripleness, fourfoldness, and so with the others; and in this way a genus is not constituted in substances, and therefore they are not coeval in that either. Rather, the multiplicity which is greater is prior, and that which is lesser is posterior, and they do not begin equally from the genus in predication. And in almost the same way it is in continuous things, because body is quantity more than surface is, and surface more than line, because it receives the predication of quantity through more accounts of quantity, that is, divisible in length, divisible in breadth, and divisible in depth, because, as Aristotle says, it is always divisible, that is, to infinity. And it is almost similar in figures in which one is generated from another, as the quadrangle from the triangle, and the pentagon from the quadrangle, and so with other polygonal figures. And similarly in powers, because in those, according to Aristotle in the book On the Soul1, and in book XVI On Animals, the sensitive is produced from the vegetative, and is in it as a triangle in a quadrangle; and from the sensitive the rational is produced, and is in it. Hence it is frivolous and vain to dispute about such things, because this belongs to a greater inquiry than the intention of the present business.

Therefore it must be known that doubleness is a species of multiplicity, and multiplicity is the genus; and they are such genera and species as the continuous or discrete has species and genera, in which one species is produced and generated from another, as is proved both in the first and in the second book of the Arithmetic of Pythagoras; but the genus is produced from the species and is participated equally by them.

But if someone says that potential multiplicity is not multiplicity, because what is only in potency is not, this has no force for the present intention, because the middle between the simply one and the simply many is multiple; and for the being of multitude it is sufficient that it be one in some way and many in some way. For this reason material unity and potential multitude or plurality are sufficient in it. Therefore let these things have been said concerning potential multiplicity, which is in composition and division and accent.

Notes

	Aristotle, On the Soul, book 2, text/commentary 31. (Aristoteles, In 2 de Anima, tex. com. 31.) ↩
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CHAPTER V. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to the mode which is according to the accidental genus of figure of diction.

But from the things determined and from other things it is plain how one must solve by right solution, taken universally, also in these paralogisms which are made in those things that are said similarly, that is, concerning which because of diction or figure of diction the same thing is believed to be signified, although nevertheless they are not the same in signification because of the similar figure of diction. And it is plain universally from those things which were said in general concerning right solution how the respondent must resist such things, because from other books of logic we have the genera of predicaments distinguished. But here I call genera of predicaments broadly and commonly both with respect to the coordination of predicables, and with respect to all modes of predicating, and also with respect to modes of supposing; for all these have already been distinguished. Hence it is clear that in this fallacy the phantasmal multiple must be distinguished from the very distinction of the modes of predicating. But this multiple arises from the fact that one thing only is signified for certain, and another is believed to be signified, although nevertheless in truth it is not signified. But in actual multiplicity diverse things are signified actually. In potential multiplicity one thing is referable to diverse significates.

Therefore, speaking in common concerning the solution of paralogisms of figure of diction, the common account indeed is from this: that the respondent questioned by the opponent divides what he has been asked about, saying that it is not something of those things, that is, of that genus, about which he was asked, but has a likeness of figure of diction with it. But the opponent shows apparently that what he asks about is something of those things, that is, something from the number of the things which are of that genus, because of the likeness of diction. As if he asks thus whether it is something in the genus of substance, and the respondent says that it is something, and the other shows that this is in relation or something of quantity, which nevertheless seems to signify a what according to diction or the likeness of diction. Thus therefore the respondent and opponent contend. And to manifest the cause of falsity, namely this, that things which seem to be signified are not similar because of the likeness of diction, is in common the right solution adaptable to all paralogisms, as is clear first in speeches which are according to the first mode of figure of diction, which is according to accidental genus either in the noun or in the verb, as was said in the prior book of this science.

As is immediately to be seen in this speech: do you think that the same thing can at once and according to the same thing do and be done? This speech is a question and a false conclusion when it is said that the same thing according to the same thing can signify doing and being done; but as a question it precedes the paralogism, and as a conclusion it follows it. But the paralogism must be formed thus. Let the question be posited thus: do you think that the same thing according to its signification can do and be done, that is, signify doing in the active genus and being done in the passive genus? And when the respondent says no, let the opponent, by opposing, paralogize by concluding that what the respondent denied is true, thus: one and the same thing can at once and according to the same thing see and not be seen; but to see is to do, and to be seen is to be done; therefore one and the same thing according to the same thing can do and be done. But to see is supposed to be to do because of a similar ending of the word with active forms; and to be seen is supposed to be to be done because of a similar ending with passive forms. And this paralogism is solved by denying the minor with its supposition, namely that to see is to do and to be seen is to be done because of the similar ending with passive and active forms. For many things are of a similar ending which are not, for this reason, of similar supposition.

The second reasoning is like this one in all respects, and the question and conclusion are this: for let the question be posited thus: do you think that to suffer, that is, in the genus of passion or passive things, is some what or something of those things which are to do, that is, in the genus of action? And when the respondent says no, let the opponent paralogize thus: to be cut, to be burned, to work, are of similar ending; therefore they are of the same genus or signification, and thus all those things signify suffering. And let him add again, so that he may show that to write is active: to speak, to write, to run are said similarly to one another and have an active ending according to the mode of the infinitive; therefore all are of active signification and signify acting. And for inferring the conclusion let the opponent still add: but to write is to work something, and to work is to suffer; therefore to write signifies something which at once signifies doing or acting and suffering, or doing and suffering. And again it is solved through the destruction of the major with its supposition, as the preceding speech was. Hence if one of the respondents there, in the questioning of the opponent, by denying the minor of the paralogism grants that the same thing cannot do and be done, see and be seen because of the similar ending with active and passive forms, then an apparent refutation has not yet been made for him, nor can it be made; and therefore he denies the minor lest an apparent refutation be made for him, namely if he does not say that to see is to do something because of a similar ending with active forms, and that to be seen is to suffer something because of a similar ending with passive forms. For the opponent, in order to make an apparent refutation, needs this question to be granted to him by the respondent, which is the minor proposition, if he must make an apparent refutation toward that conclusion. But the opponent himself, from the respondent who hears him, namely, thinks that it was given in similar cases, because to cut is to do something and to be cut is for something to be done; and therefore he says that to be seen and to see signify doing and being done, that is, he accepts it as given, and likewise any other things which are said similarly to active and passive forms according to the figure and likeness of ending. For the respondent himself who hears the opponent adds the remainder, namely this, that it is generally true that things which are of the same figure of diction are also of the same signification or genus; and therefore that to see is to do and to be seen is to be done. And this is false, because it is not necessarily said similarly according to signification, although it seems to be said similarly according to the ending of diction.

In the same way the fallacy happens in equivocal terms or in equivocations: the respondent in equivocal terms, who is ignorant of multiple speeches, because of the unity of the name believes there is one signification, and therefore thinks that by denying the name he also denies the reality signified by the name, and not only the name. But this further needs a question, namely this: if the respondent says an equivocal term, that is, that which is equivocal, while looking to one thing, there will be a refutation for the respondent when the opponent paralogizes concerning the opposites of what the respondent gave. Therefore, with this plain, the common solution is adapted to paralogisms of the first mode of figure of diction. And note that they are solved through the destruction of the minor for this reason: because only false conclusions have been posited, and also in solving there is shown the falsity of the minor from which such conclusions follow. But in the very destruction there is required the distinction of phantasmal multiplicity, when it is said that things similarly ended are not of the same genus or signification because of the likeness of ending; for in this it is given to be understood that because of the likeness of ending several things appear to be signified in one. And thus it is clear that, as was said above, through distinction and the adaptation of sense to the conclusion, the cause of falsity in the syllogism or in the apparent refutation is manifested. Thus therefore para-refutations which are according to the first mode of figure of diction must be solved.
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CHAPTER VI. Concerning the solution of paralogisms of the second mode of figure of diction.

But these speeches, which are beside the second mode of figure of diction, through the commutation of predicament, as to the adaptation of the common solution and as to the manifestation of the falsity of the syllogism, are similar to those things which were said about the first mode of figure of diction. For example, if it is supposed that everything which someone has in the past or present and afterward in the future does not have, he has lost; and the respondent grants this, and the opponent argues to the opposite, saying that someone losing only one finger of ten fingers afterward will not have ten fingers, and he infers: therefore he has lost ten fingers. Or in solving one must say that this is a commutation of predicament, because in the premise he says that everything which someone has or had and afterward does not have, he has lost, where what signifies substance; and what he inferred, but he had ten and did not have only one, signifies a what of discrete quantity, and thus he changes the predicament. Therefore it is clear that the opponent, first asking what he has, which signifies substance, gathers in it what quantities, because by assuming under that which is what he accepts quantities, as if quantities were contained under that which is what; but this is not true. And therefore he infers a syllogism: therefore he has lost ten, which does not follow, because what is changed into how much. For from this which is granted, whatever or everything which you had and do not have, you have lost, it does not necessarily follow: however many things you had and do not have, so many you have lost; for ten are quantities. Nor is this paralogism that singular and plural are changed, as certain persons have said; and this is clear from the fact that if commutation of number were the cause of falsity, then once the cause had been removed the effect would cease. But here, with the same number proposed, namely plural, the same fault still remains, as if it is said thus: whatever things you had and do not have now, you have lost; you had ten and do not have them now; therefore you have lost ten. This is the same fault as before, and it is not commutation of number. Therefore if from the beginning the opponent had said, in place of what, putting quantities which are assumed under what, thus: if as many things as someone had and does not have, so many has he lost? none of the respondents would have granted that he necessarily lost so many; but he would have granted under a disjunction that either he lost as many as he had, or something of them, or something which diminished the sum which he had.

A similar mode of solving occurs when what is changed into relation: as if one of the opponents apparently proves this conclusion, that someone will give what he does not have, thus: this man gives one only; and what he has is not one only; therefore he gives what he does not have. For one only, since it states the dissociation of things had from others, is relative, just as also what states association is relative, and has its correlative in its name as also the associated does. For as the associated is associated with the associated, so the dissociated is dissociated from the dissociated; for the same is the same as the same, and the equal is equal to the equal, and so with the others. And if someone objects that a relative is a thing of one genus, but only runs through all genera, for there is only substance, only quantity, only quality, and so with the others, and thus only does not state quality, this is nothing, because relation considered in itself is a thing of one genus, but considered in the extremes to which its respect is determined, it runs through all genera. Therefore this paralogism is solved thus: the arguer did not conclude that he did not give what he did not have, because not having one only, he gave one only; but he gave as he did not have. But as notes the relation of something dissociated from others, because this exclusive word, only, does not signify as substance, nor does it signify quantity, but signifies as something has itself to something as dissociated from it; and this says relation and not what, or how much, or what sort. Hence he gave what was not associated with another, but he had it associated with another.

But this mode of solving is confirmed by such an example through a like case, stating a mode and one what. For if it is asked, do you think that someone will give what he does not have? and when the respondent says no, let him by questioning accept opposites, whether someone will give some what, that is, something, quickly which he does not have quickly; and when the respondent says yes, let him conclude the opposites thus: this man gives quickly what he does not have quickly; therefore he gives what he does not have. It is established that the cause of falsity is that under what he accepts quickly, which does not state the what, but the mode of having the what; and it is manifest that he did not syllogize by a true syllogism, because he does not accept directly under the middle, because to give quickly does not state this giving which is substance, but signifies the mode of giving.

But another example through which the same thing is confirmed is that as someone does not have something, someone will give it, as what he has delightfully he will give with sadness; and from this it does not follow that he gives what he does not have, but that what he gives he does not give as he has it. But like that paralogism are all speeches of this kind, in which what is changed into something, as if it is asked thus: do you think that this man will strike someone with the hand which he does not have? When the respondent posits no, against this let the opponent argue, saying: but he does not have one hand only, and he strikes with one hand only; therefore he strikes with the hand which he does not have. It is the same here: do you think that someone will see with the eye which he does not have? And when the respondent says no, against this the opponent proves, saying: he does not have one eye only, and with one eye only he sees; therefore he sees with an eye which he does not have. For in all these there is one sole solution of the syllogism manifesting falsity.

But certain people solve with a false solution the paralogisms introduced concerning the commutation of what into relation, saying that it well happens that someone gives what he does not have by giving one only and not having one only, and an eye and a hand and a denarius, since he has several things in eyes and hands and denarii. And they prove this from a like case, because someone, that is, some man, has what he did not receive from someone, because he received one only and does not have one only; therefore he has what he received. And they argue from a like case that similarly, by giving one only and not having one only, he gives what he does not have; and they say that this happens from a like case, because this man has one from this giver giving him a denarius, and he does not have one only simply, but one with another. Therefore just as he has what he did not receive, so it happens that he gives what he does not have.

But others solve the first question by destroying the major, namely they grant that it happens that someone receives what he does not have, as is clear in one who receives from someone sweet or pleasant wine, which is changed in the receiving, the wine having been corrupted in the very receiving; and thus they say that it also happens to give what one does not have. But the disproof of these solutions is what was said before in the solution of the paralogisms of composition and division. For these people do not solve to the speech, but press to the man and do not solve through the speech, because if this solution were to the speech, then it would not be possible to solve one giving the opposite of each of these solutions; but it still happens that one giving the opposite of each of these solutions can be solved. Therefore those solutions are not to the speech. For if we grant that no one gives what he does not have, nor does anyone have what he has not received, it still happens to solve through commutation of predicament; and this is proved, namely that this reasoning holds through a similar case: because if someone says through distinction that there is the solution of some paralogism, as if indeed it is in one way, then we say that it is, that is, we say that it is true in one sense; but in another sense it is what is not, that is, then it is false in another sense; and thus there is solution through distinction, and it is right solution. But if the respondent must speak simply, that is, in one way, and does not distinguish or solve through distinction, because thus he gives the opposite of right solution, then, with such an opposite of right solution given, the opponent will still without impediment conclude the intended conclusion in the sophism or in the paralogism, because the respondent does not manifest the falsity of the syllogism. But if this is so, and if, or although, the one expounding does not conclude a paralogism against the respondent, nevertheless it will not be right solution, because the fact that he does not conclude is because of an impediment in a solution to the man and not to the speech. But in all the aforesaid solutions, when the opposites of those solutions have been given, we still do not say that a true syllogism is made, but rather a paralogism; therefore such are not true solutions.

Further, those speeches in which what is changed into what sort are from speeches of this kind in which the fallacy of figure of diction occurs from commutation of predicament. And so that it may be better understood, let it be presupposed that someone has written a speech which, while it is being written, is true, and through a change of the things signified in the speech has become false; and let it be argued thus, with the question first set forth: do you think that what is written, someone wrote? And when he says yes, let the opponent argue: but it is written that you sit, a false speech through the change of things; but this speech was true when it was being written; therefore a false and true speech was being written at once. But this is a fallacy of figure of diction, because the respondent granted that someone wrote this which is written, and this signifies substance; but he assumed that he wrote a false thing, which is to write a speech of such a sort, and thus he changed what into what sort. For to be a false or true speech does not signify this, that is, substance and what, but signifies the speech to be such; and thus he changed what into what sort. And the same speech thus changed through the change of things is also in opinion, because, as was said in the Categories, speech and opinion, by change of things, are receptive of the contraries true and false.

If perhaps someone says that commutation of predicament is not the cause of the fallacy, but rather the change of things and time, and proves this because, when the change of time and things has been removed, the fallacy does not occur, for it follows well: whatever someone wrote, this also was written at this time; someone wrote a false speech here inside; therefore at this time a false speech was written; the argument is good, and yet what is changed into what sort; therefore commutation of that which is what into what sort does not make a fallacy. If, I say, it is said thus, I say that the change of time makes a change in the quality of the speech, but not in the syllogistic process or course. Hence that the argumentation holds in such a case is by reason of the matter and the terms; nevertheless the form of the syllogism is not valid, because what sort was in the minor under what, which he took as middle in the major; and this is plain. But because through the written false thing every here and now is restricted to that which is written, therefore it holds by reason of the terms. For here and now a what sort as what sort is not written, but a what. It is similar here: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; but yesterday you saw a white thing; therefore today you see a white thing. Here there is a commutation of what into what sort, and it is a fallacy of figure of diction.

And if it is objected that whatever is nothing except a doubled what, and therefore does not have the power of distributing except for that which says what; but what says the what of all predicaments, as is said in the first book of the Topics; therefore it seems that it is well said, and the argument is good: yesterday you saw a white thing; therefore today you see a white thing, because white says what in the genus of quality. One must say that this is true, that whatever distributes for every thing which is what in every genus of predicaments; but the concrete or what sort does not say what as what, but says what sort; whereas the abstract says what as what. And therefore it follows well if it is argued thus: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; but yesterday you saw whiteness; therefore today you see whiteness.

But if someone still objecting says that a white thing is not seen unless whiteness is seen, and conversely, because quality is not seen except in a subject, and thus seeing a white thing and seeing whiteness are convertible; and whoever sees a white thing sees whiteness, and whoever sees whiteness sees a white thing. And if they are convertible when the same addition is added on both sides or to each, whatever follows from one follows from the other. But with the addition, which is the major proposition, from this which is, you saw whiteness, the conclusion follows thus: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today. And I add: yesterday you saw whiteness. It follows by good argumentation: therefore today you see whiteness; therefore, with the convertible added to the major proposition, I mean the major as convertible with the minor proposition, it also follows thus: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; you saw a white thing yesterday; therefore you see a white thing today. To this one must say that the form of this argumentation is not valid, because a what sort as what sort, and not as what, is taken under whatever, which is distributed for those things which are what as what. But that this follows in the aforesaid case, namely that a white thing is not seen unless whiteness is seen, is by reason of the terms and accidentally, namely because a white thing is not seen unless whiteness moves the sight.

Certain people, however, have said from the aforesaid reasonings that the argumentation is good: whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; you saw a white thing yesterday; therefore you see a white thing today. And if it is objected, let it be posited that the thing which you saw white yesterday is black today, they say that the argumentation is still good but the major is false. For they say that whatever distributes for all realities which have themselves toward whatever someone saw yesterday; but today it does not so have itself, and therefore the major is false. But the prior response is truer. If, however, white is taken substantively, then it is true that whatever you saw yesterday, you see today; but you saw a white thing yesterday; therefore you see a white thing today. Because the substantive white supposes for that which is or was white. But in such matters, as to the present intention, there is no great force; for nothing is intended here except that from the commutation of the predicament what into what sort, the process is vitiated.

Similarly concerning speeches of this kind it is so when what is changed into mode, as: do you think that what someone learns, he learns? But he learns, that is, slowly, quickly; therefore to learn slowly is to learn quickly. It is clear that what is changed into mode; and things of this sort are light, and therefore to be passed over. And similarly there is a fallacy of figure of diction if what is changed into when, as: do you think that what someone walks, he treads? And when he says yes, he objects to the contrary: but he walks the whole day; therefore he treads the whole day. And there is commutation of predicament, because in the major under what, he states substance, and he assumes with or when he walks. Similarly it is when what is changed into where, as if it is said thus: whatever someone drinks, this he drinks; but someone drinks in a cup; therefore he drinks a cup. What is changed into where, because cup states a place as the vessel in which he drinks, and does not state what. Similarly it is when singular number is changed into plural thus: everything which someone knows, he knows either by learning or by discovering; therefore all things which someone knows, he knows either by learning or by discovering. This is not true when two things have been shown, one of which he discovers by himself, and the other he knows by learning through hearing; for he does not know both these together by learning, nor by discovering. But the solution is that everything which he knows signifies a thing shown, or by learning
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knows it, or by discovering; and when he says all things, he assumes the plural under the singular and changes the mode of predicating; and in all such things there is nothing difficult to solve, so that commutation of a predicament or of a species of predicament into another species of predicament, or of a mode of predicating into another mode of predicating, is the cause of the falsity of the syllogism.

CHAPTER VII. Concerning the solution of paralogisms of the third mode of figure of diction.

But similarly this solution which has been stated is adapted to paralogisms of the third mode of figure of diction, as when a qualified what is changed into this something. But qualified what is twofold: for in one way every inferior is a qualified what with respect to its superior, as species with respect to genus, because the superior is form and quality, while the inferior is the what formed under it; in another way, when what comes by accident is quality, and the what is in itself.

And according to the first mode such a paralogism is made, from which it follows apparently that someone is a third man from himself thus: Coriscus is a third from man, because from some man; and Coriscus is a man; therefore Coriscus is a third from himself. And in the same way it is apparently concluded that he is a third from every man thus: Coriscus is a third from man; Socrates is a man; therefore Coriscus is a third from Socrates. And thus it can be made concerning anyone; therefore Coriscus is a third from every man. But this paralogism is solved because man and every common term do not signify this something, but a qualified what; and therefore when he assumes Socrates, he changes qualified what into this something. Thus it is clear what the manifestation of the falsity of the paralogism is, and therefore that solution is right and true.

Nevertheless one can ask here about this paralogism, because the same paralogism was posited as an example in the prior book of this science in the generation of paralogisms of accident. Further, also when it is argued thus: Coriscus is other than man, and he himself is a man; therefore he is other than himself, it seems to be the fallacy of consequent, because one proceeds from the superior to the inferior affirmatively. But to this one must say that nothing prevents several deceptive speeches from coinciding in one and the same speech. Hence in the stated paralogism three fallacies or deceptions coincide. For if someone, seeing that Coriscus is other than man, because an affirmative process is valid from the inferior to the superior, as Coriscus is other than himself; he is a man; therefore he is other than man, is deceived in the consequence itself so that he believes that what is not converted is converted, namely that just as one proceeds affirmatively from inferior to superior, so conversely one also proceeds affirmatively from superior to inferior, as Coriscus is other than man; he is a man; therefore he is other than himself, such a person is deceived according to the fallacy of consequent. But if, because he sees that being other belongs to Coriscus with respect to man, and thus with respect to an accident, he believes that because of this it belongs to the subject reality itself, which is Coriscus, with respect to itself, and thus believes that what belongs to the accident belongs to the subject, such a person is deceived according to the fallacy of accident. But if he sees one figure of diction in this third man when it stands indefinitely in common and when it stands determinately for this or that, and therefore believes that one can argue from what supposits commonly to what supposits, in this he is deceived according to the fallacy of figure of diction.

It must also be noted here that a common term is considered either in itself, that is, in its simple nature, which is a form communicable to many, and thus every common term signifies a qualified what with respect to some things; and it can also be considered in relation to something and determined by comparison to it, and this in four ways, namely to a superior, or to an inferior, or to itself, according as, standing under one supposition, it is compared to itself according as it is under another supposition, and it can signify this something1. As an inferior compared to its superior, it has a determinate supposition with respect to that and signifies this something. Similarly, drawn down to the inferior, it acquires a determinate supposition and signifies this something, as animal signifies a qualified what, man signifies this something, and man a qualified what, this man this something. But to itself under one supposition in relation to itself under another supposition: as man a qualified what, every man or white man this something, because what is confused and distributed with respect to itself not confused and distributed is this something determinate; but in itself common to a diverse mode of supposition it signifies a qualified what. Hence here, man runs; therefore every man runs, qualified what is changed into this something. And thus these sophisms are solved: the ass of any man runs; therefore the ass of any man runs. Because this term ass, following a distributed term immediately through the sign, receives confused supposition, and thus signifies something determinate and this something; but when it precedes, it signifies only a qualified what, because then it is not confused through distribution. Similarly it is here: everyone having a head is one having only one head; therefore one having every head is one having only one head. Because this word having, posited after the sign, has confused supposition which it does not have when posited before the same sign. And similarly here: every man is one sole man; therefore one sole man is every man, because what I call sole man is confused after the sign and before the sign is not confused, because of this rule: a common term immediately following an affirmative distributive sign is confused and distributed by that sign, so that under it a descent can be made to anything contained under it; but one following it mediately, whether posited in the subject or in the predicate, is only confused but not distributed, so that a descent cannot be made under it, although many things are confused in it. As every man is an animal: a descent can be made under man, but not under animal, so that it be said: every man is this animal or that. But it follows well: every man is an animal; therefore Socrates is an animal, and so with the others. Thus therefore from diverse comparison the same thing which according to itself signifies qualified what can signify this something.

It must also be understood that a common term signifies qualified what: it has this either from itself or from what is joined to it. For to signify qualified what is to stand in common to some things, so that from itself it does not have itself determinately to this or that, since from itself it does not state this something. And therefore if it is inferred from that, the fallacy of figure of diction is made, as: man runs; therefore this man runs. For this does not follow. But if one descends not to something unknown but to something vague, then it follows, as man runs; therefore some man, or this or that or some other man runs, as will be shown a little later in the following chapter. But if it has from something joined to it that it makes it suppose indefinitely for several things indeterminately, this can happen in four ways. For either it has this from an affirmative sign to which it is mediately postponed, and from this it receives confused and infinite supposition, as when it is said: every man is an animal, animal signifies confusedly and as a qualified what. Or it has this from a predicate joined to it, as when it is said: man is a species, because man there signifies not this something but a qualified what. Or it has it from supposition to a verb of past or future time: by supposing to it in common it stands for present or past if it supposes to a verb of past time, or for present or future if it supposes to a verb of future time; and thus it signifies qualified what common to present or past, or common to present or future, as is clear from the rules of supposition and ampliation. And the fallacy of figure of diction always occurs if qualified what is changed into this something, as here: man is a species; therefore this man is a species. Or man is going to dispute; therefore this man is going to dispute. Or man will dispute; therefore this present man or this past man.

But if what is understood in something is inferred from it, the fallacy of figure of diction is not made, as is clear here: every man is an animal; some man is a man; therefore some man is an animal. For when it is said, every man is an animal, or every man runs, this term man is universally distributed; and thus in it some man and this man and that man are understood; and thus there is no change of supposition, as if this something were inferred from qualified what, indeed in each it stands for that which is this something. Otherwise the fallacy of figure of diction would always occur in the third mode of the first figure and in the first mode of the third, from this, that in the premises it has confused and distributed supposition, and in the conclusion this something is inferred from it. For it supposits for the same thing in the premise, when the subject is confused and distributed, just as universal affirmation and particular negation are about the same. And although in the major proposition of the third mode of the first figure the subject is confused and distributed, and in the minor it is assumed for this or that, nevertheless there is not a fallacy of figure of diction, because the same particular in number is understood and is in the distributed universal; and also because the fallacy of figure of diction is made from the commutation of that which is qualified what in the premises, and in the conclusion is inferred as this something, for the fallacy is made in the inference of the conclusion and not in the order of the premises.

Thus it is also clear why the fallacy of figure of diction is not made from this, that this something is changed into qualified what, as conversely, because this something is understood and is actually in qualified what; and therefore the argumentation which is inferred from it is good. And thus also it is clear why there is not a fallacy of figure of diction when a part is inferred from a whole in quantity, as here: every man runs; therefore some man runs. Because the part is actually in the whole through understanding and is inferred from it. It is also clear why there is not a fallacy in the conversion of a universal affirmative into a particular, thus: every man is an animal; therefore some animal is a man. Because this, some animal is a man, is equivalent to this, some man is an animal; and this, some man is an animal, is through understanding in this, every man is an animal; and thus also that, some animal is a man. Hence not every change of the mode of supposition induces a fallacy, but certain changes do and certain do not.

Similarly, just as there is a qualified what when it supposits indefinitely and commonly for several things, and this something indefinitely contained under it is inferred, so also there is a qualified what from an adjective joined to it when some determinate this something is inferred under that adjective, as in these terms: musical Coriscus. For example, if it is asked whether this Coriscus and musical Coriscus are one, or whether he is another, and such a paralogism is made: musical Coriscus is other than the musical man, because other than some musical man; but musical Coriscus is musical; therefore he is other than himself. For thus the fallacy of figure of diction occurs; for this one, namely Coriscus, signifies something, but that, namely musical Coriscus, signifies a quality, and thus qualified what is changed into this something, as is clear to anyone looking. Therefore it is clear that here the fallacy of figure of diction is made, because qualified what is changed into this something. For musical Coriscus is a qualified what from the adjective joined to him, and thus it belongs to him to be other than a musical man; but Coriscus is this something. Therefore being other than himself is inferred; and therefore qualified what is changed in the premise into this something in the conclusion, and the fallacy of figure of diction occurs.

But it must still be noted that when the fallacy of figure of diction occurs from this, that qualified what is changed into this something, then this commutation is either between the premises, or between the premises and the conclusion. If between the premises, then it does not make a fallacy of figure of diction, as here: every man is an animal; this man is a man; therefore this man is an animal. For it is a good process, because the part is assumed for the whole, which is actually and by understanding in it. But if it is between premises and conclusion, either something is compared to the same signified in the minor premise and conclusion, or to diverse ones. If to diverse ones, then the fallacy of figure of diction does not occur. And through this it is again clear that in the third mode of the first figure and in the first of the third, the fallacy of figure of diction does not occur, because although in the minor premise this something is signified, and in the major qualified what, and in the conclusion likewise this something, nevertheless the comparison is made to diverse things: for in the minor premise it is compared to the middle, but in the conclusion to the major extreme. But if the comparison is made to the same thing, then one must still distinguish: for either the speech which made it stand for a qualified what remains both in the premise and in the conclusion, or the same does not remain. If the same remains, then the fallacy of figure of diction always occurs. But if it does not remain the same in both, then the fallacy does not occur, as here: every man is an animal; therefore an animal is every man. Or thus: every man is an animal; therefore every man is this animal. For this affirmative distributive sign which makes the common term mediately joined to it stand for any qualified what remains both in the premise and in the conclusion. So also when the predicate which makes the common term stand for something remains both in the premise and in the conclusion, as man is a species; and in the same way it is concerning a term supposed to a verb of past or future time, as: man is going to dispute; therefore man who is, is going to dispute; or man who was, is going to dispute. Thus therefore it is clear when, from commutation of that which signifies qualified what into this something, a fallacy occurs, and when not.

But from all the things brought in it is clear that a common term which signifies qualified what is not to be expounded through this something, that is, a designated individual, so that under that which is qualified what, this designated something is inferred. Nevertheless to expound the common itself through this something indeterminate does not make this unfitting consequence follow, that a third man is from himself or from another, as was said above in the formation of the paralogism. For if this something indeterminate is expounded, as man through this or that man, and so concerning singulars, the aforesaid unfitting consequence does not follow; but the aforesaid unfitting consequence, namely that he is a third from himself or from Socrates or another, makes man, which is a qualified what, be expounded and be granted to be the same as this something designated and determined, and to have nothing diverse from it. And the cause of this is that to be this something indeterminately is not the same as to be Callias or another signified thing, because this something is some being indeterminately and not this signified which is Callias; nor will this be what man is, or what the common indeterminate qualified thing is.

Furthermore, as to the unfitting consequence which follows, it will make no difference if someone says that the thing expounded which is qualified what does not say the same as the being of this something, as if someone says that the being of the universal is not the being of the particular, but says that what signifies qualified what is something separated by itself. For then he will not avoid this unfitting consequence, namely that according to this the universal which signifies qualified what will be some what separated according to itself, which is besides the many particular men and separated from them, as man will be a separated thing existing in itself besides particular men, and is not in them. But if he says that the qualified what, that is, the common, is expounded through this something, then the fallacy of figure of diction occurs; and this again is unfitting.

Therefore it is manifest that the middle must be chosen, and this is that one must not give or grant that this signified something is that which is commonly predicated, that is, signifies qualified what. But one must give that it signifies through exposition this something indeterminate under that common term, as some qualified thing, as in quality, or something indeterminate, as in substance, or how much with respect to this or that, and so concerning singulars as in quality; or the singular must be given or granted of such things indeterminately signifying this something. For the common can be expounded through the indeterminate, and not through the designated and determined.

Notes

	From this it is clear how a common term, taken in diverse ways, either in itself or in comparison to other terms, sometimes signifies a qualified what, and sometimes this something. P. J. (Ex hoc patet quomodo terminus communis diversimode sumptus, vel in se vel in comparatione ad alios terminos, quandoque significat quale quid, et quandoque hoc aliquid. P. J.) ↩





Tractate II. Chapter VIII

CHAPTER VIII. Concerning the general solution of all paralogisms in diction.

But altogether or universally, for a universal solution in all sophistical speeches which are according to diction, the solution will always be through the opposite to the sense in which the sophism has been concluded, so that the opposite sense is also called a diverse sense by taking opposite broadly through diverse. And it is called opposite because opposition is the cause of diversity; and this is most of all clear more in composition and division, because in these division is more apparent. For if the speech has been concluded according to composition or in the sense of composition, then for one dividing or showing the sense of division there will be solution, because in the sense of division it will be true. But if an unfitting thing has been concluded according to division, for one composing the same and showing the sense of composition there will be solution, because that sense is true. Again, it is similar in potential multiplicity which is in diction, because if a speech according to accent is concluded to be false, the grave accent, that is, pronounced in a grave accent, will be the solution, because in that sense it is true. But if it is concluded false according to the grave accent, the acute accent will be the solution, because when pronounced in the acute accent it will be true.

It is similar in actual multiplicity. For if the multiple is according to equivocation, if the opponent concludes in one signified thing, then it happens that the respondent solves by opposing the name, that is, the sense of the name opposite or diverse to that one. As if it happens that the opponent says an ass is animated, which is an animal, or perhaps that animal is true, then it happens that the respondent solves by saying it is not an ass or animal or animated, but is inanimate. But if the opponent said or concluded an inanimate ass or animal, but the respondent gathered that this is an animated ass or animal, then it happens that the one solving says that it is an inanimate ass or animal about which the speech is true. Similarly in amphibology, a construction diverse from that in which the false thing has been concluded solves the speech and indeed shows the true sense.

But if the multiple is phantasmal and is according to likeness of diction or figure of diction, and in one sense a false thing has been concluded, then again the opposite, or in the opposite sense, will be the solution and true. For example, if the opponent concludes: therefore someone will give what he does not have, let the respondent say: what he does not have, he will give, as in the paralogism in which it is concluded that he gives one denarius only and does not have one only. And in another example, if it is concluded that what someone knows he knows by learning or discovering, let the respondent say that it does not follow: therefore all things which someone knows, he knows either by learning or discovering. And in a third example, if the opponent concludes that what he walks he treads, let the respondent draw out that it does not follow from this, that when or while he walks, he treads. But the formation of these paralogisms and the solution and fallacy of figure of diction are clear from the things previously held. Similarly one must speak in the other paralogisms of fallacies in diction, so that for one always saying the opposite sense to the sense in which the opponent concluded, there will be solving by true solution, because that will manifest the multiple.



Tractate I. Chapters I-II

TRACTATE I. CONCERNING THE SOLUTION OF PARALOGISMS OF FALLACIES OUTSIDE DICTION.

CHAPTER I. Concerning the general solution of paralogisms of accident, and its adaptation to paralogisms.

Now that the solution of speeches in diction has been made manifest both specially and generally, next it must now be shown how solution is made, and what the manifestation of the false syllogism is in speeches which are according to fallacies outside diction, making falsity and deception; and first in those which are according to accident, for those have greater agreement with those which are according to figure of diction, whose solution has now immediately been had.

Therefore let us first say generally that one solution indeed is common to all those speeches which are according to accident, by considering one common cause of deception in all of them. But this is that it is indefinite, that is, uncertain, when what is assigned, which is commonly assigned to belong to the subject and to the accident, must be said of the subject reality when it belongs to the accident and is said to belong; because here in some syllogisms it seems to follow necessarily, and such assigned things are said to belong to the subject reality and to the accident; but in some paralogisms such assigned things are not said to belong to the subject reality when they belong to the accident. And this is general in all paralogisms of accident: then one must state right solutions, manifesting falsity and concordant for all paralogisms of accident, because for those things whose cause of deception is one, there will be one and concordant manifestation of falsity. And in general in such speeches the respondent must say that it is not necessary that what is assigned to belong to the accident also belong to the subject reality; but the respondent must have it from art to bring forward, that is, so that he may bring forward, and this is so that he may show, by adapting to the concluded speech, the mode on account of which that is not necessary in this speech and in that one, and so with the others.

And because in some cases it follows that what belongs to the accident also belongs to the subject, and conversely that what belongs to the subject also belongs to the accident, but in some cases it does not follow, those things which were said in the prior book of this science about the fallacy of accident must be recalled to memory. For two things must be considered. First, whether the middle and the minor extreme are the same and indifferent according to substance, or not according to themselves, that is, according to their proper nature, as man and white are not the same, because man according to his proper nature is susceptible of whiteness, and whiteness has no subject substance except man. Hence whether they are the same or diverse must be considered; for if they are diverse, the fallacy of accident does not occur; but if they are the same, then there can be both a good argumentation and a bad one sinning according to accident. And therefore, if the middle and the minor extreme are the same and indifferent according to substance, then one must consider further whether they are the same and indifferent when compared to the major extreme, which is called the assigned thing. And in the prior book we said that this must be noted by such a teaching, that one must consider whether the opposite of the major extreme can belong to the middle according as it is in the minor extreme, or not. If it cannot belong, the argument is always good, as here: every man runs; Socrates is a man; therefore Socrates runs. For to man according as it is in Socrates, which is the minor extreme, not running, which is the opposite of the major extreme, cannot belong; and therefore such an argument proceeds: every man runs; Socrates is a man; therefore Socrates runs. But if the opposite of the major extreme can belong to the middle according as it is predicated of the minor extreme, then the fallacy of accident always occurs; and once this has been shown, the cause of falsity has been shown, as: man is an animal; animal is a genus; therefore man is a genus. For according as animal is predicated of man, animal is not a genus; and thus the opposite of the major extreme, which is not being a genus, can belong to animal according as it is predicated of man, which is the minor extreme. Thus therefore it is known when what is assigned to the accident belongs to the subject reality and when not. This art, therefore, must be used.

Further, for understanding this better, it must be noted that when the accident is the same as the subject, and I call the subject the middle and the accident the minor extreme, so that these are the same in number and indifferent according to the substance which is the subject, and the assigned thing does not belong to one through the other, but the assigned thing belongs to one per se and separately and does not belong to the other through it, then those two, namely subject and accident, with respect to the assigned thing which is said to belong to each, are not the same and indifferent, as is clear in this example: animal and white are the same in subject, and let this be posited, that man is white; and thus it seems that what belongs to one belongs also to the other. Similarly man and animal are the same in subject, and what belongs to one belongs to the other; therefore it seems to follow: man is an animal, and animal is white; therefore man is white. For it is clear that although man and animal are the same in themselves, nevertheless when compared to white they are not the same, and white does not belong to one through the other. And if it is said that it has been posited that man is white, one must say that this is by reason of composition, but it does not follow through the force of the argument. Similarly Coriscus and the one coming are the same in number and subject; therefore what happens to one happens also to the other; but cognition belongs to Coriscus; therefore it belongs to the one coming. And the reason is clear from the things said, because cognition is not a form which belongs to one through the other, but comes about in each dividedly and through itself. And thus it is clear that there is here a fallacy of accident, as there is here: Socrates and the one sitting are the same in subject, and thus are the same in number, and so what happens to one happens to the other; but I strike Socrates; therefore I strike the one sitting. This follows well, and there is not any fallacy there, because striking is a passion and form which necessarily belongs to the one struck, as to Socrates, and through Socrates, who is the subject reality, passes into the one sitting, when the one sitting and Socrates are the same in number. But so that the adaptation of this solution to paralogisms specially made and formed according to accident may be known, one must see specially what sort the paralogisms made according to accident are.

Therefore I say that all such paralogisms are of this kind, as that one whose conclusion is: therefore you know what I ought to ask you; and let it be posited that I ought to ask you about the good, or that I ought to ask the good. For although the good about which I ought to ask is the same in number and substance or subject, nevertheless they are not the same with respect to that which is knowing, because cognition is not such a form in one through the other. Another speech has such a conclusion: therefore you know the one coming or covered, and it is formed thus: Coriscus is the one coming or covered; you know Coriscus; therefore you know the one coming or covered. And the solution is clear, because although Coriscus is the same in number as the one coming or covered, nevertheless these two different things are related to this assigned thing which is cognition, because cognition is not such a form as belongs to one through the other, but stands in each dividedly and through itself. The third speech is one whose conclusion is: therefore the statue is your work, and it is formed thus: this statue is yours, and it is a work; therefore it is your work. For although the statue and yours are the same in number, nevertheless when compared to this which is to be a work they are not the same, because the statue is the possession of the priest or temple, but the work of Polyclitus or another sculptor. The fourth reasoning has this conclusion: therefore your father is a dog, and it is formed thus: this dog is yours, and it is a father; therefore it is your father. For although the dog and yours are the same and one substance in number, nevertheless when compared to being a father, they are not one, insofar as this assigned thing, being a father, does not belong to that which is yours as being a father dog. The fifth speech is one whose conclusion is: therefore rarely few are few; and those things are called rarely few which we find simply, as few in a city or few in a marketplace, in which simply few things rarely are or are found. And it is formed thus: these are few, with those things which are in a village being shown; and these are rarely few, with those things which are in a city or marketplace being shown; therefore rarely few are few simply. And the solution is clear, because although these and few are simply the same, nevertheless they are not the same and indifferent when compared to those things which are rarely few.

It is manifest from all speeches of this kind that it is not necessary that what is true of the accident also be true of the subject reality in itself and in comparison to the assigned thing, as has been shown through the individual cases. For this belongs only to those things because they are the same and indifferent both in substance or in subject, and along with this are one in comparison to the assigned thing which is the major extreme in the paralogism of accident, so that the assigned thing belongs to one through the other. Now in the first paralogism knowing and being about to be asked are not the same, as was said, because although the good and being about to be asked are the same, nevertheless with respect to that which is knowing, they are not the same. Nor does the same assigned thing happen to the one coming or covered; therefore neither to the one coming and Coriscus, or to the one covered and Coriscus, as was clear a little before. For this reason it does not follow that if I know Coriscus according as he is Coriscus and in himself, and also do not know the one coming according as he is coming, that I know and do not know the same man, and know the same man and do not know him. Nor does it follow, if this is mine as a statue and is a work, that it is my work, because perhaps it is not my work but my possession, or my thing, or something of this kind which is said to be mine. But in the same way the other paralogisms must be solved.

If someone perhaps objects against the things brought in, saying that nothing prevents this conclusion from being true: you know Coriscus; Coriscus is the one coming; therefore you know the one coming. Because from the fact that I know Coriscus and Coriscus is the same in number as the one coming, then it follows that I know the one coming accidentally, because I know him who comes; and thus the conclusion is true. The conclusion also seems to follow from the premises, because if the fallacy of accident impeded the consequence, it would be necessary that the middle be compared to the extremes under diverse accounts; but this does not seem so, because the middle is Coriscus, which is singular and one existing in itself, not having in itself diverse accounts by which it is compared to one extreme and to the other. Therefore it is compared to each under one account, and thus the diverse account of comparison of the middle to the extremes does not impede the consequence.

Further, in an expository syllogism, as Aristotle says in the second book of the Prior Analytics, where the singular is put under as the middle in each of the premises, the extreme is concluded of necessity about the extreme. But it is so here: you know Coriscus; Coriscus is the one coming; therefore you know the one coming. It seems that the conclusion follows necessarily. It also follows in the first figure by only making a transposition of terms thus: Coriscus is the one coming; and you know Coriscus; therefore you know the one coming. Further, if there is a fallacy in such things, it seems rather to be the fallacy of figure of diction, because what is changed into what sort, for Coriscus is a what, but coming is what sort.

To respond to this is not difficult. For one must grant that this is true accidentally and not per se, you know the one coming, as was said; but this does not impede the fallacy of accident, which occurs if the conclusion is compared to the premises, because the middle is not compared to the extremes under one account. And concerning what is objected, that the middle and singular does not have in itself diverse accounts by which it may be compared to the extremes in diverse ways, one must say that in itself it does not have diverse accounts, but joined with the accident it acquires diverse accounts. For Coriscus according to himself is compared to cognition as known through himself; but Coriscus coming or covered, through the form of the one coming or covered which he receives, is compared to cognition under another account, because as known accidentally. Nor is it necessary that in the fallacy of accident the middle have in itself diverse accounts by which it is compared to the extremes; rather it is enough that it have one in itself and acquire others when joined to the minor extreme.

And what he says about the expository syllogism is not valid, because in an expository syllogism it is supposed that the middle is compared under one account to each of the extremes, and this is not so here, as has been shown; nor is it principally the fallacy of figure of diction, because when the fallacy of figure of diction occurs, the qualified thing which is changed into what must be taken under that which distributes for what, as here: whatever you bought, you ate; you bought raw meats; therefore you ate raw meats, where raw is taken under whatever. But this is not so here: you know Coriscus; Coriscus is the one coming; therefore you know the one coming. Thus therefore it is clear how such a solution is adapted to all paralogisms which are according to accident.

CHAPTER II. Concerning the disproof of the false solution of paralogisms of accident.

But to these paralogisms certain persons solve by destroying the question made, that is, the opposite of the conclusion asked; for the conclusion has been asked under the opposite, as was determined in the prior book of this science, where it was said that so that the conclusion may be admitted more easily, it must be asked under its opposite. And therefore when the conclusion is granted, the question is destroyed, because the opposite under which the conclusion was asked is destroyed. Hence those people granting the conclusion destroy the opposite under which the conclusion was asked. Therefore those people grant this conclusion, you know the one coming; for they say that it can well happen that the same reality is both known and not known according to diverse things, and that this is not unfitting, because they say that this does not happen according to the same thing. For not knowing the one coming under the form of coming, but knowing Coriscus in his proper form, they say that they know and do not know the same thing, but not according to the same thing. And they say this and truly, that it is not unfitting, although this solution should not be distinguished. First indeed, because, as we have already said in the preceding chapter, if this were the solution, then it would also be necessary that of those sophistical speeches which are according to the same genus of deception or the same and similar cause of deception, there be the same correction or solution which corrects by manifesting falsity. But it is clear that this is not true; therefore from destruction of the consequent it is clear that this is not the solution.

The proof of this is that if someone in a similar speech or paralogism of accident posits the terms not in knowing or recognizing or cognizing, but posits them in being or in some mode of having oneself, and with them takes the same proof or sophistical mode of proving by paralogizing, that person cannot solve through the fact that it happens for the same thing to be known and not known according to diverse respects, because then nothing is posited in the speech concerning cognition and ignorance of the same thing according to diverse things, as here: this is a father, and is yours; therefore he is your father, as was said in the preceding things concerning the dog. For what they say is true in some cases, because certain things can happen to be unknown and known according to diverse respects. Nevertheless what they say communicates nothing to true solution, because, as we said, if it were the true solution of one, all similar cases would have to be solved. But another cause for disproving the same saying is that it has been said rather often that nothing prevents the same speech paralogizing sophistically from having several deceptive or deceiving or falsity-producing speeches or causes of syllogism; nevertheless the manifestation of every fallacy is not the solution of the paralogism.

For it sometimes happens that someone shows that someone syllogized what is false, that is, it happens that someone shows an apparently syllogized conclusion to be false; and it happens that although he shows the conclusion to be false, nevertheless he does not show according to what the conclusion made is syllogized while sinning in the syllogism. And he does not manifest according to what in the syllogism the false conclusion is inferred, and therefore he does not solve by true solution, because true solution manifests the cause of that falsity in the syllogism according to which the false conclusion seems to follow as false. An example of this is in the speech of Zeno which concludes that there is not or there cannot be moving or being moved, which is easily shown to be false through reduction to the impossible. For this reason, even if someone tries to show that conclusion false and tries to gather such a speech as impossible by reducing it to the impossible, he sins, because he does not posit the true solution; and if he leads it to the impossible a thousand times, and through this shows a thousand times that it is false, because to multiply the unfitting thing is not to solve. For here there is not true solution, but multiplication of the unfitting thing. For, as was predetermined, true solution was the manifestation of the false syllogism in that in which the false occurs, that is, in the cause through which the false conclusion occurs and seems to follow, because in that which is the cause of the false conclusion there is a false and deceptive syllogism. And this is to compare the premises according to consequence to the conclusion, and to show manifestly in the premises or in the order of terms the defect of a fitting conclusion. And it is clear that if one of those objecting has not syllogized truly but apparently, whether he tries to gather or collectively syllogize either the true or the false in the conclusion of that defect, which conclusion does not follow from the premises, the true manifestation is solution, namely when it is shown how and why the conclusion does not follow from the premises.

But perhaps sometimes also what they say happens is not prevented, namely that the same thing is unknown and known according to diverse respects; but in these paralogisms about which we are now speaking, not even what they say will seem to have a place with respect to the true solution of the paralogism, namely that one sometimes grants that the same thing is known and not known under diverse respects. This is clear from the fact that someone sometimes knows Coriscus and that he is Coriscus, or through the fact that Coriscus is, and perhaps also knows the one coming under the form of one coming, if he knows that Coriscus is coming. And nevertheless it seems sometimes to happen that the same subject is known by someone and is not known, as if we posit that the same subject is white and musical, it happens to someone to know him because he is white, or under the form of whiteness, and it happens to the same person not to know the same man because he is musical, or according as he is under the form of the musical; for he sees the white thing and has heard or perceived no music from the same man. Just as that man knows and does not know the same thing, but not according to the same thing; but if the one coming is posited thus, he knows both Coriscus because he is coming and because he is Coriscus. And nevertheless this does not prevent the fallacy of accident from being made in the consequence of the paralogism, because the consequence is not valid on account of the diverse disposition of the middle to the extremes, which are accident of the subject and what is joined to the subject reality and to the accident, as has appeared sufficiently through the preceding things. Therefore whether he knows in this way and is ignorant in that way, or knows both in this way and that, the fallacy is not impeded; and thus it is clear that their solution is nothing.

Similarly also those people sin who solve, that is, try to solve, this speech: these are few, and these are rarely few; therefore few are rarely few. Those trying to solve the paralogism say that the conclusion is true; for they say that every number is few, since there is no number with respect to which a greater cannot be taken, in relation to which the lesser number is few; for one is few in relation to more. And those who solve thus sin just like those whom we mentioned, because they do not manifest the cause of the falsity of the syllogism. For these do not manifest whether the conclusion is not similar, or that because of which the paralogism concludes, just as neither did the earlier people, and those thinking this, on account of which the syllogism did not conclude. They say that what has been concluded is true, or that the conclusion is true; for they say that all things which are in number are many and few, many indeed in relation to a higher number; and therefore, not referring the conclusion to the premises nor showing in what the consequence is defective, they sin just as the first did.

But certain others, also erring, solve by saying that the syllogisms are double, that is, paralogisms sinning according to the double, as apparent syllogisms of accident; for example these: this dog is yours, and is a father; therefore it is your father. And this one: this is yours, and is a son; therefore it is your son. And this is yours, and is a servant; therefore it is your servant. And their distinction was from composition and division, from the fact that what I call yours can be joined with what I call dog, and thus it is composed and true and the conclusion which is inferred does not follow from it; or it can still be separated and joined with what I call father, and thus it is divided and false, and the conclusion which is inferred follows from it. And similarly they used to distinguish in all other cases, as in these: this is your son, and this is your servant, and so with the others; and this also was the reasoning which induced those people to distinguish and to say that the speech is multiple. But that they err in solving thus is first proved by such a reason: because if this seems to be a refutation, that is, an apparent refutation, because something is said multiply or because of the sin of multiplicity, then in that apparent refutation the name or speech must be significative of several things and principally causative of the apparent refutation, from whose distinction the apparent refutation is solved.

But this is not so in the propositions of the apparent refutation which has been brought in. This is clear because no one properly says that this is of this because it was born; for this is not said to be of this properly because it was born; for this is not said to be of this properly and absolutely unless it is its possession. Hence if a house belongs to one born, or to one who is and is called born, it is not for this reason called this one's born. For it must not be solved by distinction thus, but one must say that composition of divided things is made through accident or through the fallacy of accident, because it is said dividedly, it is yours, and it is a father, and the divided things are inferred conjointly when it is said, therefore it is your father. So here, let the opponent first ask and say, do you think this is yours? and let the respondent say, certainly, this is mine; and let the opponent paralogize: but this was born; and let him infer: therefore it is your born thing. It is clear that he paralogizes from the multiple, but from the supposition of those things which have been given dividedly, each of which happens, since it happens to one and the same thing both to be yours and to have been born dividedly, but not to be your born thing conjointly, because not whatever things are predicated of something dividedly will be predicated of the same conjointly, with accidental predication impeding, as was said in the paralogisms. And therefore it does not follow that if it is yours and was born, that it is your born thing, just as it does not follow: this man is good, and is a shoemaker; therefore he is a good shoemaker.

Thus also they used to solve from the multiplicity of amphibology the paralogism in which it is concluded that some good is of evils; and it is formed thus: discipline or prudence is of evils; prudence is a good; therefore some good is of evils. For when without determination and simply this something is said to be of evils, it is not said to be multiple, but in one way which the relation of the genitive principally designates, which is the possessive mode; and therefore this is said to be of these things or the possession of these things. If perhaps someone objects against this and says that this of these is said multiply, because the genitive constructed with the nominative imports these relations, for we say that man is, or that to be a man is, of animals; but we do not say man of animals, or possession of animals, but according to a partitive construction, so that the sense is that man is something from the number of animals. And if something is said in relation to evils, as prudence is called the discipline of evils, it is said as related to evils as in the relation of object or matter about which it is concerned; it is not for this reason of evils simply and without determination, because if of these is thus determined simply and without determination, then it would be their possession, since the genitive without a determination drawing it to another relation notes nothing except possession.

Therefore in such matters there is not multiplicity, unless they are accepted differently according to a qualification, that is, according to a determination, and simply, that is, indeterminately; because determined things are drawn to another relation by which these things are said to be of these, but if it is taken simply when this is said to be of these, nothing is understood except the possession of these, however much, as we have already said, from determination it perhaps happens that some good is of evils in two ways, and thus has a multiple according to amphibology. But this does not happen in this speech of the paralogism according to the fallacy of accident.

But this is still proved in a speech similar to the speeches stated, and in which there seems more to be multiplicity than in those which have been mentioned; and nevertheless in it there is not multiplicity which would make such speeches false syllogisms or apparent refutations, as for example this: some good is a servant of evil. For in this speech there are three nominatives which can be joined to the genitive from the same part of the speech or from a diverse part. But in the speeches previously introduced there are only two when it is said, this good is of evils; for it can be joined thus, this good of evils is, or thus, this good is of evils, and similarly this good servant is of evils. Therefore, since greater multiplicity seems to be from three than from two, and in that case there is not multiplicity which makes an apparent refutation, therefore neither in that other case is there multiplicity which makes it an apparent refutation. But perhaps not even thus, supply: an apparent refutation is made from multiplicity, but rather from the comparison of those things which happen dividedly to the same thing, as was said before; for with the fallacy impeding, it does not follow, if this is good and is of this, that conjointly it is the good of this.

Similarly, moreover, this which I say, a man to be of animals, is not said multiply.
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The proof of this is that if we signify something by a truncated speech from which we remove something, we do not, by such a removal not determinate and not perfected, make that speech multiple. For example, when it is said, a man is from the number of animals, this speech is not multiple; hence if we remove this which I say, from the number, and say, this is of animals, it will not thereby be multiple. This is clear through a likeness, because if we speak a half and imperfect verse of Homer or Ovid, by such truncation we do not make what is multiple thus, but what is understood under it must be added. For example, if we say, give me, it is not a speech, but one must supply Iliad, a Greek accusative. For the Iliad is the book in which verses about Ilion, that is, about the Trojan history, are contained. If we say verses of Homer in truncated fashion, saying, unfold wrath for me, and goddess is understood under it, although it is determinate, nevertheless through this the speech is not multiple. Therefore similarly, when it is said, this is of these things, although there is not added in what way this is of these things, namely by possession or partition, the speech does not on account of this become multiple, especially with a multiplicity which would be the cause of a false or apparent syllogism. Therefore the manifestation of such multiplicity is not the true solution.

CHAPTER III. Concerning the solution of paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply.

But these paralogisms which are according to qualifiedly and simply, namely those which are in this, that something is said principally, that is, simply this, or according to something or in respect of which it is, that is, with respect to this, or where, that is, according to some where, or are said in some mode, that is, according to this mode or that, and not simply, or are said in relation to something and not simply, and generally according to some determination to this or that determinately, by a determination of what is simply, all those paralogisms must be solved by considering and comparing the conclusion to the contradiction, namely by considering whether the opposite of the conclusion can stand with the premise. For if this can stand with the premise, then the conclusion does not follow from the premise, because with whatever the antecedent stands, with the same the consequent stands. Hence if it happens that some conclusion is false, because its opposite stands with the premise, then the conclusion also does not stand with the same thing; and thus it was not a conclusion following from such a premise; and thus the cause of the falsity of the syllogism has been manifested. But the reason for this is that contraries and also opposites according to affirmation and negation, which are simply contraries or simply contradictories, cannot be in the same thing according to the same thing, similarly, and at the same time. But in respect of which, that is, according to some determination diminishing what is simply, or something, that is, according to some part, or in some mode, it happens that both of the contraries or contradictories are in the same thing at once, as to be white according to the teeth and not white according to the feet; or it even happens that both are contraries, as here one of the contraries is present in respect of which, that is, qualifiedly, while the other is simple, as black according to the feet is present in the swan, yet simply it is white. For thus nothing prevents contraries and contradictories from being in the same thing, as to be white simply and not to be white simply. Hence if one of the opposites is proved to be present simply, but the other opposite of it is proved to be present in respect of which or qualifiedly, a true refutation has not yet been proved, that is, a syllogism of contradiction, because contradiction belongs to one and the same thing and according to the same thing simply and at the same time. But this must be considered in the conclusion by comparing it to the contradiction; and this is the general solution, which, so that it may be adapted to all the paralogisms of that fallacy, is put down specially.

Therefore all speeches or paralogisms of this kind, which are according to qualifiedly and simply, have this, that is, a defect of contradiction in some condition of contradiction, as that one which concludes, therefore it happens that what is not is, and is formed thus: what is in opinion, is; but the false is in opinion; therefore the false is. But the false in opinion is not; therefore what is not happens to be. And it is solved because what is in opinion is qualifiedly, and what simply is not is false; and these, simply not to be and qualifiedly to be, do not contradict. Another speech similar to this is that what is, as man, simply is not any of the things which are, as an ass; therefore what is, is not. And it is solved because these do not contradict, to be something simply and not to be this. The third speech similar to these is that which concludes, therefore it happens that the same person at once swears and perjures himself. And let it be posited that someone swears that he perjures himself, whether he swears and swears well qualifiedly and according to this when he perjures himself simply. The solution is clear, because they do not contradict, at once to perjure oneself simply and to swear well qualifiedly. Another argument similar to these is that which concludes that it is impossible for the same person to persuade and dissuade the same person. And let it be posited that someone persuades someone that he be dissuaded from what he wants to do. For here according to something he persuades and simply he dissuades; these can stand simply and do not contradict, because he does not persuade and dissuade according to the same thing.

But those speeches are solved by looking to contradiction, by saying either that it must be said thus, or that it must be said that to be something qualifiedly and to be simply are not the same; and similarly not to be something qualifiedly and not to be simply are not the same; and these do not contradict and can stand together. For because something simply is not, if it is something, that is, qualifiedly, it does not for this reason follow that it is simply. Nor does it follow, if he swears well, that is, with respect to this, that because of this it is necessary that he also swear well simply; for he who swears that he is perjured swears well while perjuring this, that is, according to this, but simply he does not swear well. Nor does it follow that he who dissuades persuades simply, but he persuades qualifiedly, or because this is qualifiedly, he persuades.

It is similar also in this speech in which it is concluded that the same person is at once lying and true in speaking. For let it be posited that someone says, I say what is false, and let him say what is false. For here he is true qualifiedly, but simply in speaking he is a liar; and these stand together and do not contradict. But because in such paralogisms it is not easy to see in which way someone assigns opposites to be present in the same thing, namely whether both are qualifiedly or both simply, or one qualifiedly and the other simply, as namely whether he says true qualifiedly or simply, or lies qualifiedly or simply, it seems difficult whether there is contradiction or not. Yet nothing prevents the same person from being simply a liar, but in respect of which, that is, qualifiedly, true or truthful; and nothing prevents someone from being true in something, that is, according to something, but simply not true, as is clear in the example that has been introduced. But similarly it is also in those speeches in which one proceeds from simply to something or qualifiedly, as in relation to something, and where, and when, that is, in determinations said qualifiedly according to relation, or where, or when; for all speeches of this kind which proceed from simply to qualifiedly happen according to this, that is, according to the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply. If it is asked whether health or riches are a good, and when it is conceded that they are, one goes to the contrary through qualifiedly thus: riches and health are not a good for someone, because for the unwise and the one not living rightly they are an evil; therefore the same thing is good and not good, and the same thing good and evil. And similarly if it is asked: therefore to be healthy or to have power in the state, that is, to have political power, is a good? and by conceding that it is so he infers the opposite, saying: but there is a time when it is not better or equally good to be healthy or to have power in the state, namely in time of war; therefore the same thing is good and not good; and thus the same thing is good and not good for the same person. For these are not opposed in diverse times, or in diverse men, as in the wise and the unwise, or as has been said. It has also been solved to this by saying that nothing prevents what simply is good from not being good for this person as one using it badly, or what simply is good for this person from not now being good for the same person, as to be powerful in the state in time of war, or what simply is good for this person from not being good in this place or time.

But it is similar in those things which ask whether what the wise man does not wish is evil. But he does not wish to lose a good, and from this let it be inferred: therefore he does not wish the good, so that simply may be inferred from what is qualifiedly; and from that let it be further inferred: what the wise man does not wish is evil; the wise man does not wish to lose a good; therefore good is evil. It is clear that this is qualifiedly, and simply he does not wish to lose the good; therefore he does not wish the good. And it is solved because it is not the same to say that to lose a good is evil and that good simply is evil or not good. Likewise also there is the speech about the thief if it is said thus, that the thief is evil; the thief wishes to take a good; therefore he wishes a good; therefore evil is good. For it is clear that the thief does not wish evil, but a good; for taking is good, since it is good and qualifiedly evil, insofar as it is taken as a good. It is likewise also in this speech: it is good to lose sickness; but sickness is evil; therefore good is evil. Because sickness is simply evil, but to lose sickness is not evil but good; and to lose sickness is not sickness simply, but qualifiedly, namely insofar as it is in losing.

It is similar concerning the speech concluding that the unjust is more choiceworthy than the just, and what is done unjustly more than what is done justly; and it is formed thus into a paralogism. To die unjustly, that is, not on account of evil desert, is more choiceworthy than to die justly, that is, on account of evil desert; but to die unjustly is unjust, and to die justly is just; therefore the unjust is more choiceworthy than the just. And it is clear that it does not follow that what is simply unjust is more choiceworthy than what is simply just, since the unjust in this respect and qualifiedly is more choiceworthy than the just in this respect; and this is the solution of the paralogism. A similar solution is in a similar paralogism in which it is asked, so that a paralogism may be formed from the question, whether it is just for anyone or everyone to have his own things. And when the respondent says yes, the opponent opposes by saying: if someone judges certain things according to his own opinion, and if his opinions are false, each of these things is his own by the law of his opinion; therefore it is just for him to have them. But if it is just for anyone to have his own things, by the opposite it is unjust to have another's things; but these things by the law of his opinion are his own; therefore the same thing is just and unjust, or the same thing is just and not just. And the solution is clear, that according to the law of his opinion the just is not just except qualifiedly; and this is simply not just, which stands with the premise which is just according to the law of his opinion.

It is similar concerning a paralogism formed from such a question: whether one ought to judge with a judgment of condemnation and penalty the one who says just things, or the one who says unjust things. And when he says and answers that one ought to judge the one who says unjust things, the opponent asks against him: but indeed, that is, one ought, for one who has violently suffered injury to say sufficiently before the judge, namely the quantity of the injury which he suffered, is just; but the things which he says are unjust, because they are injuries inflicted on him; therefore one must punish such a person, which is false. And this speech is solved first because it does not follow, if suffering something unjustly is more choiceworthy than suffering it justly, that simply on account of this the unjust is more choiceworthy than the just. Rather, simply, what is justly rather than unjustly is more choiceworthy; but in this or according to this nothing prevents it from being more choiceworthy to suffer what is done unjustly than to suffer what is suffered justly.

Similarly another paralogism is solved, because for anyone to have his own things is simply just, but to have another's thing is simply not just, and so forth; this does not prevent the judgment from being just with respect to this. For example, if it is just according to the opinion of the one judging, that it also be simply just. For similarly the things which are simply unjust, nothing prevents from being unjust for this person or in this way. For it does not follow in any paralogism that if to say the things which one has suffered is just, that what he says is simply just; just as neither does it follow, if something is useful to say to a judge or is useful to another, that the things which he says are simply useful. And similarly he is unjust as to saying unjust things. For this reason, not the one who says unjust things, or not because of this, if the things which are said by him who has suffered injury are simply unjust, is that one who says before the judge these unjust things which he has suffered convicted, that is, proved, to be unjust and to be punished. For he says the things which it is just to say according to this, that is, to say before the judge. But simply these things to suffer, or with respect to being suffered, are the unjust things which he says. In these arguments and similar ones there is one and a similar solution. For all speeches of this sort proceed either from qualifiedly to simply, or conversely from simply to qualifiedly. Hence one must always consider with respect to the contradiction of the conclusion whether it can stand with the premise from which it proceeds; and thus one must consider with respect to the contradiction of the conclusion and compare it to the premise, because if the opposite of the conclusion stands with the premise, the conclusion does not follow. For the opposite of the consequent does not stand with the antecedent, although the opposite of the antecedent well stands with the consequent, as is clear: an Ethiopian is white as to the tooth; therefore he is white. For the opposite of the conclusion, which is not to be white, stands with the premise that he is white as to the teeth. And it is similar when one proceeds from simply to qualifiedly, as: an Ethiopian is black; therefore he is not white as to the teeth. For the opposite of the conclusion, which is to be white as to the teeth, stands with this premise, that an Ethiopian is black. And in all these the conclusion has undergone something; for because one proceeds from what is qualifiedly to simply, the conclusion undergoes the lack of the improper determination which is in the premise and is removed from the conclusion. But if one proceeds from simply to qualifiedly, then the conclusion has undergone the apposition of an improper determination which was not in the premise. And thus it is clear that the conclusion always has undergone something when the contradiction of the conclusion is considered and is compared to the premise.

One must also attend that concerning this sophistical place the solution of insolubles is made. But I call insolubles whatever things are such that, whichever part of the contradiction is granted, they are led to the opposite and the unfitting, or to refutation, as this: someone swears that he perjures himself, either he swears what is true, or not. If he swears that he perjures himself and swears what is true, namely that he perjures himself, no one by swearing what is true perjures himself; therefore this one does not perjure himself; and it was granted that he perjures himself. But if he does not perjure himself and swears that he perjures himself, he does not swear what is true; therefore he perjures himself, because otherwise he would not fail to swear what is true when he swears that he perjures himself; therefore he perjures himself, because otherwise it would not be true that he perjures himself. In all these, thus, the improper determination according to qualifiedly and simply, not inferring, or simply, makes qualifiedly, and as has often been said in the preceding things. But no determination is more improper than that in which an opposite is determined by an opposite; and this happens in such cases. For where he swears that he perjures himself, there he swears what is true with respect to this; he simply perjures himself insofar as he swears what is true qualifiedly and what is simply false qualifiedly; and therefore of necessity he is led to both opposites.

One must attend that although in all the paralogisms of fallacies, both in diction and outside diction, it is common that the opposite of the conclusion cannot stand with the premise, nevertheless this is more appropriate to paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply than to others, because it is specified to this fallacy by the fact that the conclusion is always considered as having undergone something in the way that has been stated. But the conclusion is not something having undergone something in comparison to the premise in the paralogisms of the other fallacies.
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CHAPTER IV. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to ignorance of refutation.

But these paralogisms which are made according to the definition of refutation, that is, through ignorance of the definition or omission of some one of the things posited in the true definition of refutation, must be solved through consideration of the conclusion and comparison to true contradiction, just as it was written earlier in the prior book of this science, where it was written that four things are specially considered in the true definition of contradiction. Through that, the one solving must meet the fallacy deceiving in the paralogisms of ignorance of refutation, namely by considering and comparing the conclusion to true contradiction. But this is so that true contradiction be about the same thing, and with respect to the same thing, and according to the same thing, and similarly, and at the same time. And therefore this solution is not the same as that which is given for the paralogisms of the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, because to diverse causes of deceiving it is necessary to adapt diverse solutions manifesting falsity. For there the contradiction of the conclusion is adapted and compared to the premise, as we said. But this apparent contradiction, which is in the conclusion, is compared to true contradiction and not to the premise, so that it may be seen which condition of true contradiction is lacking in the apparent contradiction which is in the conclusion of paralogisms of ignorance of refutation. But in this fallacy caution must be had by the respondent: for if the opponent at the beginning asks those things from which a contradiction seems to follow against the respondent, one must not immediately confess or concede, lest he seem to be refuted; and one must not confess that it is impossible that the same thing be double and not double. Rather, after the speech has been made, it must be said by the respondent that he did not conclude thus in true contradiction as had been conceded to refute truly, but was ignorant of something of those things which pertain to true refutation. But this general solution is adaptable to all speeches of ignorance of refutation.

Here are these speeches according to ignorance of refutation. The first indeed is this: let it first be asked thus, do you think that he who knows a singular thing through its proper features knows the thing as a thing, and that he who is similarly ignorant, that is, who is ignorant of a singular because it is singular, truly is ignorant of the thing? And when the respondent says and concedes yes, the opponent meets him and says that someone knowing Coriscus, because Coriscus in the singular, is ignorant of the same or can be ignorant of him because he is musical, and also because he may be singularly; and he concludes: therefore he knows the same thing in the singular and is ignorant, or knows and does not know. And it is clear that that contradiction falls short of true contradiction which is according to the same thing and at the same time.

But another speech is such: first let it be asked, do you think that the four-cubit thing is greater than the three-cubit thing? And when the respondent concedes, let the opponent meet him, saying that from the three-cubit thing a four-cubit thing is made according to the length of the three-cubit thing; but everything greater is greater than the lesser; therefore this four-cubit thing which was made from the three-cubit thing is less than that which is its part; and let him conclude: therefore the same thing is greater and less than the same and according to the same thing, or the same thing is greater and not greater. And it is clear that it falls short of true contradiction because it is not at the same time.

But it must be noted that these paralogisms cannot be solved through destruction, since all the premises are true, nor through division which is a distinction of something multiple, because neither the diction nor the speech is multiple in them, nor through division of the conclusion from the premises, because they conclude of necessity. Rather, they must be solved through division of the apparent contradiction which is in the conclusion from true contradiction, and by considering the defect of contradiction in them, because they sin against diction and not principally against syllogism.
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CHAPTER V. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to petition of the principle.

But with respect to these paralogisms which are made in this, that opponents beg and, without the respondent's concession, take that which was sought or asked at the beginning, the respondent ought to conduct himself thus: namely, if it is manifest to the respondent that he begs what is in the beginning, it must not be given or conceded, but denied; nor even if it is probable and true to the one speaking, the opponent, must it be conceded, but it must be denied as not conceded. For insofar as it has been conceded, it has itself in the manner of something false; and therefore it must be solved in the manner of destroying something false, although perhaps in itself it is probable and true. But if it escapes the respondent's ignorance because of the force of such speeches, which frequently happens to respondents from such speeches, then after the speech has been made the respondent must transfer himself and turn himself back from the speech to the opponent, as against one who in truth does not argue from those things which are required for contradiction and for refutation, which refutation is not from the same things as the conclusion, but from greater and prior things; because it is both a syllogism and a syllogism of contradiction, without being from the same things, because the same does not prove the same. And when this has been done, the respondent ought to say that what was given was not so that the opponent would use it with respect to the proposed conclusion, but so that the opponent might dispute the contrary and from refutations which pertain to the enlargement or explanation of the proposed thing, as in prosyllogisms. And then it is clear that these paralogisms do not have a true solution either through distinction or through division, because they conclude of necessity, although they do not prove the matters through destruction, because they do not proceed from false things. But they have something similar to solution through destruction, because what was not conceded is destroyed in the manner of the false through the fact that it was not conceded; and thus it is false for the respondent.

CHAPTER VI. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to consequent.

With respect to those which become paralogisms through consequent, according to the consequence made, one must show by solution that they agree with true consequence by considering in the very speech in which the consequence is, so that it is not referred either to the premise, as in the fallacy according to qualifiedly and simply, nor to contradiction, as in ignorance of refutation, but to the very speech alone in which the consequence is. But there is a twofold consequence of things following or consequents, so that always one is true and the other fallacious and deceptive. And therefore concerning the consequence of convertibles we intend nothing here, because both of those are true. For either there is consequence as what is particular follows an affirmative universal, as the consequent affirmed follows the antecedent affirmed, and this is called consequence in itself, as animal follows man or with respect to man. And then the false consequence is that the antecedent affirmed should affirmatively follow upon the consequent affirmed. For certain people deceived by consequent prove or approve that if this consequent affirmed is with that antecedent affirmed, and conversely, that antecedent affirmed is with this consequent affirmed; that is, that just as affirmatively the consequent follows upon the antecedent, so conversely the antecedent affirmatively follows upon the consequent. And this is not necessary, because upon the antecedent affirmed the consequent affirmed follows, and so by the opposite upon the consequent denied the antecedent denied follows. Or disjunctively with another contrary consequence which is between opposites: for if that consequent is affirmed of this antecedent, then from the opposite of the consequent follows the opposite antecedent. As if animal follows upon man, upon the opposite of animal, which is non-animal, follows the opposite of the antecedent, which is non-man. Thus it is clear that the speech of Melissus sins; for he argues thus: if what has been made has a principle, so that upon the positing of the antecedent follows the positing of the consequent, then what has not been made does not have a principle, so that upon the opposite of the antecedent there follows the opposite of the consequent. Therefore the consequence is not valid. And thus he proves that the heaven and the world do not have a principle of duration, because if the heaven is ungenerated, not having a principle of its generation, it follows that, if it was not made by generation, it does not have a principle of its duration. But this consequence is not a consequence, because in opposites of such a kind, as generated and ungenerated are, the consequence is by the contrary and not in itself; and to manifest such falsity of consequence in the speech itself is the true solution.

CHAPTER VII. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to non-cause as cause.

But because paralogisms are made in this, that something is added which is not being, and thus it is syllogized that it is, as was said in the prior book of this science, especially in syllogisms to the impossible when from something added the destruction or removal of the hypothesis previously given by the respondent is concluded, if they ought to be solved by true solution, one must consider whether, when that which was added has been removed, nevertheless because it happened to the composite or an impossible follows. And when this has been seen, next one must show in the consequence of the others that this is so, namely that if that has been removed, still the impossible follows. And then it must be said by the respondent that he gave this not so that it would seem that the speech which is the conclusion truly followed as from a cause and principle; that is, that the opponent says to the respondent that he gave what is not a cause so that only a conclusion would seem to follow from it, but also so that from it there would truly follow an unfitting conclusion removing the hypothesis. And attend that by this solution the first syllogism which leads to the impossible is not destroyed, but the second syllogism, which from the impossible concluded, with that which is not a cause assumed, removes the hypothesis. For that one has the cause of deception, and therefore in it the true solution must be adapted through manifestation of falsity. And it is clear from what has been said that this solution is through destruction and not through distinction nor through division.

CHAPTER VIII. Concerning the solution of paralogisms according to many questions as one.

With respect to those paralogisms which make many questions as one, one must see more, both in which cases many responses must be used and in which cases one. Hence this must immediately be determined by the respondent at the beginning. For a simply one question is that to which a simply one response is ordered. Because of this, in one question neither is one predicate asked about many subjects, nor are many predicates asked about one subject, but one predicate about one subject in a simply one question; and all these things have been sufficiently determined in the prior book of this science. Hence in a question which is simply one, one predicate must simply be said of one subject, or one predicate denied of one subject. As in equivocal terms which signify several things actually, sometimes indeed the predicate belongs to both, that is, according to both senses, and then it is true in both senses; but sometimes it belongs to neither, that is, according to neither sense does the predicate belong, and then in both senses they are false. So also it is when the question is many: namely, that in every sense the predicate belongs, or belongs to neither; and in such a case, although it is not simply one question, nevertheless simply, that is, with one response, nothing happens to respondents to suffer from opponents concerning refutation. So neither in equivocal terms does it happen to suffer when it is true in every sense, or when false in every sense; as if it is asked, do Socrates and Plato run? and let us posit that both run, and let it be said, they run, with one response, no refutation proceeds. Or, does Plato run and dispute? and let it be posited that he neither runs nor disputes, and let me say with one response, no, no contradiction proceeds from the opponent according to true refutation, although disputing is destroyed according to apparent solution, as was said at the beginning of this second book. But according to true solution nothing unfitting happens to be suffered from the opponent. Just as neither in equivocal terms, if it is said, is dog in every one of its significations biting, or not? and it is said, yes, because it is biting and barkable and marine and heavenly. Or thus: is dog according to every one of its significations winged? and it is said, no, nothing happens to suffer true refutation; but apparently disputing is destroyed.

Therefore it is clear that when several predicates belong to one thing or one predicate belongs to several subjects, if one gives one response simply, or when it does not belong to both, if he gives one response and faults according to this fault, namely that he gives one response to questions which are many, nothing contrary or unfitting happens according to true refutation from the opponent, except that apparent disputation is destroyed. Therefore in such a case one must not use this art, that to a question which is many, many responses should be given. But when the predicate belongs to one subject and does not belong to this other subject, and one indeed is true and the other false; or when many predicates are asked about many subjects, and it happens that sometimes both belong to both subjects, and it happens that both do not belong to both subjects, and it also is the case when one belongs to one and the other does not belong to the other; then indeed when both belong, one affirmative response can be given, and when both do not belong, one negative response can be given. But when one belongs to one and the other does not belong, then giving a single response must be feared, because then it happens to suffer something unfitting from the opponent. As is clear in these speeches: when two things are shown, one of which is good and the other evil, let it be asked whether this is to say good or evil. For if he says that it is true to say this is good, it follows that this, with the evil thing shown, is good; therefore evil is good. And if he says that it is true to say this is evil, it follows that good is evil; and again or further it follows that each of these is neither good nor evil, because if it is granted that each is good, then it follows that evil is good; if it is evil, therefore not good; therefore neither evil nor good. And it is similar if it is granted that these are evil, as is easily clear to anyone considering, because he is led to this, that each of these is neither good nor evil; and consequently it follows that the same thing is good and evil, and that each of these is neither good nor evil. Therefore one response must not be given, but it must be said: this is good, and that is evil, so that its own response may be adapted to each question.

But another speech according to many questions as one is this: whether or whether each thing is the same as itself and diverse from another? In this, many things are asked about one. And if the respondent says with one response that it is so, the opponent proceeds against him, saying that whatever things are such that they are the same as themselves and with this diverse from others are not the same as others but as themselves, and are diverse from others, not from themselves; therefore they are diverse and the same; therefore if they are diverse and the same as one, one must respond with two responses and say that they are the same as themselves and not as others, and are diverse from others and not from themselves.

Furthermore there is a third speech. Let two things be posited, namely good and evil, and let evil come to be from good, and good from evil; and let it be asked whether these are good and evil. And when the respondent says yes, let the opponent oppose, saying: therefore that thing becomes good and evil, and that thing likewise becomes good and evil. Hence it must not be said with one response, but with several thus: this becomes evil, and this becomes good. The fourth speech is such: let there be two equal men, and let them become unequal; and let it be asked whether they are equal or unequal. Let the opponent meet him: of two and equal things, each is unequal and equal to itself, because equal to itself and unequal to the other; and the other similarly equal to itself and unequal to the other. Therefore this one is equal to itself and unequal, and the other similarly; therefore the same thing is equal to itself and not equal. Hence it must not be solved with one response, but it must be said: this is equal to itself and unequal to the other, and similarly that other is equal to itself and unequal to the other.

Hence one must note that because these are similar to equivocal terms actually signifying several things, although through themselves they are solved by giving several responses to a question which is many, nevertheless incidentally they fall into the other solutions of equivocal terms. For these words which are frequently posited in many questions, when one thing is asked of many or many of one, both signify several things, because they can be posited collectively; and thus the one thing which is referred to them regards each conjunctively or distributively, and the predicate is returned to them dividedly. And then it does not follow because it is the same according to the thing, so that also the name is the same and with respect to the same in affirmation and negation, because contradiction, which is affirmation and negation, is not of the thing only, but of the thing and the name. And if the same is denied of the thing and not of the name, here there will not be a true refutation, as was said in the first book of this science. But even thus it is manifest, because if one question is not made many, which is one thing about many or many about one, but remains one and simple question, so that one predicate says or affirms of one subject, or denies one predicate of one subject, then it will be impossible as concluding opposites about the same thing.

From these things it is clear what sort the true solution is in the paralogisms of this fallacy, namely whether it is through division or through destruction. For it is through division; but division is multiple, and it is not through division which is distinction, nor through division of the conclusion from the premises or from contradiction, but through the true division of question from question and of response from response. And then it can be adapted to all paralogisms of this fallacy, and it accepts nothing impossible.



Tractate IV. Chapters I-II

TRACTATE IV. CONCERNING THE SOLUTION OF PARALOGISMS LEADING TO OTHER GOALS THAN TO REFUTATION.

CHAPTER I. Concerning the solution of those which lead to solecism.

After those things which seemed to have to be said concerning the solution of paralogisms leading to refutation have been dispatched, now concerning those which lead to the goal of nugation and solecism, one must say in what way they must be solved by right solution; and first one must speak about those things which lead to nugation. Therefore let us say that in those paralogisms which lead one to say the same thing frequently, or to nugation, it is manifest that by right solution it must not be given or conceded that those things which are from the number of things that are relative according to themselves and not according to their genus, in which their correlatives are understood actually, that their predications, when they are posited by themselves and are not conjoined in speech with their correlatives, that when so posited by themselves they signify something definite. Rather, every signification of them has dependence on another, as double posited by itself, without being joined in speech with its correlative, so that double of half double is said, signifies nothing definite. And this is so because its correlative in it, that is, in the dependence of its understanding, is seen or is given to be understood with respect to half. For one of the relatives is understood in the other; and therefore, as Porphyry says, in both relatives it is necessary to use the accounts of both. And this is proved from a likeness: because if a part is named in speech as it has dependence and relation to a whole, then in the name of the part the whole is understood, just as ten is understood in nine, because they are named nine thus, since nine are one less than ten or than ten, because the whole is named thus; or the species of number taken by itself, namely as a part of ten; and therefore it is necessary that ten be understood in them through dependence of understanding, which would not be so if nine were named absolutely. And in this way to do, as a part, is understood in not doing, as a material part and potency with respect to the act of negation, because nothing is denied except affirmation; and therefore in this way, universally in every negation, diction or affirmation is understood, because nothing except affirmation can be denied, nor can anything be understood to be denied except affirmation, because something cannot be understood to be divided unless it is composite. And although affirmation as a cause precedes negation, nevertheless in the understanding of affirmation there is not negation; but conversely, because of the reason stated, in the understanding of negation there is affirmation.

But although it is so, no one ought on account of this to think that everything which is denied is affirmed. For if someone says by denying that this is not white, by that very fact he does not say by affirming that it is white, because, as we said, affirmation is not in negation as exercised and existing in act, but as matter and potency about which negation is concerned, so that it cannot be about another being, and in the understanding of negation is this, that it not be about the other. Similarly, double by itself signifies nothing definite, just as negation does not; and Aristotle says this: neither does it signify nothing, in which, after the custom of the Greeks, the second negation is superfluous. But I say that it signifies nothing definite in the way that that can signify definitely which is individuated through the dependence of its understanding, as in its correlative to which it is and is said. Therefore concerning what is in those paralogisms which lead to negation through the account of relatives, it must be noted that if a relative posited by itself signifies nothing definitely, its correlative is understood in it when it is posited by itself. But secondly it must be noted that if a relative perhaps signifies something indefinitely, so that its indefinite understanding depends on another, and therefore its correlative is understood in it, then it must be noted that it also signifies the same when coupled in speech with its correlative, because then it is determined by what is joined to it in speech and does not depend on another; and therefore then it is not understood in it. And therefore when one leading to nugation says, double of half double, and half is understood in double, therefore it is double of half double of half double, one must speak and solve through destruction, because when double is coupled to half in speech, then half is no longer understood in it, because then it is defined through another joined to it; and then it cannot lead to nugation. But when we say that double posited by itself and posited in speech signifies another and another thing, we take signify broadly, according as everything is said to be signified in speech which is given to be understood through the mode and account of its signification; and by this we do not understand double which is posited by itself and in speech to become equivocal.

But it is similar in those relatives which according to their genus are relative. For if we take knowledge in a species which is medicine, it is knowledge, considering the common itself which is knowledge, and that for certain is relative, because knowledge is knowledge of the knowable; and that common which is knowledge, taken by itself, signifies nothing definite, and then in it is understood that on which its understanding depends. But when the same is coupled in speech, now it is no longer understood in it, because what is coupled to it bounds it, and then the understanding no longer depends; and therefore because it is still understood in it, the opponent cannot lead to nugation. Thus therefore by destruction of this proposition or supposition, that a relative signifies the same by itself and in speech, such paralogisms leading to nugation must be solved.

But because the second mode of leading to nugation was through a proper passion insofar as the subject is understood, therefore for the solution of those one must note that in these predicates or passions through which subjects are shown as understood in them and contained in their definitions, the same must be said, and similarly they must be solved through destruction of the same supposition. For one must say that a passion signifying when posited outside by itself and when in a definitive speech, in which they are coupled with their subject and are determined and defined, is not the same as to what is understood through it. But when it is in speech, the subject of hollows is no longer understood in it, or rather the hollow, which is better, commonly accepted, which signifies in the genus, according as it is determined in snub, which is the hollowness of the nose, and in rited or lame, which is the curvature of the shin. But each signifies a depression in depth from the straightness of the nose and from the straightness of the shin. But nothing prevents what is added to a subject in speech, I say added, this indeed to the same nose, as when we say, a snub nose, but that, namely rited or lame, to the leg, as when we say, a rited or lame leg, from signifying otherwise than before, because then it signifies hollow or curved determined and specified through addition of the subject as a genus is determined through a difference. For added to this, namely to the nose, it signifies snub; but curved nose signifies explicitly the same as snub signifies implicitly. But that curved added to the leg signifies rited or lame; and then it can be added to the determination by which the general account of curvature is determined. And thus it makes no difference to say, snub nose, and hollow nose; and therefore when in speech a subject is added to the subject, it is no longer understood in that, and therefore it cannot be led to nugation.

Furthermore this must be noted in such things: since in such predications there is not essential predication, as there is in those things which are in the first mode of speaking per se, but it is predication of a cause, it must not be given or conceded that there is between subject and passion a diction or affirmative predication signifying through an essential predication, as when it is said, man is an animal. For it would be false if the subject were predicated of the passion; but through some predication, as let hollowness of nose be said; and through denomination, as let curvature of nose or curved nose be said. For denominatives do not speak essential predication. For snub is not essentially hollow nose, but snub belongs to the nose, as this passion of this subject. Because of this, nothing unfitting happens according to nugation if snub nose is said, because the passion in speech is added to the subject, and it is the same as a nose having hollowness of nose; and then it is no longer understood in it and cannot be deduced to nugation.

CHAPTER II. Concerning the solution of paralogisms leading to solecism.

But concerning solecisms qualifiedly, or concerning that which is said to happen or to be generated as a solecism, we spoke earlier in the prior book of this science. But now it must be said when such paralogisms must be solved. Therefore we say that in those speeches it will be manifest if it is manifest how the congruous speech itself is divided from the incongruous. Hence although a multiple is not distinguished in them or destroyed, nevertheless such speeches must be solved through division of the congruous or continuous from the incongruous or discontinuous. For all speeches of this sort leading to solecism wish to know and construct this, that a speech becomes incongruous; and this is clear especially in the commutation of an oblique case into a direct case, or a direct into an oblique, or an oblique into an oblique. For it is made especially according to the change of case; nevertheless it can also be made in other things, but in the commutation of case it is more manifest, as is clear here where the accusative is changed into the nominative: as, do you think everything that you say to be, this truly is? so that this is of the nominative case and everything that of the accusative. And let him assume thus: but you say that a what or something is a stone; and it consists from the accusative and not under the nominative; and it is concluded: therefore some what, this, is to be a stone; and in the conclusion he changes nominative and accusative. Or it marks the subjoining of the solution to the paralogism: as if we say that to say stone is not to say what in the nominative, but is to say what in the accusative; nor is it to say this in the nominative, but it is to say this-one in the accusative. A sign of this is that if someone says, do you think whom you truly say to be, this-one is? so that the accusative would seem to be subject to the verb is, then immediately to everyone it seems that he does not speak Romanly, that is, congruously; and therefore no one concedes such a speech, just as he does not concede what is congruous in a change of genders, as if he says, do you think whom you say to be in the feminine gender is this man in the masculine? For no one concedes this; therefore neither that.

But one must note that in masculine and feminine the direct case and the accusative differ, and the accusative differs much for making an apparent paralogism. But wood, which is of neither
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it is of the neuter gender, and has three cases alike, because any other neuter terms signify neither masculine nor feminine. Nor does this differ as to the spoken word in the commutation of the accusative into the nominative, because the nominative and accusative are alike in utterance; and therefore, although it is in the thing as in the others, nevertheless in the utterance it does not differ, and therefore in utterance it does not seem to make the paralogism by which a solecism is made. But let it be said thus: What you say to be, this is; but you say wood to be; therefore wood is. It does not seem to be a solecism, because the accusative and nominative in the neuter gender are alike. Hence when a solecism is made in such things, it is according to the thing, but not according to the utterance. But stone and everything for which the articulate pronoun this is put forward have masculine declension and cases unlike in form; and therefore in other things the solecism appears more, as is clear.

But if someone says, do you think this-man is in the masculine gender, that-woman in the feminine? and when the respondent concedes, again asks about this who was signified by this-man, whether this is Coriscus; and the respondent says, yes, this is Coriscus; and the opponent infers against him who first conceded that this is that-woman; therefore this Coriscus is that-woman. But the solution is that it should be said that he has not syllogized a true solecism, because he changed this-man into that-woman, assuming the feminine under the masculine. Nor even if it is posited that Coriscus signifies the same as that-woman, as this Coriscus is that substance, and the respondent does not give or concede that that-woman signifies the same in the accident of gender and case, then again no solecism is made for the respondent, because he does not seem to be refuted, since he has not conceded the opposite. Rather, it is necessary for the respondent also to signify that-woman as the same for asking, that is, to ask the respondent's concession together with the signification of the thing. But if this-man and that-woman are not the same according to the thing, nor does the respondent give this, then the opponent has not syllogized an apparent refutation, neither that this-man is that-woman according to the thing, nor with respect to him or against the respondent who has been asked. Similarly, for this to seem to be a paralogism, also there in the first example brought in, stone in the accusative case must signify this in the nominative case; and on account of this let the respondent concede, if an apparent solecism must be made. But if this is neither according to the thing nor is given by the respondent, it must not be said that the conclusion is solecistic, or of a refutation leading to solecism.

But an apparent refutation appears, or is made, in the neuter, because a case of the neuter nominative unlike in reality seems like in utterance, as the nominative and accusative case. The example is: is it true to say that this woman is what she says she is? But she says that she is this asp; therefore this-woman is asp in the accusative. The direct case is changed into the oblique which is accusative. Or else, for a mark of the disjunction of the solution to the paralogism, we say that necessarily this-woman which is put in the premise does not signify asp in the accusative case, but signifies the same as asp in the nominative. But this-woman in the accusative signifies asp in the accusative and not in the nominative. Nor in another example in which the oblique accusative is changed into the direct, as if it is said by asking: if what you say to be this-one is this-man; but you say Cleon to be; therefore this-man is Cleon in the accusative. There is a change of nominative into accusative. And it must be solved because this-man in the nominative is not Cleon in the accusative; for it was said in the premise that whom you say to be this-one in the accusative case, that one is this-man in the nominative and not in the accusative; and therefore it is not this-one in the accusative, but this-man. For it will not be said Romanly, that is, in Latin and congruously, if the question stated is made thus: do you think, if whom you say to be, this-one is? because an accusative cannot be subject to the verb of the third person. And therefore it is clear that the solecism is from change of nominative into accusative. Another speech again is similar to this, from change of the oblique into the direct, as if it is asked thus: do you think you know this? but this is a stone; therefore you know stone in the nominative. For in the premise this is of the accusative case; but he assumes it in the nominative when he says, but this is a stone, and he infers in the nominative according as it terminates the transition of the verb when he says, therefore you know stone; and thus a solecism is made. Hence either it is a mark of subjoining; hence this does not signify the same, that is, in the same case, because in the premise it is in the accusative when it is said, you know this; but when it is said, this is, this in the assumption is taken in the nominative; hence in the first it signifies this-one in the accusative, but in the later it signifies this-man in the nominative.

There is another speech from change of oblique into oblique, as if it is asked thus: do you think that of which you have knowledge, you know this? And when the respondent says yes, let the opponent proceed to the contrary by assuming thus: but you have knowledge of stone; and let him conclude: therefore you know of-stone. For the position of of-which is of the genitive case, but this is of the accusative when it is said you know this, and under it the genitive is concluded when it is said, therefore you know of-stone, when he ought to conclude the accusative. Hence by putting it subjunctively, or, Aristotle says in solving this paralogism: of this stone indeed there is knowledge in the genitive, but in the assumption you say that you know this stone in the accusative. But it was given by the respondent that of which you have knowledge, you know this in the accusative; and it was not given that you know of-this in the genitive; and therefore the solecism happens. But it was given that you know in the accusative; because of which it was not given that you know of-stone, but that you know stone. And this is the true solution manifesting the cause of the falsity of the speech according to the congruous or incongruous, according as true Latin or false Latin is spoken, according as someone speaks Romanly or not Romanly.

Therefore it is manifest from the solutions introduced that speeches of this kind do not truly syllogize a solecism; and it has already been said concerning the cause of appearance because of which these seem to syllogize an apparent solecism; and also in what way such speeches must be met through true solution is manifest from the things which have been said about true solution.
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TRACTATE V. CONCERNING SHARP AND VERY SHARP SPEECHES.

CHAPTER I. Concerning the distinction of sharp and non-sharp speeches.

Now that all the speeches leading to the goals of sophistical disputation have already been solved by right solution, we must now deal with speeches which are worthy to be solved and which unworthy, which must be disputed by the respondent. Therefore we say that the respondent ought first to understand according to the general division of speech, since generally of all sophistical speeches some are easy to inspect for solving, but others are difficult to inspect according to something, as to the appearance, and in what way, as to non-existence, they paralogize the hearing respondent who hears the opponent. For frequently the easy speeches are the same in genus or according to one and the same sophistical place as those difficult ones; for easy speeches are frequently according to the same sophistical place according to which difficult ones are. For it is necessary to vary the same speech as to the cause of appearance and non-existence with another speech which is made according to the same thing, that is, according to the same sophistical place. Hence the same speech, easy and difficult, to some responses or diverse responses seems to be according to diction, and this according to a fallacy in diction; but to other responses it seems to be according to accident or another sophistical place outside diction. And the cause of this is that a sophism transferred to diverse respondents, or better to diverse speeches, is never manifest in the same way according to any fallacy; rather one speech is easy to inspect, and another difficult for inspecting any fallacy.

Therefore the same thing is to be seen in these speeches which are according to equivocations, which mode of paralogisms is easiest, because in speech which we continually use it happens that certain speeches or paralogisms in equivocation are easy and certain are difficult. For some of these equivocal cases are manifest to be inspected even by any respondents, as in equivocal terms by chance and fortune. For even the speeches of paralogisms according to diction, almost all of them, namely the common ones, are laughable, that is, ridiculous and easy to solve, as is clear by induction in all cases, and especially in equivocation. As is clear through an example, if it is said: a man was being carried step-by-step while sitting. This speech is multiple, because step-by-step can be taken from the verb gradior, graderis, and thus the speech is false, because one sitting was not being carried in this way. Or it can be taken from a step, and thus the speech is true, because one sitting can be carried by carrying-steps; and anyone can inspect this. And similarly in another example, Boreas is pure. For if he is called pure because innocent, the speech is false, because thus Boreas is not pure, since he destroyed and afflicted the poor man with cold. But if pure is purified of clouds, thus Boreas is pure, because he scatters clouds. And in the third example: which of the cows will bring forth before? And it is answered that neither will, but afterward, that is, through the posterior part of the body both will, because the gate of generation is posterior. Yet the speech is equivocal, because before can mean prior in time or place, or the anterior part of the body. But in the same way, also of other speeches, and almost of several which are commonly used in speech, many are easy; but those of other speeches which are according to equivocation are difficult for this reason, that they seem to escape even the most expert.

But the proof of this is through a sign, since even the most expert often contend about names. For example, whether the same or one signifies in one way when said of all things, and similarly being and one or something and things of this sort, which are said of all things according to prior and posterior; but others do not say that this is said of all things in one way through one account. Also, according to the argument of Zeno and Parmenides and Melissus, who said that all things are one, they solve it in that they say that one being is said multiply of substance and accident, and that all things are not one and being by unity of genus and account, just as it was said before in equivocation that there are speeches easy and difficult to solve. But similarly also it is in accident, and in these individual sophistical places in diction and outside diction, that some from the number of speeches or paralogisms are easy of the truth, that is, for inspecting how they are solved; but others according to the same fallacies are more difficult. Hence in any speeches to take in what genus of sophistical places it is, and whether it is truly a refutation concluding a true contradiction, or not a refutation in something against contradiction, is not similarly easy, that is, according to one likeness, in all cases; but in some it is easier, in some more difficult. Thus therefore it is clear how one speech is difficult and another easy to solve.

But the same speech which is difficult in itself is called sharp in comparison to the respondent, because by its difficulty it makes him sharp and bitten. Hence a sharp speech is one which most makes the respondent doubt, because it most bites and holds and hinders the respondent as to how it must be solved. And this is subdivided, because in two ways the sharp is twofold. For the one is in syllogized speeches, which do not sin in form but in matter, namely that one about which there is doubt which of the questions or premises one of the respondents should choose for destruction, whether the major or the minor; and thus it bites the respondent. But the other sharp doubt is in contentious speeches or those not syllogized except apparently, as in those which sin in the form of the syllogism; for in those it is doubted how someone should speak by responding and solving the proposed thing, or concerning the proposed thing which they wish to solve by true solution.

But the syllogistic speech or one syllogized, yet sinning in matter, is very sharp, that is, sharply sharp, but from it, with premises very apparent or probable and false, what is especially probable is destroyed. And this indeed is the cause and reason why, when there is one speech, that is, a demonstrative syllogism from probabilities concluding something probable, transposed in two convertive syllogisms concerning contradiction, that is, with the contradictory of the conclusion taken with one of the premises, it will have all the probable paralogisms, namely three: one demonstrative which concludes the false from probabilities; and another demonstrative which, with the contradictory of the conclusion together with the major proposition, concludes the opposite of the minor; and another convertive which, from the contradictory of the conclusion taken with the minor premise, concludes the opposite of the major; and thus it will have all three syllogisms, namely the demonstrative and the two convertive, according to one probable likeness. And the respondent is tortured in such things, not knowing where he should turn himself for responding to the speech; for such a speech always in all demonstrative and convertive syllogisms according to one probable likeness will either destroy or construct by denying or affirming, since affirmative and negative in such things are equally probable. Because of this it is necessary for the respondent to doubt what he should choose for responding.

Therefore especially among syllogized speeches a speech of this kind is sharp and bitter, which makes a conclusion from questions or premises which are equally probable, both in demonstrative and in convertive syllogisms. But the second speech sharp after this is one which concludes demonstratively from all premises similar, false, and probable. For this similarly, that is, according to one likeness, will make one doubt which of the questions of the premises must be destroyed, when it must be solved through destruction. But this is difficult and sharp, because then the respondent knows, on account of the false conclusion, that some premise must be destroyed; but which one must be destroyed, whether the major or the minor, is difficult and doubtful to see. Therefore these speeches are sharper among those syllogized.

But of contentious speeches or non-syllogized speeches which sin in the form of syllogism, one sharp speech is indeed that which first is immediately doubtful, whether it has been syllogized or not, and whether the solution is according to the false which is in the conclusion through destruction, or according to division or distinction; and this is sharp or very sharp, because in it there is doubt from several things. The second sharp after this, among contentious or non-syllogized speeches, is one which indeed is manifest, since it must be solved either through division or through destruction. But it is not evident through which question of the premises, namely of the major or the minor, it must be solved through destruction or through distinction, because they do not know whether the major or the minor must be destroyed or distinguished, and whether it must be solved according to the conclusion or by destroying or distinguishing some question of the premises, especially if the premises which are taken for such a false inference of the conclusion are very improbable and very false.

Further, such speeches also have another division. For sometimes, because of the gravity of the propositions which they make, certain ones are not worthy to be despised, that is, to be despised by the respondent; but sometimes they must be despised as having no gravity. For when the opponent intends to prove what is false, and some one of such premises of the questions is lacking to him, so that he omits that from which the whole speech or intended solution, or especially it, follows, and because of which the conclusion follows as an effect because of a cause, and the opponent himself does not assume this as a premise, then he does not syllogize the intended conclusion, and the syllogism is foolish, because then he objects badly from his own fault and not from a fault of the speech; and anyone immediately sees this; and therefore the speech must be despised. But sometimes he omits one of the causes which are sometimes assumed extrinsically for the explanation of the proposed thing or for its enlargement; then on account of this the opponent must not be despised in any way, but then the speech indeed is apt for the conclusion, yet the one asking must be rebuked because he does not ask well, since he does not sufficiently explain what he asks.

For one must know that just as it happens to solve in three ways, so it happens to ask or oppose in three ways. For in a certain way there is sometimes solving well, and this is solving to the speech; but sometimes it happens to solve apparently, and this is solving to the question; but sometimes it happens to solve in neither way, neither truly nor apparently, but only to destroy by hindering the opponent. For through safeguards similarly it happens in three ways to ask and syllogize to the intended position, either by constructing or by destroying, which is to oppose truly and well; and there is opposing to the respondent as a man, namely what is to oppose apparently; and there is opposing for occupying the time by hindering the respondent. And then the solution needs more time, so that the respondent may deliberate how he should respond to these things which the questioner uselessly opposes, than the principal disputation which at the present time is between the opponent and the respondent, insofar as time is required for the true solution of the proposed disputation.



Tractate V. Chapters II-III

CHAPTER II. Concerning the epilogues of the things said in the Topics and in this whole book.

Therefore, intending to impose an end on this whole business which is about the art of finding handed down in the Topics and in this book, we say that from the things said in the Topics and in this book it is sufficiently manifest from how many or from how many sophistical places, and from what sorts, as to the forms of paralogisms, and by what disputations or genera of disputations paralogisms are made and generated. For this has already been determined in the prior book of this science, according as paralogisms lead to refutation. And again it was shown in the same prior book how we show the false through paralogisms leading to the false. And again in the same book it was determined in what way we make someone say and concede what is outside opinion through paralogisms leading to what is contrary to opinion. Further, in the same prior book it was determined from what causes of appearance and non-existence a sophistical syllogism happens, and what is the order of questions, that is, in what order, as to safeguards, one ought to ask. Further, in the beginning of this second book, and in the beginning of the first, it was said for what all sophistical speeches of this kind are useful. And in the second book of this science already had, it has been determined simply concerning every response, both with respect to the mode of apparent response and with respect to the mode of true response according to the individual fallacies, and how disputations of safeguards must be solved, and how sophistical syllogisms, which are paralogisms, must be solved. And let these things which have been said suffice for the present intention.

The remaining thing, as regards also epiloguing those things which concern what belongs to the inventive art, must be said concerning that which from the beginning of the inventive art, which we began to hand down in the Topics, it had been proposed by us, remembering, to say epilogically, also by epiloguing those things briefly, and thus to impose an end on the things said as regards the inventive art which is determined in the Topics and in the book of Refutations.

Therefore we say that at the beginning of the first book of the Topics we took or assumed for ourselves and proposed to ourselves to discover a power, that is, a faculty, of a certain syllogistic method or art concerning the proposed thing, that is, through which we might be able to syllogize to every probable proposed thing, from those places and considerations which belong to the art and to the proposed thing, and are as probable as possible. For the work of dialectic per se is to proceed from probabilities, and of the tentative art, which is a certain dialectic. But because in this sophistic, which proceeds from apparently probable things, is conformed to it, on account of the nearness or conformity of sophistic to dialectic, so that dialectic itself, by questioning and opposing, not only can take an experiment of ignorance through the mode of opposing and questioning, which is the office and act of the inquirer and which we handed down in the first part of the eighth book of the Topics, but also so that dialectic, as a faculty knowing, which in the same part of the eighth book of the Topics we taught through the mode and order of response; because response is the work and act of one knowing. On account of this, we proposed not only the said work of the business of the eighth book of the Topics, to be able to take a speech, that is, so that through the art of opposing we may know how to take a speech to the proposed thing, but so that through the art of responding, sustaining the speech, we may observe the position by saying nothing repugnant while responding, as though through the most probable things of dialectic, in a similar way as by opposing it proceeds from probabilities. But we have already stated the cause of this, namely so that the dialectician is not only in the disposition of one actually asking, but also is in the form of one knowing; and therefore we taught response in the second part of the eighth book of the Topics. But we said the cause of this is that interrogation is the sign of one not knowing. Because of this Socrates always asked, but did not respond, because from humility in the very questioning he confessed that he did not know; since, as Aristotle says in the book On the Properties of the Elements, although Plato was perfected and praised with every wisdom, nevertheless if he taught anything, he taught as though by questioning.

But it is manifest from the things determined in the prior things, that is, in the preceding books before the eighth book of the Topics and especially in the first book of the Topics, to how many ends according to exercise and resistance and according to the disciplines of philosophy, and from how many problems this dialectical business was, and whence, that is, from what considerations, we will be suitable for these things, that is, for determining those problems. Further, in the first book of Refutations it was determined how the opponent's question must be met, as much as is from the side of the opponent, and concerning responses and solutions which properly belong to such syllogisms it has been disclosed in this second book of Refutations, and concerning other syllogistic speeches, whatever speeches are of the same way or sophistical method, as leading to the false and to the unbelievable and to nugation and to solecism. Besides these things, we have treated of paralogisms according to the individual fallacies, as we have already said before. Therefore it is manifest that those things which we proposed concerning the topical or inventive art now sufficiently have the desired end.

CHAPTER III. In what way the science of logic was invented.

But it must not escape us what happened concerning the sophistical and the whole logical business, as to the mode of discovering it and ordering it into a perfect art and science. For of those things which are discovered in all other sciences, or have been discovered, certain things which have been taken from others, by whom they were previously elaborated, are increased particularly by later persons, who, by joining their own things to the things previously discovered, increased them particularly in this way; and so the first things discovered by those successors of the prior persons, namely successors who later after the first receive from prior persons what has been discovered, and add their own things for the increase of art and science. But the things which are discovered at first from the beginning of a discourse customarily receive very little increase among the first discoverers, because they are only certain most common things, and when these are known, little is known about the art. But much more useful than that discovery is what is known when later added and discovered by later persons, because this has been narrowed and appropriated to the conclusions of the art; and from these comes the increase of art and science up to the perfection due to the science and art. For the principle is perhaps the greatest of all. And I say perhaps, not because it is doubtful, but because it is not greatest in quantity, since it is one from the two simplest and complex principles, namely subject and predicate; and therefore it is least in quantity of substance, but greatest in power, because principles flow over all conclusions; and this indeed is said by all philosophers.

Because of this, also, the first principle especially is most difficult for discovering, not for knowing, and especially because it is discovered in the account of a principle and not only in the account of some truth. For the more excellent or more powerful it is in the power of flowing over several conclusions, the smaller it is in magnitude of substance, because it is from two smallest and simplest things, predicate and subject; and because of this it is most difficult to be seen as to discovery according as it has influence over all conclusions of science. Once this principle has been discovered, it is easy to add the things following, which already are in power in the principle itself; and therefore knowledge of the principle flows in and illuminates for the discovery and addition of the things following. Hence, when the principle has thus been discovered, it is easy to increase the remaining things pertaining to science and art. And this is proved by the fact that such discovery and such addition also happens around rhetorical speeches. And almost around all other arts and sciences as well this mode of increasing happens; for the first persons who discovered the principles of the sciences universally brought the science itself to something small. But since their successors are now more famous in the sciences than the first persons, taking the things previously discovered by many prior persons as though by succession particularly, that is, made part by part, by collecting the discoveries of all predecessors they thus increased them and led the sciences and arts to their perfect and due quantity. Thus a certain Tisias increased rhetoric after Corax and the other most ancient rhetoricians, whose sayings he collected like a certain bird gathering grains. And so Tisias indeed increased it after the prior persons. But Thrasymachus increased it after Tisias. And Theodorus increased it last after Thrasymachus. And thus many rhetoricians successively coordinated many parts. Because of this it is no wonder if this art, which has thus been enlarged by many persons, has much in volumes and quantity.

But in this way this sophistical science and universally logic was not discovered by us. For before us the business of this was not this, that is, some part, while that, that is, another part, had not been investigated or investigated before us; but nothing at all had been discovered by prior persons before us concerning this business. For although of those principles which concerned contentious or sophistical speeches there was a certain teaching in the book of Plato which is called Gorgias, because it was written to his disciple Gorgias, nevertheless it was similar to a hired worker, that is, to mechanical men whom hired workers use in exchanges. For certain persons taught people to learn by heart, that is, to put forward rhetorical speeches. But others taught people to say or put forward disputative or interrogative and syllogistic speeches, not from art, but those into which they were most often accustomed to fall on both sides, both in rhetorical and interrogative matters, teaching alternate speeches and not handing down art in common. Because of this it was quick indeed, because sensible and exemplary, but for those learning such speeches from them it was without art. For they did not give or hand down an art, but rather certain exemplars and particulars which are from art; they thought they were instructing those learning from them, although they did not truly instruct them. It is as if one of the mechanics should say that he hands down a discipline so that men walking in shoes might not have painful feet, which the shoemaker's art accomplishes. Then, however, he does not teach shoemaking through universal precepts tending to one end, nor even hand down the art whence, that is, through which, such things can be found which are productive of not having painful feet and of not wearing down the feet while walking; but he gives many particular kinds of footwear of all modes. For one such as this, bringing forth particular things outwardly, has brought forth something for the utility of not having painful or worn feet, but he has not handed down the art according to the principles of the art.

For thus concerning rhetorical matters, as has been said concerning rhetorical matters, there were indeed many ancient and good sayings; but concerning syllogisms through an art handed down we had nothing before us. Hence neither concerning the whole of logic, because the whole of logic concerns syllogism insofar as logic is a rational science; and concerning such logic indeed we had nothing handed down before by the ancients except certain particular examples, from which, in the wearing work of exercise and adaptation, seeking like things from like things, we would labor much time without art, seeking those things which belong to art, which can be done quickly through the compendium of art. But if it seems to those considering the things handed down here that this art sufficiently has all those things which from the beginning it had been proposed to say concerning the syllogistic art, and that it has more than the other businesses handed down exemplarily in Gorgias and Zeno, and beyond those businesses which have been enlarged from the diction of the ancients and by later persons, the remaining thing left from what has been said will belong to all of you who will have read these things which have been handed down, and to those who will have heard this work expounded by others, concerning omissions of the art by us who had no help, to grant allowance or indulgence, but concerning the things discovered, or about the discoveries, to have or to render many thanks to us.

END
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