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Book I of the Topics. Chapter I. Proemium of D. Albert.

BOOK I OF THE TOPICS.

CHAPTER I.

Proemium of D. Albert.

[Marginal label, printed page 233: Note the continuation of this book with the preceding things.]

Concerning syllogism and the generation of syllogism according to form, which is figure and mode according to the order and disposition of terms, and concerning the resolution of syllogism into those things that are formal in it, which is its first resolution, and into the principal formal things that belong to syllogism insofar as it is syllogism, and do not belong to the syllogism of this or of that, a determination has been made. And because every syllogism is from the principles of the conclusion, and these principles must be known, since through syllogism someone cannot come into knowledge of an unknown conclusion except through things known; and principles are especially known in demonstration; and again because the consequence that is in syllogism receives firmness in demonstration: therefore after this it was necessary to determine concerning the Posterior Analytics. And because demonstrative syllogism adds, over and above the consequence of syllogism, also the necessity of the consequent, which cannot be known except through the resolution of the consequent into its own principles. Therefore, once these things have now been declared, one must approach dialectical syllogism, which diminishes from the necessity of the consequent: because the probable, syllogized from probable things, does not have the necessity of the consequent. Therefore in logical science the science of the book of the Topics must be arranged after the book of the Posterior Analytics.

[Marginal label, printed page 233: Against Boethius and Cicero in their Topics.]

Since the account of discussing, which the old Peripatetics called logic or rational science, is divided through the science of discovering and the science of judging; and since there has now been treatment and determination concerning the generation of syllogism and judgment, in which there is its perfect consequence and its most perfect being, it seems consequent also to determine concerning those things in which it does not perfectly reach the ultimate point of its consequence. And this cannot be handed down resolutorily and judicially, because properly resolution is not into the imperfect: but rather it must be handed down inventively, because in this business the unknown, from probable and truth-like things, is mixed with conjecture, and does not have the perfect account of consequence. But every reasoning mixed with conjecture occurs in the mode of discovery, and not through judgment and resolution. Therefore, since logic embraces both, that is, discovery and judgment; and since the art of judging has been handed down both concerning consequence in the Prior Analytics and concerning the consequent in the Posterior Analytics; and through this we know that syllogism is a perfect reasoning through which the unknown is known through the known: it remains that we speak concerning discovery, so that the parts of logic may be known perfectly.

[Marginal label, printed page 233: Why this art was not resolutory.]

Therefore it is necessary that in this business one proceed topically, by showing in what relations of things, as in certain places, the knowledge of the unknown, which we desire to know, is enclosed: on account of which this science is also called the book of the Topics. Its matter and subject indeed is topical or dialectical syllogism: it is therefore called topical, because from the local relation of things to one another it draws the necessity of its consequence. And therefore it is called dialectical, because it proceeds from probable things, which in syllogistic consequence, in which principles are referred to a conclusion, have conjecture mixed with themselves from probable things and from the relation of things to one another. Yet after this syllogism has been seen and discovered, it has its whole use concerning the probable, that is, concerning a question to be terminated from common things. But by common things I mean those that are found either in many things or in all things, not deepened in them as proper and essential things are deepened, but those things that appear at once on the surface, although from them proper things can be conjectured, because things truly probable in some way reach deeply to proper things as signs of proper things.

[Marginal label, printed page 233: Why this book is called the book of the Topics.]

[Marginal label, printed page 234: The subject of this book.]

And therefore although dialectical syllogism in itself and in the use of this science is the subject about which properties are proved, nevertheless the probable is both the matter of the subject and that concerning which such a syllogism exists: and therefore, properly speaking, syllogism is the subject. And because syllogism is as a certain instrument for coming from the known to the unknown, and every instrument has to be made about some matter into which, by the motion of the artisan, it induces form, therefore the probable is the subject matter about which the operation of this syllogism exists, and is not the subject about which properties are proved. For every reason by which something is discussed belongs to logic and is a part of logic, whether it is discussion through syllogism simply, or through demonstrative syllogism, or through dialectical syllogism, or even through sophistical syllogism. And therefore logic is not perfectly handed down unless every mode and every species of discussing is determined.

[Marginal label, printed page 234: The efficient cause of this science concerning syllogism.]

But concerning the efficient cause something need not be said, except that, since every science and every art proceeds from the discovery of reason, this process is without doubt ratiocinative, according as Isaac defines reason, namely that reason is a force of the intellectual soul, habituated and habituating, proceeding from cause into caused. On account of this Dionysius says that discourse is the discipline of reason: but the simple intuition of truth is intellect. Syllogism, insofar as it is syllogism, is an act of reason: and because the first conversion of reason as reason is toward principles, and principles belong to intellect itself and are intellectual, therefore the first syllogism, proceeding from intellectual things, is demonstration, which is an act of reason, and discovery according to the conversion of reason toward intellect and toward the intellectual habit, which by nature is in some way within, as was had at the end of the book of the Posterior Analytics. But the second conversion of reason is toward the things about which reason negotiates the science of the unknown. Now the things that first occur to reason in things, as is proved at the beginning of the first book of the Physics 1, are common, not proper. And therefore such reason, first considering these common things, and weighing their relations to one another from the principles that it has within, is the proper efficient cause of dialectical syllogism according as that science first exists from discovery: and this is the proper efficient cause of such science; because, even if a human being is the one discovering, nevertheless he does not discover except through reason disposed in such a way, as was said.

[Marginal label, printed page 234: The way and order of the doctrine of this science.]

But the form of this science is known in the division of the science, which must be weighed in the several treatises, parts, and chapters: and indeed this form of doctrine also has a mode both by defining and by dividing, and also by adding examples; but this is a mode of doctrine rather than of science.

[Marginal label, printed page 235: The end of this science.]

But the end will be determined below, which is the end of the science: yet there is an end belonging rather to the knower than to the science, which is that the knower should become fit for those things that belong to that science, and perfect in them; and this is the faculty of cognition of those things that are handed down. On account of this it is necessary to know what this science is about, and by what form, and in what manner it comes to be generated in the one who receives science concerning these things. And the first is the probable. The second is the form of the science. And the third is the instrument, which is topical or dialectical syllogism.

[Marginal label, printed page 235: The proportion of this book to the whole of philosophy.]

From this it is also clear that this science is under that part of philosophy that is called Logic. And therefore it is rather the mode of philosophy and of philosophizing than philosophy, unless philosophy is taken in a broad way, so that the mode of philosophy is itself philosophy: but enough has been said elsewhere about this.

[Marginal label, printed page 235: The name of the book or the title.]

The title, which is like a ray illuminating those matters that are treated in the science, is: The book of the Topics begins; because τόπος in Greek is place in Latin: and what is taught in this book is how, from a local relation, consideration is drawn toward the determination of a problem.

[Marginal label, printed page 235: Dialectic is twofold, namely teaching and using.]

But it must be held in memory, as has been said elsewhere, that dialectical science, or the science concerning dialectical syllogism, both teaches and uses: in that it has been received through teaching. And every teaching science is handed down in the mode of demonstration: because otherwise from teaching a certain and standing habit would not be generated; and further there would be neither science nor teaching. But as using what has been received through teaching, the science is mixed with conjectures, and from local relations it draws consideration of conjecture and reason.

[Marginal label, printed page 235: The usefulness of this science.]

But the usefulness is to perfect reason for such things, reason informed by intellectual things and turned toward the exterior things to be known. For Victorinus says that nature, in such matters, makes one apt, but art and science make one ready, use makes one powerful: on account of which the perfection of nature is in science and art, which are intellectual virtues, and the ultimate in the good of the intellect or reason of which we have spoken. But the perfection of the knower is in use and exercise: because, as the Philosopher says, exercise is the cause of power or faculty; because faculty is nothing other than easy power, which, from the faculty of the habit, elicits and performs an act when it wishes, without hindrance. Therefore let these things suffice for a foretaste of what is to be said. But this seems to need to be added, that as in other matters, so also here we shall strive for easy explanation, and not for the solution of other things that can be objected: because even the things that have been handed down by Aristotle in this science do not have great difficulty; because concerning such things a subtle account is not to be required.

CHAPTER II.

Proemium of the work.

Therefore let us speak, beginning proemially, because the proposed object indeed of the business, or what we propose to hand down in this business, is logical. And therefore what must be handed down is a part of the logical business: because the proposed object that we propose here is not the whole logical business, but something of that business and some part of it. On account of this there is also not said to be an actual operation and diligence about those things concerning which the intention is directed. Therefore the proposed object of this and of such a logical business is here to discover a method by which we shall be able to syllogize concerning every problem from probable things. Once instructed in this method, we ourselves also, receiving dialectical disputation as respondents, will say nothing repugnant to the method according to its handing-down and principles.

But what we call method is said metaphorically: for method is called a short way, which way is one of compendium, and is commonly called a summary. Therefore by similitude it is transferred to this science properly and to the art: because, when many speculative and operative things are offered, by their multitude and length they indeed cause loss of distance, unless they are reduced to compendium through the form of science and art; and from this similitude the name of method is transferred to art and science. But what is called to discover is the same as to hand down a previously unknown thing, and now through discovery, as necessary science, through the principles of art: and therefore such discovery is not the work of art, but rather of such reason as was mentioned before, which gathers and reduces into one toward the same end, which is the termination of the problem, and from these things makes an art. Therefore this is the sense: that in this book the proposed object of the business undertaken, which is the logical business, is to discover such a method by which, as by something formally informing, we shall be able, that is, shall have ability and faculty in habit and in intellectual virtue, to syllogize concerning every problem, as concerning that about which our consideration proceeds from probable things. And it is said concerning every problem in genus, since every problem either is a problem concerning being-in, as what is being-in as accident, or being-in as genus, or being-in as proper, or being-in as definition: and when we are fit for the art of syllogizing toward those four, we are able to syllogize every problem that can be shown from probable things to belong. For being-in as difference is reduced to genus, and being-in as same is reduced to definition. But the species that is the subject is not reduced to being-in and to the subject in which it belongs; because first substance, which is the individual, can be neither the subject nor the predicate of art or science. And this is with respect to the opponent. But with respect to the respondent, who is also informed and perfected, there is added that we ourselves, sustaining disputation of the dialectical problem in responding, will say nothing repugnant or contrary either to the art or to the probable things from which the method is made.

Therefore because dialectical syllogism is the subject of this science, as we have said, and because one must begin from the more common things, first it must be said what syllogism is, and what are its specific differences by which it is constituted in species, so that from contradivision dialectical syllogism may be taken, because this is what we seek, and what are its parts and properties, according to the proposed business whose handing-down we intend.

[Marginal label, printed page 236: Objection.]

And if someone objects that, as Avicenna says, nothing is both subject and thing sought in a science; and if dialectical syllogism is the thing sought in this science, then it seems not to be the subject: for what is sought as subject, in what manner is it established and determined through true and necessary principles of being so that it may be the subject of a special science 2?

[Marginal label, printed page 236: Solution.]

And in this way we do not seek syllogism, but we seek it not in its being, but according to its own accidents insofar as it is in probable things according to every difference of probable things. But what syllogism is we shall receive from the things declared in the book of the Prior Analytics.

[Marginal label, printed page 236: He removes a doubt.]

And the fact that here we say some things about syllogism is only so that through division we may receive the dialectical syllogism that we intend to constitute and order according to every power of itself that it can receive from probable things, as we did concerning syllogism simply in the Prior Analytics, and concerning demonstrative syllogism in the Posterior Analytics: for thus in every science and in every art one must proceed, so that from common things there may be speculation, and the thing intended may be determined according to being and possibility and subjective parts and proper accidents; because then it is known according to its perfection.

But the difference of art and science is not according to substance, but from the end. For science is according as it is for the end of speculation and force: and then the subject is manifested by definition through proper things, and by division through exterior things, and through the power of essential principles in proper things, and through power, perfect being consequent with the effect of its proper power. But art, as Aristotle says 3, is a principle productive with reason: and therefore it is a collection of many precepts tending to the same end, which is the operation of art. And thus art is the rectification of operation, but science is the rectification of speculation, and method is the showing of the way in both. Therefore method has been placed before this whole book: because those things that will be said in the first book are foreknown as universal principles for syllogizing concerning every problem.

But the things that are contained in what follows are principles for syllogizing concerning this or that problem: nevertheless these are universal in the genus of the problem concerning accident, and in the genus of the problem concerning genus, and in the genus of the problem concerning proper, and so concerning the others. And the things that will be handed down in the eighth book are for removing impediments on the part of the opponent and on the part of the respondent, so that one may syllogize concerning every problem without hindrance.

Therefore in this way the proposed object of the logical business, which is now proposed in the Topics, is to discover the stated method. Although it is called discovery, nevertheless it is made by a teaching science or art: in matter indeed as to the discovery of principles and the construction from which conclusions follow; in form as to the order and definition of art and science, it teaches continuously day by day to discover those things from which every special probable matter is handled by that art. For from this science, as from a ruling rule, we shall be able from habit perfectly to syllogize concerning every problem, as concerning the matter about which dialectical syllogism negotiates. But he discovered this method, thus inventive and teaching how to discover, who first handed it down materially and formally; but by discovering and handing down its materials formally in some respect, reducing them to the form of science and art, he discovered it simply.

Notes

	Textual commentary 4. (Tex. com. 4.) ↩

	From this it is clear that the subject is sought in a science in one way, and is presupposed in another way. P. J. (Ex quo patet quod subjectum uno modo quaeritur in scientia, et alio modo praesupponitur. P. J.) ↩

	Aristotle, in Ethics VI, chapter 5. (Aristoteles, In 6 Ethic. cap. 5.) ↩





Treatise I. On Syllogisms and Paralogisms. Chapter I. On Syllogism in Common.

TREATISE I.

ON SYLLOGISMS AND PARALOGISMS.

CHAPTER I.

On syllogism in common.

[Marginal label, printed page 238: Definition of syllogism, and its explanation.]

Concerning these things also that must be set before, first of all there is this: that it be defined what syllogism is in common and in its species, so that from these things we may show what dialectical syllogism is, and by what differences it is separated from all the others. Therefore syllogism is speech in which, certain things having been posited, something other than the things posited happens from necessity through the things that have been posited. In this definition speech is as the genus: and, so that this may be proximate according to the force of the name, speech is taken as it were as the account of the mouth, that is, reason unfolded in discourse 1. And since reason properly is the act of that power of the soul that is called reason, and since reason so spoken of is the same as ratiocination, and ratiocination is the same as argumentation, the sense is that syllogism is speech that is in the form of argumentation in discourse. And what is added, in which, notes that such speech contains and embraces in itself many things ordered to one form: whence, when in which is said, it notes such containment by which one form contains many things.

[Marginal label, printed page 238: What is the proper matter of syllogism, and what is the proximate matter.]

And what follows, certain things, through the force of the participle notes the proper and proximate matter, which is propositions, insofar as propositions exist for something else, that is, for a conclusion. But the non-proximate matter is three terms, from which, when the middle is taken twice, two propositions are made, as was determined in the Prior Analytics. But when posited is added, a composition of parts in a whole and an ordering is made, and the disposition of terms in figure is noted, and the disposition of terms in quantity and quality for the complexing of a mode. Some also say that, because position is a certain fixing of a thing, by what is said, posited, the fixing of propositions in the mind of the respondent is noted. But this is not proper to proposition: nor is it necessary to expound it so, nor does it agree with the expositions of the other Philosophers: rather the first exposition must be held.

And as for what Boethius adds, granted, it need not be added that they are granted. For if they are propositions, then in themselves in virtue and power they have the conclusions for which they are posited; for they do not have a conclusion in themselves in virtue unless they are now true in themselves: because a false proposition contains nothing in itself that can be concluded through it by way of proof when it is false simply; and thus by proper virtue there is no position unless it is true, nor is it posited unless it is true. And therefore it is not necessary to posit granted, except perhaps in sophistical matters. But in other matters, in which the things posited simply are true and grantable by the very truth of the things, otherwise, properly speaking, posited things are neither granted nor proposed. But although a true thing is syllogized through a false thing, this is not through the truth of the propositions, nor because they are propositions having a conclusion in themselves, nor causes of it: but it is from a certain very general form and complexing of propositions, which do not prove, nor have in themselves the cause of any proof; and such a syllogism is not a syllogism for proving any proposed object.

[Marginal label, printed page 238: A syllogism from false things is not a probative syllogism.]

But what is added, something other than the things posited, is said for the conclusion, which, although it is the midpoint of each of the premises, nevertheless its complexing is other than the complexing of the premises, and therefore the thing complexed is other. In the premises there is the complexing and composition of the middle with the greater extreme, and the complexing of the same middle with the lesser; but in the conclusion extreme is united with extreme: and thus the conclusion is other than the premises, although in the matter of the terms it agrees with the greater and lesser proposition. Therefore in this way it is other than the things posited. And what is added, from necessity, is understood of the necessity of the consequence, which by some is called the necessity of inference, which is from figure and mode through the ordering of the middle, because the middle is the cause of the consequence of the conclusion through the fact that by its relation to each extreme it joins the extremes: and such a thing is called other than the things posited when other than the things posited is said. What is said, from the things posited, notes propositions standing under the form of determinate position: but under the form of such perfect position there stands only what according to matter is potential to such a form; and this is not false: whence a syllogism sinning in matter is not simply and perfectly from things posited. And what is said, happens, according to the composition of the verb must be taken for falls to: because if, as has been said, propositions are posited, the conclusion through consequence falls to them, that is, from the premises it falls to what has been posited from necessity, which exists in virtue in the premises, and this virtue is disposed through the ordering and position of the premises. Whence the premises are the cause of the conclusion: but premises posited in the said way are as a cause causing according to the act of the whole causality. What is said, from necessity, notes necessity. But what is added, happens, notes the consequence of the effect to the cause. But what is subjoined, through the things that have been posited, notes that the premises are the cause of the conclusion: and thus first what is by position, they are the cause of consequence; therefore, so that through them such a consequence may be caused, also in a syllogism to the proposed object the things that are posited are, from such a relation, causes of that which follows. Or it notes under the form of consequence: because in this way it is properly called consequent.

Therefore this is the definition of syllogism, and syllogism is not taken here for this reason, that the dialectician does not use other argumentation, such as induction, example, and enthymeme; but it is posited for this reason, that syllogism is the most powerful reasoning, and through it the probable is concluded most powerfully, and other argumentations are under this one. Therefore we place this definition here and not elsewhere: because syllogism cannot be formed unless it has been generated and perfected according to form, power, and species, which has already been said beforehand in the science of the book of the Posterior Analytics. For the generation of demonstration according to its principles has been placed in the Posterior Analytics, by which demonstration syllogism is most powerful; and therefore syllogism thus generated now has to be defined in this way, and divided into species according to this.

The first thing taken under syllogism in common is demonstration: because in the first and highest way it participates in the name and definition of syllogism. Defining it, we say that demonstration is when a syllogism is made from true propositions and first propositions, or from such things as have taken the principle of the cognition that is about them through certain first and true things. The understanding of this definition is this: that demonstration is so called because what is placed in demonstrative syllogism is demonstrated as evident by its manifestation; and from this it is concluded evidently from the premises, as though it were shown with a finger. But what is said, syllogism, notes the genus in which the thing defined is first and per se placed. But what is said, when from true things, there the preposition from indeed notes the material cause. But true notes a threefold truth. It notes truth in the composition of propositions, which are true in such a way that they have no falsity or doubt mixed in. And it notes truth in form: because namely they are truly posited toward the truth of syllogistic form. And third it notes the truth of propositions insofar as a proposition is a proposition, namely in such a way that the true is the cause of the conclusion and of the thing concluded; because otherwise it does not have the truth of proposition insofar as it is proposition. And what follows, from first things, is said on account of the most powerful demonstration, which is from immediate things, for proving which there is no other middle, because before them there is nothing through which they can be concluded: because such first truths, as principles, are taken and known by a habit nobler than science.

With respect to the less powerful demonstration, or is added, namely a disjunctive conjunction, noting the disjunction of the premise and of the less powerful demonstration 2. But from such things notes the likeness of the principle that is the principle from a principle, a likeness to that which is the principle from a principle. And what it adds, which through certain first and true things, notes those conclusions that are concluded through first truths, or those whose truth is confirmed from such things, as dignities that do not enter into the syllogism but remain outside, confirming the truth of some things entering in: just as Euclid also takes what is concluded from first truths and demonstrations as a theorem for concluding something else. But what is said, have taken the principle of the cognition that is about those first and true things and not of another from those first and true things, means this: for then a second and other cognition has generative power only from the first things, because in the second things the first things are per se and universally and generally present, as common things determined to the proposed matter; and thus in them they are present actually, intellectually, and substantially; on account of which they generate the same cognition in them. Therefore this is the definition of demonstration, which is the most powerful syllogism and to which the first account of syllogism belongs.

Notes

	Speech for argumentation, and this appears to be the exposition of Boethius in the book On the Categorical Syllogism. (Oratio pro argumentatione, et ista videtur expositio Boetii in libro de syllogismo categorico.) ↩

	From this it is gathered that demonstration is twofold, namely the more powerful, which proceeds from demonstrable things, and the less powerful, which proceeds from mediate things. P. J. (Ex quo colligitur quod demonstratio duplex est, scilicet magis potens quae ex demonstrabilibus procedit, et minus potens quae ex mediatis. P. J.) ↩





Chapter II. On Dialectical Syllogism.

CHAPTER II.

On dialectical syllogism.

But dialectical syllogism, after demonstration, participates in the account of syllogism, because it adds less over and above the consequence of syllogism and the necessity of the consequence than demonstration does: just as that which attains the cause through necessity is more truly a cause than that which attains the cause through probability. A dialectical syllogism is that which is from probable things as to matter, and is syllogized as to form, which comes from the number and order of terms in figure, and from mode, which is the combination of propositions according to the due form in quality and quantity and in the order of quality and quantity. And although a syllogism can be made from an affirmative and a negative, nevertheless the minor proposition in the first and third figure cannot be negative: and if it is made so, such a syllogism has not been syllogized, because it does not have the form of a useful combination. But what probable things are will be said below, and for its sake we shall first set down the declaration of those things that were said before in the definition of demonstration, saying that true and first things are those that have credibility not through other things as through middles or principles, but through themselves according to their own nature; and these are dignities that anyone approves when heard. For just as in sight certain alien things are manifested by light, such as colored things, while certain things are manifested by their own light, as luminous things are: so it is in intellectual matters, that first things, not having a middle of their constitution between the light of intelligence and themselves, but constituted by the intellectual light itself, are manifested to intellect by their own light. But other things that proceed through mediating forms of other things are constituted by intelligence and are not received by intellect unless they are illuminated by the light of the first things: and those that are received in this way are second and not first, because they are not immediately joined to the light of intelligence.

No intelligible is received by the intelligence of a human being except insofar as it is the light of the intelligence acting upon it; and if that intelligence acts alone, it is understood through itself; but if it acts upon it through a middle, it must be illuminated by the light of that intelligence before it is received by the intellect. But what is the cause on account of which certain things are understood through themselves has now been said.

And from this it is further caused that one must not seek, that is, one must not seek in disciplinary or doctrinal sciences by seeking why: for in disciplinary or doctrinal sciences one proceeds from first, true, and immediate things, that is, things for syllogizing which there is no middle; and therefore in them one must not seek why, because the term saying why is the middle, as Aristotle says; and since such things do not have a middle, why is not sought; because if they had a term why, they would have a middle, and so they would not be immediate. But each thing that belongs to the first principles must itself be credibility to itself, that is, a cause of belief. For belief is the assent of the respondent into it, as has been said; on account of which such first principles are called common conceptions of the soul, as Avicenna says, because the soul of the hearer immediately assents to them; on account of which such things are also called indemonstrable. Therefore these are the principles of demonstration, from which demonstrative syllogism is made.

But probable things, from which dialectical syllogism is made, are truth-like things. Now truth-like things are twofold: for either they are truth-like in themselves, because the very relation of predicate to subject is truth-like, since neither is the predicate in the subject per se, nor the subject in the predicate per se, nor each in the other, nor does the predicate have a necessary and essential inherence with the subject, but the truth-like is accepted in signs, not in necessary causes. Or they are so because it has necessary inherence, but is accepted only through a sign: and this is probable according to the mode of acceptance, although in itself it is necessary; as that the sun is larger than the earth, because everywhere it appears of one quantity, is accepted probably 1. But that the sun is larger than the earth, accepted through the quantity of diameter, is necessary and not probable, according as the probable and the necessary are opposed. But the probable, so called truth-like, is what, through the figure of its own truth, seems so to all or to many or to the wise; and to these wise persons it seems so to all or to many or to the most noted and probable: so that for wise persons and these, whether all wise persons or many or the most noted or probable, the whole is placed for one member.

But signs of truth-likeness either occur immediately on the surface and in the exteriors of the thing, which the sensitive power receives by comparing sensed things to one another; and if the signs are such, the probable is what seems so to all, as that snow is white because snow is small parts of something transparent joined in smallness, in whose parts light is poured out from every side: for this sign is the middle for sense. But if signs making an indication about truth-likeness are not on the surface, but are in some way deepened, not to necessary things, yet not remaining outwardly on the surface, then there is what seems so to many: because they mix something of reason with sense, as that the star in the tail of the Little Bear is the pole, because its singular motion is not detected; for this judgment of reason is mixed with sense. But if the sign of truth-likeness is deepened into the causes of essential and convertible things that are convertible as causes, then there is what seems so to the wise, as that the moon is moved in an epicycle, because it passes more deeply and higher through the shadow of the earth: for this is not a cause but a sign.

Therefore that which seems so to the wise has degrees, because either it seems so to all, or to many, or to the most noted or probable. Because a sign convertible with a cause either appears mixed with sense, and then it seems so to all; or it is deepened in the very substantial things, and then it does not seem so except to approved and probable wise persons; or it is accepted in a middle way, and this in two ways. For if it is more inclined toward sense, then it seems so to many wise persons. But if it is more deepened toward necessary essential and intellectual things, then it is what seems so to the most noted, who have known how to detect this from the power of science and art. Therefore this is the probable, from which dialectical syllogism is made, namely what is detected by a sign such and diversified in such a way. This is the meaning of the Arabic commentary: and thus the science of demonstrative syllogisms and also of dialectical syllogisms has been determined.

Notes

	From these things it is clear that probable things are twofold, namely in themselves, and according to the mode of acceptance. (Ex quibus patet quod probabilia sunt duplicia, scilicet in se, et secundum modum acceptionis.) ↩





Chapter III. On Contentious Syllogism.

CHAPTER III.

On contentious syllogism.

[Marginal label, printed page 242: Why it is called contentious.]

But contentious syllogism takes its name from contention, which can arise between opponent and respondent. Now there can be contention concerning the matter of syllogism, and there can be contention concerning the form of syllogism, and there can be contention concerning both of those: and therefore contentious syllogism is described or made known in this way. The contentious is that which is from things that seem probable but are not probable; rather there is in them a certain imagining or appearance of probability, so that from such things it has been syllogized while having the perfect form of syllogism in figure and mode and inference: and this is the first mode of the contentious, sinning in matter. And that also is contentious in a second mode which is truly from probable things, and not merely from things apparently probable, but has not been syllogized according to the form of figure and mode. Or again that is contentious in a third place which, appearing, or apparently and not existentially syllogized from things that are not but seem probable, sins both in matter and in form.

But this is expounded in two ways, namely concerning the matter and form of syllogism simply, and concerning the matter and form of syllogism to the proposed object. In the prior way, expounding concerning form and matter simply, let such an example be given. Every statue is natural; the statue of Hercules is a statue; therefore it is natural. It is clear that the first proposition is false and not probable: nevertheless it seems to be so according to an imagining of probability, through a sophistical place proceeding thus: every bronze is natural; a statue is bronze; therefore a statue is natural. But the order of terms and the combination of propositions in quality and quantity hold syllogistic form; on account of which that syllogism sins only in matter and not in form. But if one argues thus: every human being is an animal; every donkey is an animal; therefore every donkey is a human being. This syllogism proceeds from things truly probable; nevertheless it has not been syllogized, since it does not have form in figure and mode, since it is in the second figure from affirmatives, nor does it hold figure and mode except of a useless conjugation. But if one argues thus: every human being is an animal; no risible thing is a human being; therefore no risible thing is an animal. The minor will be false and improbable; nevertheless it seems probable apparently through a sophistical place: because every risible thing is a proper; no proper is an animal; thus, no proper is an animal; every risible thing is a proper; therefore no risible thing is an animal. And thus it sins in matter in the minor proposition; and it sins in form, because the minor is negative contrary to the form in a mode of the first figure: therefore it sins both in matter and in form.

But concerning syllogism to the proposed object, it is plain to expound here: because if one argues thus: every dog is barkable; every sea-thing is a dog; therefore every sea-thing is barkable. It is established that this syllogism is contentious, and does not sin against syllogism simply, but against the form of syllogism to the proposed object: for if the terms posited in such a syllogism had themselves rightly in the relation of the middle to the greater extreme and in the relation of the middle to the lesser extreme, it would be a syllogism proving and to the proposed object; but because they do not have the due relation of terms, which is the cause of concluding in a syllogism to the proposed object in its form, therefore it sins against the form of proving syllogism; and according to this form it has not been syllogized, although it has form simply.

And according to this, these are the examples of the three contentious syllogisms. Every one name signifies one thing; dog is one name; therefore it signifies one thing. Or thus according to Epicurus: every pleasure is good; intercourse is pleasure; therefore intercourse is good. For here sin occurs in the first proposition against probability, which is the matter of dialectical syllogism; and the terms posited in relation in figure and mode do not sin. But if one argues thus: every justice is good; every honorableness is good; therefore every honorableness is justice. The relation of the proving terms is not valid: because, if the same consequent follows upon two antecedents, it does not follow that one of those follows upon the other; and therefore it sins against the form of syllogism to the proposed object, although it does not sin in matter in anything. But if one argues thus: every dog is barkable; a sea-thing is a dog; therefore a sea-thing is barkable. Here the first proposition is false, sinning in the matter of probability; and the relation of the middle to each extreme is undue: and thus it sins against the relation of terms for proving, and thus it sins against the form of syllogism to the proposed object. But we have distinguished between syllogism from probable things and syllogism from apparently probable things for this reason: because not everything that seems probable through some place is also probable according to the truth of the thing. For none of those things that seem merely probable on the surface from some fallacious sign has altogether or in every way a deepened imagining, that is, an appearance, which reaches all the way to existence, as the appearance that is about the principles that are places of sophistical contentious disputations happens to have itself; for contentious disputation relies on sophistical places as on principles. For immediately in the first sight, even to those who can see small things by reason, the nature or cause of falsity is manifest in them, because they are such; and therefore they are probable, or things that seem probable.

But having distinguished contentious syllogisms as was said, let us say that the first among the number of those that have been called contentious syllogisms is a contentious syllogism: indeed a syllogism in form, but contentious in matter. And therefore that one may be called both contentious and syllogism, having the name of syllogism because it preserves syllogistic form. But the remaining one that sins in form, and the one that sins in matter and form, for these two are separated from the first only through sin in form; and therefore, with respect to the fact that they are separated from the first, they coincide into one, by which formal sin they are separated from the first. Therefore that remaining duplicated syllogism may be called a contentious syllogism. But let it not be called syllogism simply and without determination, because a name is imposed from form; and what does not participate in form does not participate in the name. But the reason it is not called syllogism is that it indeed seems to be syllogized, yet it is not syllogized, because it does not preserve syllogistic form. And although there are three contentious syllogisms, nevertheless the sins are only two, namely sin in matter and sin in form, which the one sinning in both gathers together at once.

[Marginal label, printed page 243: Objection.]

But if someone objects against this, saying that in natural things, when matter is lacking, the form of the thing and the name are lacking. And similarly in syllogisms, when matter is lacking, the name and account ought to be lacking: and thus what sins in matter ought not to be called a syllogism.

[Marginal label, printed page 243: Solution.]

It is not to be cared about, and it must be said that there is matter of syllogism simply, namely terms and propositions, and in this matter it does not sin, but this suffices for preserving the form of syllogism; and there is matter of syllogism to the proposed object, which is the probability of propositions, and against this it sins, and therefore it also loses the name of syllogism to the proposed object: because a syllogism sinning in matter is not a syllogism to the proposed object.

[Marginal label, printed page 244: Objection.]

And if someone objects that whatever is in an inferior genus is also in a superior genus. But a syllogism sinning in form is in the genus of contentious syllogism, and contentious syllogism is also syllogism: therefore what sins in form is also syllogism.

[Marginal label, printed page 244: Solution.]

Objections of this kind should be laughed at, because when syllogism is divided into demonstrative, dialectical, contentious, and falsigraphic, it is not divided as a genus, but as an analog accepted figurally according as indeed it imitates the figure of syllogism; and therefore contentious syllogism exists only according to this, namely because it imitates the figure and mode of syllogism: and therefore it does not follow that what sins in form is syllogism, because in figure and mode it does not imitate syllogism, except as a syllogism in a certain respect and not simply; for which reason such a contentious thing is not a syllogism through imitation of this kind.

And attend that things appearing immediately on the surface to all are called appearances, which appear toward some sophistical place through something common and accidental, just as gall appears to be honey through the likeness of yellow liquid: and these make a deception not easily detectable. But certain things make an imagining through natural signs, as it is a sign to have milk in the breasts toward conception, to have great summits toward being strong: and these make probability.

[Marginal label, printed page 244: What is to be understood by those who can see small things.]

Attend also that certain people say that those who can see small things are subtle and wise, calling small subtle things those by which it is easy to see sophistical matters, although sometimes the nature of falsity lies hidden even from such people, especially in accident. But this exposition is laughable and contrary to the mind of the Author; although what he says is true: because without doubt sophistical things are small; on account of which Aristotle says that they are hidden, lest their smallness appear and thus they be reckoned as nothing; and there those who can see small things are skilled in small things, because such things suffice to distinguish them. And that accident sometimes lies hidden from the wise is on account of the likeness of what is foreign to what is essential, as will be declared in its own place.



Chapter IV. On Paralogisms.

CHAPTER IV.

On paralogisms.

Moreover, besides all the syllogisms that have been mentioned, certain syllogisms are made from those things that are suitable around certain disciplines, that is, particular sciences, such as the mathematical sciences. These are called paralogisms, because they are beside syllogisms that are taken from proper, true, and first things, as happens to be done in geometry and in mathematical sciences akin to this or subalternate to geometry. This one is called falsigraphic, because by a false description of figures it syllogizes only from things opposite to the principles.

[Marginal label, printed page 244: How the falsigraphic syllogism differs from the demonstrative, dialectical, and contentious.]

But this mode of syllogism seems to differ from the modes previously mentioned: for the falsigraphic syllogism does not syllogize from first and true things, and thus it differs from the demonstrative in a certain matter or mode of matter. Nor does it syllogize from probable things: for the probable does not fall into the material definition of the falsigraphic, just as it does not fall into the definition of the demonstrative. The proof of this is that the falsigraphic syllogism, in making a syllogism, takes neither the things that seem so to all, nor those that seem so to many, nor those that seem so to the wise, and to these, either all or many, nor those that seem so to the probable or principal persons; but from things suitable and proper indeed to the discipline, yet not true, it makes a syllogism. For in that it describes semicircles not as it ought, in a line that is of a twofold form of concavity and convexity,



Continuation of Chapter IV and Chapter V. For How Many and What Things This Work Is Useful.

or draws lines of simple form, or straight lines, not as they ought to be drawn, he makes a paralogism, which is so called from παρά, which is beside, and syllogism, because it is from things opposite to those that are properly suitable to demonstrative science; and in this it differs from the dialectical and the contentious.

[Marginal label, printed page 245: How the falsigraphic syllogism agrees with the demonstrative.]

It agrees with the demonstrative in form and in a certain matter: because, since the matter of syllogism is twofold, proximate and remote, propositions are the proximate matter, in which it does not agree, because principles and things opposite to principles are not the same propositions, but things distant through affirmation and negation and through being and not-being. But terms are the remote matter: and with respect to this matter the falsigraphic syllogism is from things suitable and proper to the discipline, just as the demonstrative syllogism is. And therefore it does not need its own book in which this syllogism is taught specially, because it does not have a new form, nor even matter different from the matter of the demonstrative, but it has another quality of proximate and not remote matter: because that matter is the same in every quality and quantity. On account of this, since it differs from the others in matter considered in some way, this mode of syllogism exists besides all the other modes.

Therefore the species of probative syllogisms, or of syllogisms that are to the proposed object, are those that have been mentioned: demonstrative and dialectical, contentious and falsigraphic. Two are according to right matter and form, but two according to obliquity, deficient from the others. The contentious is deficient from the dialectical as from what is less good. The falsigraphic, or the paralogism of a discipline, is deficient from the demonstrative. Whence the paralogism of a discipline is deficient in two ways, or in three ways, just as the contentious is deficient from the dialectical in three ways: because the demonstrative does not add a new form over and above the dialectical syllogism, but the necessity of consequence is strengthened in it, just as the dialectical adds the form of local relation over and above the form of syllogism simply, against which the contentious can sin. Nor does it have the same form of demonstrations, since with the falsigraphic and the demonstrative the propositions are not the same as in the dialectical, which is collective of each part of a contradiction. For it does not follow, if the affirmative proposition is dialectical, that the negative dialectical proposition is not dialectical: because the negative is probable just as the affirmative is. But in demonstrative matters, if the affirmative is demonstrative, it follows that its negative is not demonstrative. But the paralogism of a discipline communicates with the demonstrative only in terms. Nor can there be except two perfect syllogisms, through which there is probable or necessary matter, which have different principles: for those deficient from these can be only two: one deficient from the perfect, which only in one way is the simple and divisive falsigraphic; but the other deficient from the perfect imperfect with that mode which in many modes is contentious; and therefore it is multiple and has three differences, as was said.

But if inquiry is made concerning the tentative syllogism, it must be said that because one who tests proceeds from common things, it is contained under the dialectical. But the one that proceeds from things manifestly false and impossible is not from things posited: and therefore it is not intended according to that definition of syllogism which was placed above. Therefore figurally, that is, by distinguishing on the surface these things concerning syllogism and the species of syllogism, the things that have been said suffice. For syllogism is not divided according to the genera of disputations, because disputation is the act both of the opponent and of the respondent. But syllogism is a collecting and bringing together of those things that complete perfect reasoning, and therefore it is divided into species according to the difference of things thus brought together.

CHAPTER V.

For how many and what things this work is useful.

But so that the mode in which these things must be determined, as is proper to this business, may be determined, it is necessary that universally from common things and commonly something be said concerning all the things already mentioned that surround the art and dialectical syllogism, and also concerning those things that are afterward to be said, insofar as problems and considerations are determined for us to that extent. Therefore the fact that determination about all of them is made by a universal and common account is because concerning none of the things said and to be said do we undertake to assign a subtle and causal account or definition taken from proper essential things; rather we wish to pass through them somewhat through common and exterior things figurally, that is, superficially, not deepening consideration in them, because according to the proposed method we judge it altogether sufficient if, in whatever probable way, we can from the faculty of its act know each of the things said and to be said that surround this method. Therefore let this have been said concerning the mode of proceeding.

But what follows upon the things said proemially will be to say for how many and what things this business is useful; for in this the proemial part is finished. It is useful for three things: for exercises, for obviations, and third, according to the Philosopher, for disciplines, that is, those that are according to philosophy. That it is useful for exercises is proved thus, and from the things to be said it will be manifest: because, having this method, which teaches how to discover common things, we shall be able and shall have power, by the faculty of the art that teaches these things, to argue easily concerning each proposed problem from antecedents, consequents, repugnants, and all local relations, through common considerations of such local relations. But every habit conferring a faculty for arguing easily from the proposed thing on either part of a contradiction is useful for exercises, that is, for frequent operations of the art, through which the one having the art is always made easier: therefore this art is useful for exercises.

But it is useful for obviations because, in each problem, counting up the opinions of many Philosophers, which from surrounding probable things we know to be true or false, we shall discourse, that is, reason, in any problem sought, toward them or against them, not from foreign doctrines or the doctrines of others, but from their own doctrines, taking an argument against them through the same things that they teach: because in probable matters, if an affirmation is probable, the opposite negation also will be probable; because what can be, can also not be; and thus we shall be changing them into the opposite of their own statement in all matters, by persuading them through opposite probable things whenever they do not seem to us to speak well.

[Marginal label, printed page 246: Consider this.]

But it is useful for disciplines according to philosophy: because from this art, being able by the faculty of the art to doubt toward both things, that is, toward either part of a contradiction in any problem, we shall easily speculate in the individual things that belong to the sciences; and we shall see what is true and what is false, and this in the problems and conclusions of individual sciences. Furthermore, for this reason this business is useful for disciplines according to philosophy: because it is useful for first things, that is, for the principles of philosophies that are about each discipline 1. For no philosophy that is about a determinate being can establish its own principles, but it receives them established by that philosophy which is about common being, considering it insofar as it is being; because it is impossible to say anything about principles from the suitable and proper things that are about each discipline, since the principles of each discipline are first of all things in that genus; and therefore through nothing that they have before themselves in that discipline will they be able to be determined and established from proper things; but through those things that are commonly about individual probable things, not causal things, it is necessary to pass through these principles of the individual philosophies with speech not deepened.

But to make persuasion about this from common and probable things is either proper to the dialectician, or most suitable. It is proper insofar as it is from probable things; but most suitable insofar as it is from common things. For the metaphysician does this from common things, but the common things of the metaphysician are essential and not only signs, and they are common things reducible and determinable to proper things. But the common things that the dialectician considers are signs, not causes, and reducible to proper things. Therefore from such things to verify persuasively the principles of the sciences is especially proper to dialectic: because, since it is inquisitive, it is inventive of common things, and through such things it has a suitable way for establishing in this way, through probable things, the most special principles of all methods.

[Marginal label, printed page 247: He removes a doubt.]

But for these three things, as has been said, the method is useful: for nothing prevents one and the same thing, which is from common things, from having several ends according to diverse respects. Now the substantial end of the method is according to the method itself, or according to the one having the method without the end of science. And the end of the knower is indeed the end of science with respect to disciplines according to philosophy. But the end of the knower is twofold: in himself and in another. In himself, according to exercise, which is the cause of power in every act and work of art and method. But the end in another and for the removal of an impediment is for obviation. And by the disciplines of philosophy there is indeed cured the ignorance of negation, which is negation. By obviations there is cured the ignorance of disposition that is in the contrary. By exercises also an acquired habit is made; and thus the knower is strengthened for acts, so that from the things he knows he may have faculty for the same operations. Furthermore, concerning principles there is a certain usefulness that is for disciplines according to philosophy, because it has a way to principles; but according as it is with respect to conclusions, it is for exercises; and according as it is toward another, because dialectical disputation is a common work, it is for obviations, so that it may change the adversary of truth.

From this it is clear that one of those ends is substantial, namely the one that is for disciplines according to philosophy. But the others are for that one and on account of that one. In itself, exercise indeed is an end on account of another, because one who has been exercised easily sees the things that are about principles. But in another, on account of philosophy, the end is obviation, so that the impediment may be removed by which someone cannot work those things that belong to the contemplation of philosophy. For since discipline is about philosophy, it is done about principles; for exercise is about conclusions, but obviation is directed to the one who contradicts both principles and conclusions.

But as Ptolemy says in the Quadripartite, let no one seek in a science what he could not seek from the principles of that same science. So also in dialectic no one seeks a sufficient demonstration about individual things, because this cannot be had from probable things.

But we shall have this method perfectly, with the perfection that can belong to such things, when we shall be able to have it in like manner: as in healing and persuasive powers, as in rhetoric and medicine, the end is had perfectly according to the perfection of rhetoric and medicine and powers of this kind. And I call arts powers, not because of firmness of argumentation in one part of a contradiction, but rather because of their wavering between two parts of a contradiction from the weakness of argumentation; and this is to make and to persuade from suitable and probable things the things that we desire to persuade 2. For neither will a rhetorical advocate persuade altogether and universally, being hindered by a threefold impediment: the badness of the case, the perversity of the judge, and the weakness of his allegation. Nor similarly will a physician heal altogether, because of a threefold impediment, namely fallacy of experiment, badness of the illness, and disobedience of the sick person; and therefore they do not always attain the end in another. And similarly the dialectician is hindered by the weakness of the probable thing that he adduces, and by the obstinacy of the respondent, and by the difficulty of the problem about which he disputes, so that he does not always attain the end in another. But if each of these three has omitted nothing from contingent things according to the faculty of his art, we shall say that he has sufficiently the discipline and the end capable of discipline according to the contingency of the art, although he does not always have the end sufficiently in another according to the effect of persuasion or health or dialectical proof and contemplation 3.

But here one must attend that dialectic is inquisitive, because it is not about a determinate being and subject: for although dialectic as teaching is of a determinate subject, because it is concerning dialectical syllogism, and therefore it is demonstrative of its properties, nevertheless its use, which by many is called dialectic as using, is not of a determinate genus; and therefore it must be inquisitive of common things that are about individual things. And in this way it has a way to the principles of methods, so that it also has a way to its own principles according as it is a demonstrative method 4. For as using it is inquisitive of common things through which the principles of the teaching science are persuaded; and since the way of inquiring and inquiry is through probable reasons, when those are strengthened or multiplied toward one part of a contradiction along with their own principles, withdrawal is a distancing from the other part of the contradiction; and thus a way is prepared to cognition of the principle, which way is not induction, but a syllogism induced through local relation by the greatest places confirming, as concerning anything whatever, first species and genus and things of this kind.

[Marginal label, printed page 248: Objection.]

But if someone objects that principles are known in two ways, namely through terms, sense, memory, experiment, and the universal, and thus this cognition is not necessary.

[Marginal label, printed page 248: Solution.]

It must be said that principles are either accepted in themselves or in the knower. Or it may be better said that they are taken either in themselves or compared to act insofar as they are causes. If they are accepted in themselves, then they are accepted according to the substance by which they are constituted from terms, and thus they are known with cognition of the terms. But if they are accepted as compared to act, then they are accepted in their power. Therefore either in remote power or in proximate power. If in remote power, then they are known by sense, memory, experiment, and the universal. But if in proximate power, insofar as they infer an effect, then dialectical reasons have a way to them.

[Marginal label, printed page 248: The probable is twofold.]

Furthermore it must be noted that there is a probable thing which according to itself is ordered to the necessary, as the probable that is accepted around the universal in phantasms and signs: for this must be reckoned the necessary itself. And probability is about it as it is in phantasms; and through this there is a way to the principles of methods. But there is a probable thing in contingent matters which according to its own substance is probable; and this has no order except a very remote one, perhaps by way of what gives support.

Furthermore it must be noted that the principle of demonstration is twofold: one entering into the substance of demonstration, as the major and minor proposition are called principles; and these can be shown afterward by demonstration, and dialectic is not useful for these in such a way that it is necessary for them. But there are other principles not entering into the substance of demonstration, such as dignities, suppositions, petitions, definitions, which cannot be shown afterward, but by inquiry and discovery of common local things a way is had to them. Furthermore, principle is taken in two ways: either as that which is a principle, and thus a way is had to it; or according as it is first, and thus it is immediate, and no way is had to it.

[Marginal label, printed page 249: Why dialectical syllogism is called figural.]

And because every dialectical syllogism is from common things, it is figural: because figure outwardly is the ultimate thing at which the essence of the figured thing is terminated, and thus more than all other things it is extrinsic. On account of this it does not make cognition of a principle according as it is known scientifically, but it makes a way to it insofar as it is opined, and by a reason giving help one is distanced from the other part of the contradiction, and thus it approaches the truth of the other part: and this is to give a way through cognition and assistance, and not through proper causes from which there would be science of the truth of things. Therefore these things have been said proemially.

[Marginal label, printed page 249: He removes a doubt.]

Furthermore it must be noted that although dialectic is about individual things, nevertheless it is from the common things of individual things and not from proper things: and therefore it cannot make certain cognition concerning individual things; on account of which the species of science that make perfect cognition from proper things concerning individual things in a special way are not superfluous, but necessary.

Notes

	This is touched on in Posterior Analytics I, textual commentary 23, and Physics I, textual commentary 8. (Hoc tangitur I Posteriorum, tex. com. 23, et I Physicorum, tex. com. 8.) ↩

	He called rhetoric, medicine, and dialectic powers because, according to Alexander, it is permitted to use them well and badly; or because they are conjectural, and therefore in them there is need of prudence. P. J. (Vocavit rhetoricam, medicinam et dialecticam potentias, quia, secundum Alexandrum, licet bene et male eis uti: vel quia sunt conjecturales, et ideo in eis opus est prudentia. P. J.) ↩

	From this it is clear that the end of the physician is not to heal, because otherwise it would follow that a non-physician would be a physician, and a physician would not be a physician, as Alexander says. P. J. (Ex quo patet quod finis medici non est sanare, quia aliter sequeretur quod non medicus esset medicus, et medicus non esset medicus, ut inquit Alexander. P. J.) ↩

	Note how dialectic has a way for proving its own principles, that is, that dialectic itself as using can prove the principles of itself insofar as it is teaching. (Nota quomodo dialectica habet viam ad probandum principia sua, hoc est, quod ipsa utens potest probare principia sui in quantum docens est.) ↩
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TREATISE II.

ON THE METHOD OF DEFINITION, GENUS, PROPER, AND ACCIDENT.

CHAPTER I.

From what things the method is.

Now that these things that ought to be set before this doctrine proemially have been set before, we must now approach the proposed matter. First it must be considered from what things the method is: because these things enter substantially into dialectical syllogism, and are most proximate to it. But when we say, from what things the method is, we understand that this preposition, from, notes matter according as matter is called a material principle: for in this way matter has form according to an inchoation in itself; for as principles have the conclusion wrapped within themselves, so does accepted matter and matter of this kind, and not indeterminate matter. And we intend that the same preposition note order and disposition, because elsewhere it has been accustomed to note this, as when it is said, from morning comes midday, or from those contending come Olympic games. Therefore in this way it must be determined from what things the method is made as from material principles, and how they are disposed. But if it is taken for how many problems there are according to the genera of individual things, and to what things the problems are to be terminated, and if we take from what things speeches, that is, dialectical argumentations, are; and if we take how we may abound in these in every matter of a problem through local considerations and in determinate considerations, and how we may also abound in dialectical syllogisms through exercise and obviation: then we shall have the proposed thing sufficiently, because then in all proposed things we shall have the intended end. For propositions are the matter from which; but problems are the matter about which. Abundance, however, is in the multitude or multiplication of middles, either for all problems or for individual problems.

Therefore we shall begin here: speeches, that is, syllogisms, and the things to which or concerning which problems syllogisms are made, are equal in number. The proof of this is that speeches, or disputative argumentations, are materially from propositions. But the things concerning which or to which dialectical syllogisms are, as things to be determined, are problems. Every proposition, when inquiry seeks concerning its composition, is a problem; and every problem separated from the doubt of a question, and enunciating simply that this is this, or that this is not this, is a proposition. Thus, therefore, propositions and problems are the same as to terms, and are equal in number as to predicates.

But predicates are four, and problems in genus are equal to them and the same as they. For every proposition and every problem indicates either a proper, or a genus, or an accident. For even difference, concerning which one could doubt whether it belongs as one of those, since it is general, must be placed and ordered in the same predicate with genus. General difference indeed is one existing in itself, which is not ultimate and divisive, and is not ultimate and convertible with species, which is constitutive and indivisible in the ultimate. For whatever belongs to differences either is the ultimate of them, or is an essential non-convertible predicate, which stands toward the ultimate as potency toward act, and thus as genus, that is, as general form: because, as Averroes says 1, genus is a general form, having itself as an indistinct formal thing toward the ultimate thing distinguishing its specific being into act. Therefore such a difference is wider than genus; and as essential it is as genus, and says that which is in indistinct formal potency, as genus is; therefore it is placed with genus among the predicates. But the ultimate difference, which is not wider but convertible, says pure act: and therefore it is placed with species toward the subject, and is not toward the predicate. Therefore these are the principal predicates concerning which inquiry is made in problems, and to the terminating of which syllogisms are brought in.

[Marginal label, printed page 251: The order among dialectical predicates, and whence the account of order is taken.]

But they are ordered according as they perfectly and according to reason are in something, or are not in it. What is in conversely is most of all in, because this is in according to the whole, so that there is nothing of the subject according to which it is not in: because if there were something of the subject according to which it were not in, it would not be converted. Thus the whole proper is in the whole subject, so that nothing of the proper is outside the subject, and nothing of the subject is outside the proper. But genus is in according to part of the genus and according to part of the subject, and it is in substantially, both in name and in account: and it is in according to part of the genus, because it is in the subject only according to part of its power and scope; but according to part of the subject, because it is in according to that of the subject which is in potency and in it: and therefore its being-in follows upon being-in, and it is a part. But accident is said to be in neither as whole nor as part; nor does it say substantial being-in or being-in from substantial things according as it is accident: because when it is in something, it is not in it as a part, nor does it flow from essential things as proper does, nor does it determine to being, nor is it predicated in name and in account. But below they are not in the same order in exercise; and so we shall give the proper and another account of that order.

The first of these predicates is subdivided: because this proper convertible, which is wholly in the whole subject, signifies what the being is through all essential things terminated and ordered to the ultimate as to act; but that other proper does not signify what the being of the subject is through essential things, but through accidental things, because in this there are only accidental things, since they are beings consequent upon being and caused by essential things. Therefore this predicate that we name proper is divided into both parts now mentioned, essential proper and accidental proper. And therefore that proper which signifies what being is through essential things saying the potency and act of the thing is called term or definition: because it embraces all things that determine the being of the thing into potency and act, and lead substantial being to its own terms, outside which there is nothing of the being of the thing. But the remaining accidental proper, and being consequent and outside being, as existing after being, may be called proper according to the common naming assigned to them. For from the ultimate difference the ultimate name is imposed. But in the definition of proper the ultimate thing is to be predicated conversely; and therefore what is not term retains this name, proper. But the ultimate thing in the account of definition is not to be predicated conversely, but rather to say what being is: and on account of this it is term, and not the proper itself, which adds a further completing difference over and above the ultimate difference of proper, and therefore it receives a special name.

Therefore it is plain from what has been said why, according to the present division now brought in, since there are three and one is distinguished into two, it is necessary that there be four predicates. Therefore there is either proper, which is commonly called proper, or term, and these two are predicated conversely; or genus or accident, and these two are not predicated conversely. But proper is referred to the being of the species as caused from the species itself. Term, however, is simple, and is not consequent upon the species as predicate upon subject, but according to nature is a true accident to it as cause to caused. But genus is as a part of the subject. Accident, however, is as a consequent commonly, which is not caused essentially by the subject, just as it is not the cause of it. And therefore these are ordered in this way according as they have more or less of the account of predicate, according as predicate is as consequent upon subject.

[Marginal label, printed page 252: He removes a doubt.]

But let no one think that we wish to say that each of those four predicates, accepted incomplexly, is a proposition or a problem; rather we say that there are four predicates because from these, as inhering in subjects, propositions and problems are made. For the subject is one and not diversified, because it is species. But predicates, saying inherence according to themselves, are many: and therefore according to the mode of inhering by which the predicate is in the subject, propositions and problems necessarily are multiplied. Now term, insofar as it is term, says inherence; and similarly proper. But term inheres as antecedent and cause. Proper, however, inheres as always and alone and as consequent being. But genus inheres as an essential consequent, not conversely. Accident, however, inheres only as caused by the subject.

Although propositions and problems are formed from the same things, and agree in this, nevertheless they differ in this way. For if I say thus: Do you think this enunciation, animal capable of walking, two-footed, is the definition of human being, or not? And if I say: Do you think animal is the genus of human being, or not? a proposition is made, in such a way that the note of doubt does not fall upon the composition of the proposition, but awaits the consent of the respondent under this sense: animal capable of walking, two-footed, is the definition of human being; do you think this is true, or not? animal is the genus of human being; do you think this, or not? and so concerning the others. For a dialectical proposition interrogates the consent of the respondent, because the probable, which is the matter of that dialectical syllogism, is what seems so to all or to many; and because it consists in sight whether it seems so or does not seem so, therefore it is necessary that it seek the consent of the one judging about it. But if I say thus, whether animal capable of walking, two-footed, is the definition of human being, or not, in such a way that the note of doubt falls upon the composition of the predicate with the subject, and seeks whether the predicate is in the subject or not: then it is a probable problem, or question, so that the sense is whether this predicate, animal capable of walking, two-footed, is in this subject as definition, or not, so that the note of doubt simultaneously seeks inherence and the mode of inhering that is imported in this or that predicate. Similarly, if they were formed in the other predicates, they would be called propositions and problems. For in this way from every or out of every proposition, that is, from the terms of every proposition, you will make or will be able to make a problem; and conversely, when the mode of doubting is transferred, if it is placed over composition, it is a problem. But if the predicate is enunciated of the subject, and the mode of doubting following upon the composition is placed toward the consent of the one judging about the proposition, then it is a proposition 2.

Notes

	Averroes, Metaphysics I, commentary 17. (Averroes, I Metaphys. com. 17.) ↩

	The Greeks do not expound the text in this way, nor do they have this difference; but they say that dialectical proposition and dialectical problem differ in two ways, namely on the part of the sign or note of interrogation, and on the part of the whole contradiction that is expressed in the dialectical problem and not in the dialectical proposition. P. J. (Graeci non exponunt hoc modo textum, nec habent hanc differentiam: sed dupliciter dicunt differre propositionem dialecticam et problema dialecticum, scilicet ex parte signi vel notae interrogationis, et ex parte totius contradictionis quae exprimitur in problemate dialectico et non in propositione dialectica. P. J.) ↩





Chapter II. What Term or Definition Is and What Things Are Reduced to the Method Concerning Definition.

CHAPTER II.

What term or definition is, and what things are reduced to the method concerning definition.

[Marginal label, printed page 253: Why he began from definition.]

But it must be said one by one what term or definition is, what genus is, what proper is, and what accident is. Therefore, once these have been determined one by one, we shall be able to proceed to the special methods, so as to determine what is in as term, and what is in as genus, and so concerning the others, and we shall be able to form propositions and arguments concerning these. And because definition says the whole being, therefore we shall begin from definition. For nothing is in a subject in such a way as that which is in as definition. Furthermore, because all other things are ordered in some way to definition, therefore definition is more principal; and therefore we shall begin here from it.

Now term or definition is a certain speech explicitly and through parts of potency and act signifying what the being of the defined thing is essentially and substantially, in such a way that it demonstrates perfect being, both the whole according to parts and the order to the ultimate, which with respect to all preceding things is act and completion. For when definition is referred to the defined thing, then speech is taken for name, that is, beside the name of the defined thing. Therefore either the speech explicitly says what the name of the defined thing signifies implicitly, and then it is assigned directly for the name, that is, beside the name and according to the name. Or definitive speech is assigned for speech, that is, beside speech, as if some part of that which is in the definitive speech must be defined so that the definition may be clearer, as when it is said, what is a human being? and it is said, a rational mortal animal, the definitive speech is assigned for the name. But if it is asked, what is a rational animal? and it is said, an animal using reason, it is assigned for the speech, that is, beside that which is signified in the speech. This is the Arabic exposition.

[Marginal label, printed page 253: Another exposition.]

There are nevertheless others who speak otherwise and quite reasonably, that when the thing defined is signified by one name and is defined, then the definitive speech is assigned for the name, as has been said, explicitly saying whatever the name says implicitly; but sometimes the thing defined is signified by circumlocution through a speech, as when passible quality is said for one species of quality; and when such a species is defined, the definitive speech is assigned for the speech, that is, beside that which such speech implicitly contains. Certain things, when gathered together, signify by one name, as white, which is a white thing; if such things must be defined, it is necessary that the definitive speech be assigned beside the speech. But the first exposition seems more according to the understanding of Aristotle, because Aristotle subjoins, assigning the reason for his saying: For it is possible also that certain things of those things that are signified under speech be terminated, that is, defined.

Attend that indicative or enunciative speech cannot be defined: for this speech is singular. But the singular cannot be defined. For the same reason, the predicate that is under indicative speech is considered in two ways: both as only the thing predicated, and in this way it can be defined. It can also be considered insofar as it has composition in itself, and in this way for the same cause that has been stated it cannot be defined, because composition also is singular. But the subject properly has definition. On account of this definition is placed among the predicates: because such a definition ought to be one explicitly making known through essential things that are compared to the defined thing not as one thing, but as many things.

It is plain that whoever in any way makes the assignment of his signification by one name, since many essential things cannot be signified explicitly by one name, therefore clearly they do not assign the real and explicit definition of that thing which they name, because every definition explaining the thing defined through essential things is a speech: because essential things constituting the thing according as they are essences cannot be signified explicitly by one name, and therefore every definition is speech and cannot be one name.

Nevertheless a definitive problem, that is, a problem reducible to the problem about definition, is also a problem of this kind, namely whether something is the same as another thing or diverse from it. For example, if it is asked whether the good is the same as the honorable, or not, but diverse from it. Similarly there is a problem concerning same and diverse if it is asked whether sense and intellectual discipline are the same, or not, which the disciples of Heraclitus said. The reason for this is certain: because around definitions, in constructing and destroying, very much attention of labor is given to whether definition is the same as the defined thing, or diverse from it. And thus considerations concerning same and diverse are brought under the same method with definition; but definitions that are brought in concerning same and diverse are terminated under the same method. Therefore concerning same and diverse in definition, they are contained under the same method with definitions. Whence the method of the sixth book made there with the method of the seventh are the same method: in the sixth the definition is constructed; but in the seventh it is taught how destroying and constructing belong to the same method. But since all the things that have been said about same and diverse are of the same mode, then same is considered especially definitively. But this is plain from the things now being said. For if by some method, from the faculty of the method, we are able to dispute that this is the same as that, and that this is diverse from that, or not, in the same way by the same considerations we shall easily be able to strive toward definitions. And this is clear, because since dialectical disputations are toward each part of a contradiction, if we are showing that it is not the same, we shall be showing that it is not in as definition, and thus we shall be destroying the definition. Yet what has now been said is not converted, namely that by showing that something is the same, it has been shown that it is the same in definition with it, or that it is its definition; because it can be the same and will not be the same in definition, because same is said in many ways, as will be clear below. For it is not sufficient to show that one thing is the definition of another if it is shown that it is in some way the same as it.

But one must know that the same which is reduced to the method of definition is the same that is caused by the unity of the substance of the whole: because just as in quality the similar is caused by one quality, and in quantity the equal is caused by one quantity, and therefore when there is a question about the similar, there is a question about one quality, and a question about the equal is a question about one quantity, so the same in substance, which definition states, is caused as same in genus on the part of substance, but same in number on the part of matter; and therefore those are not simply one. Therefore what seems one has another example. And therefore those things most powerfully are the same in subject, of which one is definition and the other is the defined thing. For these are the same in genus, the same in species, the same in number, and one indivisible thing, because neither example has anything of itself other than the other; and therefore it must be reduced to the problem concerning definition.



Chapter III. What Proper Is insofar as It Is a Predicate.

CHAPTER III.

What proper is insofar as it is a predicate.

But proper is that which does not indicate what the being of a thing is. This proper must be ordered most proximately beside definition, because it agrees with it in name and in the mode of predication, which is to be predicated conversely. For the fact that definition is predicated essentially and proper accidentally is not the mode of the predicate insofar as it is predicate, but the mode of the nature that is predicated.

Therefore let us say that proper is that which, according to the mode of predicating, does not indicate what the being of a thing is by explaining it through substantial things, but as predicated accidentally is in the subject alone and is predicated conversely, not in such a way that it is subjected to the species properly, but that to whatever the proper belongs, of this the species is predicated with respect to the subjection of individuals. For species is not a predicate, and therefore there is not a problem or method about species as about the other predicates. For a predicate is that which either is in the subject species as a cause, or that in which species is as a cause; in neither of those ways is species in the proper. And therefore by artificial and natural predication species is not predicated of proper, and conversely proper is not predicated of species. And it is said to be predicated conversely because the predication of proper does not exceed the species, and is not exceeded by it; and this is what belongs to it alone and is predicated conversely. An example of this is as when we say that the proper of human being is to be capable of grammar or of any discipline. For they follow one another conversely. For if something is a human being, it follows that by nature it is capable of grammar, unless it is impeded by accident. And if something is capable of grammar, it is a human being. For no one speaking artfully calls proper simply and properly what also happens to be in another thing, such as sleeping, which happens to be in a human being and in a brute animal. Nor does anyone call proper what seems to be in commonly, even if perhaps it is in only one thing for some time, as if we posit that only a human being sleeps and none of the other animals, because it does not emanate from essential things as proper does. But if perhaps some one of such common accidents is called proper, it is not proper simply; rather it is proper when, because it is also in another. Or it will be called proper relative to another, as sleeping is proper relative to not sleeping. For to be something on the right is indeed proper when, because for the time in which it alone is on the right. But two-footed or to be two-footed is proper relative to another, because another is four-footed or not two-footed; but to be two-footed is proper to human being relative to horse, and not simply.

Therefore to be predicated conversely is the completing and ultimate difference of proper. For that being predicated conversely belongs to proper alone as the completing difference of its definition, and belongs to none of the other predicates that are in others as in a subject except proper, is manifest because it does not follow concerning an accident that according to its own nature is in others, that whatever sleeps is necessarily a human being, although nevertheless sleeping is in that one and cannot not be in it. And since there are only two whose being is being-in, namely proper, which is the accident of species, and common accident, which happens to the individual, and it does not belong to the individual to be predicated conversely, it remains that, of the things under the proximate genus, which is to be in another as accident, being predicated conversely is the completing difference of the definition of proper, since it is predicated conversely with proper under the same proximate genus, which is to be in as accident. And thus it is clear that the definition of proper is that it does not indicate being and is predicated conversely, and that being predicated conversely is the completing difference of proper.



Chapter IV. What Genus Is insofar as It Is a Predicate, and Concerning What Is Reducible to the Method of Genus.

CHAPTER IV.

What genus is insofar as it is a predicate, and concerning what is reducible to the method of genus.

But genus is what is predicated of several things differing in species in respect of what it is. For genus is the first subject in anything, as Avicenna says, formable and determinable by differences, until it is formed into the most special things, which are not formable by differences and therefore in no way can be genus. And because a genus is formable only by differences, and nothing is formed except by a form dividing and distinguishing, and difference neither divides nor makes to differ except through opposition, and opposition is not of one thing to itself but of at least two things, thence it is that genus must have two differences and two species. And therefore, since it is a universal predicate that is predicated of several proximate subjects, it follows of necessity that it is proximately and per se predicated of several things differing in species. But species, since it states a completion in being, cannot be formed further by difference, but can be multiplied through matter into individuals. But genus, since it states what is in potency and confused and indistinct and incomplete, receives the formation of differences, as potency also receives act; on account of which it receives formal division, which is at least in two opposite differences, which constitute two species.

[Marginal label, printed page 256: Why genus is predicated in what.]

But because true genus is the first subject of that in which it is, and that alone is what by nature and by the mode of predicating, therefore it must be predicated in that which is what. For this, as Avicenna and Algazel say, three things are required. One indeed is that genus actually and intellectually be as the what of that of which it is predicated, and its essential quality is difference. The second is that it be so through some potency, but not from necessity of nature and substance, in such a way that it is thus in, or that it is posited to be in thus, whether it is so or not; for a predicate is not possible where by its own nature it is not within the subject through intellect, as accident is; and therefore we can say: let a human being be posited to be white or black. The third is that, when the genus has been posited, immediately, once formal potency has been brought in, the inferior is posited, and that in which genus is formable. And therefore species through the inchoation of itself is in genus, as a formed thing is in its proper matter: on account of which in definition matter and genus have one order; and just as matter is the what of the thing made of matter and the first subject, so genus is the first subject of differences and the what of species. And because what is formed has received one being from one forming form and another from another, therefore it is said in the first book On the Soul that the account of genus according to each thing is one and another. And the sense is that what I call each thing determines what I call account, that is, the account given of genus according to each thing is one and another.

[Marginal label, printed page 256: There is a threefold way that the interrogation through what is made.]

But in being predicated in that which is what, such things are said as it falls to the one who has been interrogated through what to give back, that is, to respond, what the thing is that is proposed in the question concerning the predicate compared to the subject: for what is seeks concerning the nature and substance of the thing, as, what is a human being? Animal is suitably answered. For as Avicenna and Algazel say, inquiry through what is made in three ways. In one and first way, concerning the understanding signified through a significative word, as if it is asked what is signified through this word ἄνθρωπος? and human being is answered; and this is because such a word as sign is referred to the matter and supposit of the thing signified. Second, inquiry through what is made concerning the whole substance and essence of the thing, that is, if it is asked, what is a human being? and rational mortal animal is answered. Third, inquiry is made concerning that in which the essence and substance of the thing begins, as if it is asked, what is a human being? animal is answered, in which as in a subject the nature of human being begins. And this is the first question according to the order of cause, because this is the cause why definition is what 1; and this is the cause why a word signifies what, just as to be answered as what first belongs to genus; and it is the completing difference of genus, as in human being or concerning human being, when someone has been asked what that proposed thing is, that is, human being, it is suitably said that it is animal.

[Marginal label, printed page 256: He removes a doubt.]

But when Porphyry says that species also is predicated in what, Porphyry takes predicates not as predicates are universals, having distinct essences, predicated potentially of any things whatever; but species naturally cannot be a predicate per se, because it does not have a subject according to nature and art toward that to which it is referred. The individual

Notes

	Therefore inquiry is made about genus through what before it is made about the others. J. (Ergo prius quaeritur de genere per quid quam de aliis. J.) ↩





Continuation of Chapter IV and Chapter V. Concerning Accident and What Is Reducible to the Method Concerning Accident, etc.

For it cannot be a subject, because it is corruptible, as people commonly say. But Avicenna therefore says that this is so because what underlies in it is of another nature than what underlies difference: for the matter in which the individual underlies accidents and forms is of another nature than the genus that underlies differences as something formable by them; and therefore it is not a subject in such a way as genus is the subject of difference. On account of this species cannot be predicated, since such a thing does not have a subject in whose account it is predicated, as the first subject does. This, therefore, is genus.

But the general, which is reduced to the same method concerning genus, is as when it is asked about something whether it is in the same genus with some other determinate thing, or in a diverse genus; as if it is asked whether human being and horse are in the same genus or not. For just as the question whether something is the same as another in definition or not is reduced to the method concerning definition, so the question whether one thing is the same as another in genus or not is reduced to the method concerning genus. Problems of this kind fall under the same method of genus, that is, concerning genus, because the Greeks lack the ablative and put the genitive in place of the ablative. That such a problem is reduced to the method of genus is proved thus: because we are not disputing that animal thus is the genus of human being, and similarly whether the same animal is the genus of ox. And thus, proving human being and ox to be one and the same in genus, we will be disputing that these two are in the same genus. But if we shall have shown that animal is the genus of one of these, namely of human being or of ox, and that it is not the genus-animal of the other or remaining one, we will be showing that human being and ox are not in the same genus; for in each of those problems one must dispute through considerations of genus whether such a predicate is in the subject as genus or is not in it. This predicate, therefore, is essential, non-convertible, and makes known a part of the essence. And therefore, just as among convertible predicates, which are term and proper, the essential precedes the account of the subject by declaring the substance, but the accidental, which is proper, follows the thing, because it makes known the potential part in the subject through the genus in which the proper is placed, and through the essence of the proper, which belongs to the genus of accidents, as Boethius says, it makes known formal being not through essential things but through an accident that is the proximate consequent upon essential things: so among predicates not predicated conversely, genus is placed first according to nature, because through the part of potential being it designates the subject of which it is predicated and does not designate the whole being of it. For these four predicates are ordered here according as they designate the subject more or less in whole or in part; therefore here we place genus before accident, and accident last, because accident does not designate the subject through essence.

[Marginal label, printed page 257: Why genus had to precede accident.]

CHAPTER V.

Concerning Accident and What Is Reducible to the Method Concerning Accident, etc.

Accident, however, is that which is none of these, in such a way that it is neither definition, nor genus, nor proper, but is in the thing according to being-in alone. For since proper, speaking according to its own nature, is not a being, because what according to its own nature is a being is a being from its own natural principles and thus is a being existing through itself, which is not accident, whose being is to be in and which has being from being-in: therefore it is suitably defined by the privation of those things that are predicated through themselves and essentially, in such a privation or in being mixed with privations. And this definition belongs to it according to actual being from which it draws being.

But if it is defined according to the potency of being-in, and not according to act, then accident is that which can belong and not belong to any one and the same subject, provided that it is compared to the proper subject according to the stated potency, and is compared to it not according as it is its cause, but according as it is only the subject 1. For when it is said that the burning of a house is an accident of the subject, the house, this is false; rather the proper subject of burning is the matter of the house, and it can belong and not belong to that same thing. Similarly, when it is said, a human being dies, this is the subject of corruption, which is the subject of generation. But a house is not the subject of building, but its end; therefore it is not the subject of destruction. For when it is said, the swan is white, the predicate is not compared only to the subject, but as to subject and cause, because the accident is inseparable, and it cannot belong and not belong to the same thing; but this is an accident, because a white raven can be understood. If the predicate is compared to the subject with the causality that the subject names in relation to the causality of the predicate removed, so that accident is compared to the subject as to subject, it can belong and not belong to the same thing, as sitting can belong and not belong to the same thing. Similarly, being white, compared in this way as only to the subject, can belong and not belong to some same thing, because nothing prevents the same thing from at one time not being white and at another time being white.

If these definitions of accident are compared according as they are given concerning accident as a predicate, then the second definition is better than the first, because the predicate ought to declare the subject, and what declares through itself is better than what declares only when other things have been declared. For with the first definition of accident stated or given, it is necessary, if someone ought to understand definitely what is said through the discourse, to know what definition is, what genus is, and what proper is. And each of those is external to the nature of accident, and thus contributes nothing to the definition of accident, nor is any one of them included in the understanding of accident. But the second, taken from the very nature of accident, is by itself bounded without cognition of other things; and therefore it is better for knowing the predicate as accident, and for knowing what is implicitly said through the nature of accident, and what it means when it is said that some predicate is in as accident.

[Marginal label, printed page 258: What is said in two ways: as in substance, as in accident.]

Nevertheless the accidental quod quid is in one way said as a what through itself, and thus substance alone is what, and accident is not what, nor is it substance. And what also says what in a cause, as the formal essential is said, as was said in the preceding chapter; and thus accident is not removed from that which is what as genus, as when it is said, white is a color disgregative of sight; this indeed is substantial, but it is not substance. For Avicenna says that the substantial is a middle between substance and non-substance; and it is neither accident nor substance properly. But the things reducible to the same method and the things subject to accident, that is, to the method of accident, are these: comparisons made to one another according to accident in any manner whatever, that is, made according to more, or according to less, or according to equally to-be-chosen, as one pleases, being defined from accident. For example, whether the beautiful or the good is better or more to be chosen, or that which is expedient, that is, useful. And whether the life that is according to virtue and honorableness is sweeter and more to be chosen, as the Stoics said, or the life according to frugality or enjoyment which is in sensible delectables, as Epicurus said, whose chief was Sardanapalus. And whatever else has been proved in accident is similarly said in these comparisons referred to the subject and to choice. For in all such cases, when two or more things have been proposed, the question is made whether the being or accidental predicate is in more as accident; and therefore it is asked whether the predicate is in as accident. This can be done only through considerations of accident; and therefore they will fall under the same method as the method of accident. But how they are referred to diverse books we shall say below in its own place.

From the things that have been said, it is manifest that nothing prevents that which is in as accident from at some time becoming proper according to when, and at another time becoming proper in relation to something and not to all things. Sitting, since it is accident and is in as accident, becomes proper according to when, when someone alone has sat; for then it is in him alone, which belongs to proper; then, according to when, it is proper, because then it is in him alone. But if sitting is in otherwise, not in him alone, but some are sitting and some are standing or lying, then sitting is proper in relation to certain persons, as to those not sitting, because the sitting person is distinguished from them by sitting. On account of this nothing prevents accident, or what is in as accident, from being proper both in relation to something and according to when; but accident and what is in as accident will never be proper simply, which according to nature is proper and belongs to every one, to it alone, and always. The cause of this is that proper is as an accident of the species and flows from the essentials of the species; on account of this it is placed in the same genus with the species when it is assigned in the strongest mode, as tame animal is proper to human being, just as human being itself is animal. Therefore problems concerning proper cannot be reduced to the method of accident, because one mode of inhering belongs to proper and another belongs to accident; and in a problem the principal question is not what is in, but rather how it is in, whether as definition, or as proper, or as genus, or as accident. Thus therefore it is clear what each of the said predicates is definitively, and how they are ordered here; below, however, they will be ordered otherwise in execution, and the cause of this order will be stated below.

Notes

	Note those two conditions which the Author posits for the verification of the definition of accident placed in the second place, because from them many doubts are solved. (Nota istas duas conditiones quas ponit Auctor pro verificatione diffinitionis accidenti secundo loco positae, quia ex illis solvuntur multae dubitationes.) ↩





Chapter VI. That All Problems Are Ordered to the Problem Concerning Definition.

CHAPTER VI.

That All Problems Are Ordered to the Problem Concerning Definition.

But let it not escape us that all things that are said of, or are reduced to, genus or to a problem concerning genus, and the things reduced to proper or to a problem concerning proper, and to accident or to a problem concerning accident, can in some way and consequently be said with respect to definitions, and especially destructively. The proof of this is, to begin from the beginning, that when we show that some predicate is not in one alone, which belongs to that which is in as proper and is under definition, that is, which is in as definition, or is said to be in as in a proper, that is, in a predicate as proper, it must be in one alone; or when we show that what has been assigned as genus in the definition is not in as genus; or when we show that it is not in simply, as being-in is constructed in accident. For if we shall have shown that some one of the things assigned in the definition simply is not in, since also to be in simply is said in accident, we shall be destroying the definition. For what is in as definition must be in simply, and all things except the ultimate must be in as genus, and the whole must be in conversely and alone. On account of this, according to the account already assigned before, namely that other things must be foreknown, all other things will in a certain way be definitive, that is, aiding the problem concerning definition. But I say in a certain way because they do so destructively and not constructively. For all the things enumerated in this way contribute to definition by way of aids and according to its well-being.

And nevertheless, on account of this, one universal method is not to be sought concerning all the predicates or problems introduced. There are two causes of this: one on our part, and the other on the part of the method. For it is not easy for us to find such a method which is thus united to these four predicates or problems, because, since the predicates are diverse among themselves with respect to the mode of inhering that is sought in the problem, it is difficult for us to find the common thing in which they are united as in one common thing that is of the same account in all of them. And if it is found, it cannot be found how that common thing, contracted by the proper things belonging to each, is adapted to each. And if a common thing is found altogether, such a method will be uncertain, because that common thing will not be in each by one account; and it will rarely be useful, because it is rarely found how and by what proper things that common thing is fitted to the proposed object, since dialectic proceeds from common and probable things; and thus it will rarely be useful for any proposed problem. And thus in itself the method is useless and uncertain, because the common thing will not be by one account but analogically; and for us it will be difficult to discover because of the difficulty of reducing those things into one common thing for all. But when a proper method has been assigned for each of those through proper and not common considerations, this is the deduction of the proposed thing only to the intended end; because then the proper method is completed in the individual books, and when all these things are taken together one common method is asked for, which is not determinately denominated from any of those things but is commonly called the dialectical method. Therefore, because the common method is difficult and rarely useful, for it is useful only for definitions and in a certain way and not simply, for that reason, as was said before, the same thing must be treated separately and distinctly concerning each of these things divided through themselves.

But the things that are of the number of those predicates that are joined to the principal predicates, and that are reducible to them, must be joined to the principal predicates suitable to them, as concerning same and diverse to definition, concerning general difference to genus, and concerning accident compared to accident, and so concerning the others. Now we are naming these adjuncts definitive, general, and accidental, because they are terminated by the considerations of definition, genus, and accident. But the predicates that have been mentioned are considered in relation to those things that are predicates joined to the principal predicates. I say in relation to them because nothing adjunct has yet been joined to proper, either because we have not yet shown the adjuncts in special, as we shall do in the following matters when we pursue the adjuncts specially one by one.

Here it must be noted that although, as was said, all things are in some way distinct, nevertheless there cannot be one universal method concerning all things that proceeds from common things to terminate all problems. For that method could not be intrinsic, because the intrinsic things of each are not all things; nor can it be all things. Rather it would have to proceed through extrinsic places, and thus it would be joined, because those places make little certain; and begging the principle frequently occurs in them, as in the place from opposites and from similar things and the like, where what infers is equally unknown as what is inferred.

[Marginal label, printed page 260: Universal method is said in three ways.]

Nevertheless universal method is said in three ways. First, with respect to the things of which it is; and thus the method that is directed to all things is called universal, and in this way the method of this first book is a universal method. Again, a method is called universal with respect to that which is constructed in it; and in this way the method of the second book is a universal method, because in it there is constructed the being-in that is presupposed in all the others, because what is in is presupposed in what is in as genus, and in what is in as proper, and so in the others. And with universal method taken in this way, the more universal it is, the more certain and useful it is. Thirdly, that method is called universal which is universal for inferring individual problems, so that from many things it may infer proper things according to all the differences that belong to it; and this is impossible, because even the things from which problems are inferred in the stated way are considerations that cannot be universal for all. And because all the precepts of a definite art, ordered in this way to one end, cannot be found; and the things that are found in this way are extrinsic and uncertain and rarely useful for concluding the proposed problem; therefore such a method is not to be sought, because its difficulty is greater than its usefulness. If the adjunct together with that to which it is joined is terminated by one common method, the adjunct is terminated through the same considerations through which the principal thing is terminated.

In this way, however, the other problems are not called definitive, because in such a manner, through the considerations by which definition is terminated, what is presupposed in them in the problem of definition is terminated according to another thing; and therefore what is in as definition gathers together the mode of being-in of all the others. And therefore things that do something and give aid are ordered to the problem concerning definition.
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CHAPTER VII.

Concerning the Adjunct That Is Same or Diverse.

Among adjuncts, first of all it must be determined about same, how many times, that is, in how many modes it is said. For this seems to be joined to many or to all. Same seems joined to proper with proper, same joined to genus with genus, and same in definition joined to definition; these are modes of same. Therefore before all things it is suitable to determine how many times same is said.

[Marginal label, printed page 261: One is said in many ways.]

Same will be seen through the account of the one which causes identity, so that, looking figurally, that is, probably and superficially, it would be said to be divided in three ways, that is, the multiplicity of what is same is taken through a division made through three. For we are accustomed to call a thing same either in number, or in species, or in genus, considering the one which is the cause of identity. For Aristotle says in the fourth book of First Philosophy that one in substance makes same. But this one is either in the supposit, in which no diversity is found; and then it is the same in number, with Boethius testifying, who says that the same in number is that in which no diversity is found in numbering. But all things whose supposits are diverse make number, because division of supposit makes number. But if it is one in substance, it is not a difference of supposit or of that which is, or it is a one of formal essence; and then that one will either belong to the whole essence by which the whole formal being is, and thus it will be the same in species. For Boethius says that species is the whole being of individuals, and whatever is after species belongs to individuating things and is not of formal and essential being. But if the cause of identity is one that is according to potency and not according to the whole being, then it is one in genus.

So that what is said may be easier, we add examples. Those things are the same in number whose names are many but whose thing is one, as those things that in Latin are called multivocal and in Greek synonymal, as tunic and garment, which in Greek are synonymal and imposed from one thing considered differently: tunic is imposed from covering, garment from going around. Truly synonymal, however, are sword, point, broadsword, blade, spear, and things of this sort, because by all these names one and the same thing, in which diversity in number is not found, is signified. But it must be attended that diversity of name contributes nothing to the account of what is the same in number, as to the cause of what is one in the signified thing, but it contributes to the relation that is imported in it, more of the thing than of the word. For however indivisible and undivided the supposit of something may be, nevertheless it becomes known to the intellect by many properties. But when by all those names it rests on signifying one thing and one supposit, there are many names at least habitually and one thing signified; and therefore what is thus signified by many names is one in number; on account of this one in number is divided into several modes, as will be shown below.

Those things are the same in species which, although they are many in the number of supposit, nevertheless are without difference according to species and are the same in species, because absence of difference is the cause of identity, and absence of difference in species is the cause of the same in species, which is the essential likeness of individuals, as Boethius says; thus this human being is the same in species with every human being, and this horse with every horse. Similarly, those things are the same in genus, whatever things are under the same genus, in which, just as truth is absence of difference of genus, it is the cause of what is the same. Therefore these are the modes, when considered figurally, by which same is said insofar as it is an adjunct predicate.

[Marginal label, printed page 262: Doubt of the Philosopher.]

Nevertheless there is a doubt concerning these things that have been said, and perhaps it will seem to someone that water drawn into two vessels and separated from the spring, or into one vessel or several, or also divided from the spring in another way, so that it is not in the same place with the water of the spring, has some difference, that is, some different identity, with the water that is in the spring, which is beyond all the modes of identity that have been stated. For water drawn from the spring or divided from it has a greater likeness with the water of the spring than other water not drawn from the same spring; and since water not drawn from the same spring is the same in species as the water of the spring, it will seem that water drawn from the spring is more the same than in species. On account of this it seems to be the same in number. But since it has been separated in a diverse place, and the same in number according to supposit cannot be in diverse places, as Boethius says, it is clear that it is not the same in number, because through place diversity in numbering is found in it.

[Marginal label, printed page 262: Solution.]

And it must be said that such water is the same in species with the water of the spring, not the same in number. For these things are said in every way as diverse according to accident, as in clarity, or turbidity, coldness, warmth, or taste they are akin according to one substantial species. Therefore although they differ by accident, nevertheless they are very near to one another and altogether akin in substantial species. For every water is said to be the same in species as every water. But because water taken from the same spring has a certain likeness in accidents which no other water has, the likeness is said to be stronger in accidents; on account of this we do not separate such water, that is, we do not put it into a separated mode of same, from other waters that are said to differ according to accident in some way while being the same according to one species.

But attend that the things said about water are understood of water that remains in one and the same simplicity of species. But there is a species of element that resolves one form into another form. For there are liquids that are called species of water in the fourth book of the Meteors, which have species of mixtures, such as wine, lye, mead, and things of this sort, and alchemical waters that have species of mixtures. Although they are said from prime matter, they are not all of the same species; but in simple waters what has been said here in the solution of the introduced doubt is true.

[Marginal label, printed page 262: Same in number is more perfectly same than same in the other modes.]

But if we compare the modes of same to that identity which is unity of substance, as we have said, then most of all according to the thing and indubitably as far as we are concerned, that which is one in number seems to be called same by everyone, since in it no diversity in numbering is found according to the supposit and that which is.

Now this, namely that something is called the same in number, is customarily assigned in many ways; but this multiplicity is reduced to three, by which one and the same supposit is designated. Properly and first or principally, and what is most of all one in number, is when something the same has been assigned by the same name or definition, according as definition is of the name: by name, as tunic and garment, which are synonymal in Greek; by definition, as we say that walking two-footed animal is the same as human being, because such identity is according to one perfect being implicitly in all substantial things, and by supposing the supposit through one, it is supposed through the other. Secondly, the same in number is said from a proper accidentally consequent upon the essence, as when it is the same by proper. For through the proper and that of which it is proper, the same thing is supposed, although the same thing is not signified; as animal capable of discipline is the same as human being from the understanding of the proper, and what is borne upward by nature is the same as fire; and the proper is taken from the nature of the generating thing and of the generated thing. Thirdly, however, the same in number is said in the third place and less properly, when the same supposit is designated by an accident whose denominated term says the same supposit as the name, as sitting or musical, when we say it is the same as Socrates if Socrates is sitting or musical; for all these three wish to signify one number according to supposit. And this is plain to the one who speaks of the same by name and definitely, and whose proposition is about the same.

But that what has now been said about accident is true, namely that it signifies one in number, is proved in such a way that another can learn this from those things which, in order to designate the same supposit, change their appellations of names into denominations made from an accident that is sensibly and manifestly in. For often, when ordering someone to be called by name, as Socrates or Plato, who is among the number of those sitting, we make a change and do not use the proper name for the one whom we wish now to be called under his proper name, because the person whom we order to call him to us does not know that he is called by such a name. And then, saying no proper name, we make him be called by an accident that is in, because under that accident he understands the one whom we wish to be called more than under his proper naming; and thus we order the sitting or disputing one to be called to us. From this it is clear that we think or intend the same thing in supposit to be signified both by name and denominatively by accident; and thus it is clear that a name as accident and that of which it is said denominatively say the same in number in supposit.

Therefore it is clear, to speak by way of epilogue, that same, as has been said, insofar as it is a predicate, we have divided as a threefold adjunct, that is, into three.



Chapter VIII. Concerning the Sufficiency of These Four Predicates. Chapter IX. That These Four Predicates Are in All Predicaments.

CHAPTER VIII.

Concerning the Sufficiency of These Four Predicates.

Since, from the things said before, speeches or disputations have been sufficiently set forth, and through these, that is, propositions formed from these things, and toward these, as toward problems, credibility is had both by induction and by syllogism. For one credibility, indeed a sensible one, is made by induction. For if someone considers each dialectical proposition that says that a predicate is in a subject, and considers each of the problems for whose termination a dialectical syllogism is introduced, by considering each singly he will see that it has been made either from definition, or from proper, or from genus, or from accident as predicate; and thus by inducing all he will infer universally that every proposition or problem, with respect to the predicate, is made from one of these.

Another and second credibility is through syllogism: for it is necessary that what is predicated of something either be predicated conversely of the thing, that is, of the subject, or not conversely. And if it is predicated conversely, it will be definition or proper. For if the predicate predicated conversely explicitly signifies what being is, then such a predicate is definition. But if what is predicated conversely does not signify what being is, but as an accident consequent upon the species and subject, then it is proper. But this which is thus predicated conversely of the subject thing was called proper above, which does not signify what being is; for to it, as was said above, the name proper remained. But if it is a predicate and yet is not predicated conversely of the thing, this is in two ways: for either it is from those predicates that are taken in the definition of the subject according to the first mode of saying through itself, or it is not of those but is a predicate not taken in the definition of the subject. And if it is from those things that are said and taken in the definition of the subject, then it is genus, or a general difference which must be placed with genus, because description from definition is made from genus or difference or differences. But if it is a predicate and not from those things that are said in the definition of the subject of which it is predicated, it is plain that it is common accident, which is called accident of the individual. For accident in the definition assigned above was said to be that which is neither definition, nor genus, nor proper, but is in the thing simply or in a determinate mode of inherence, and has being from being-in.

[Marginal label, printed page 264: He removes a doubt.]

Although some things agree in the same substantial difference, nevertheless they do not have a special mode by which they are called same, because the ultimate difference is act and a constituting form; and therefore it makes same in species, because it cannot suitably be said to be same in difference, since difference is a name of diversity rather than of unity and identity.

But if you wish to form a syllogism by which their sufficiency is formed, you will form it thus. Everything that is predicated conversely and not conversely, in what or in quale, is genus, or definition, or proper, or accident. But everything that is predicated in a dialectical proposition is predicated conversely or not conversely, in what or in quale. Therefore everything that is predicated in a dialectical proposition is either definition, or genus, or proper, or accident.

Concerning these things, however, insofar as they are divided from one another under this common thing which is the universal predicable, many things have been said by us in the science of Universals, which, joined with the things said here about them, insofar as they are predicates from which dialectical propositions are formed, make a more perfect doctrine.

[Marginal label, printed page 264: Another sufficiency of the same things.]

For the being which is determined in a problem with respect to the mode of inhering cannot be varied except that it be in either as substance or as accident which is in substance. And if it is in as substance, it is in either as the whole being or not as the whole. And if as the whole, it is definition, because species cannot be a predicate. But if as not the whole, then it is genus. If, however, it is in as accident, then either as accident of the species, and it is proper, or as accident of the individual, and it is common accident.

CHAPTER IX.

That These Four Predicates Are in All Predicaments.

After these things, however, it is necessary to determine the genera of predicaments in each of which are the four stated differences of the four predicates, from which the difference of problems is taken, so that the previously introduced division of predicates may be known to be general. Now the predicates are ten in number, in each of which the four stated predicates exist. These are what-it-is, or substance, what quality it is, how much it is, relation or toward something, where, when, being situated, having, acting, and being acted upon. We determine all these denominatively, because we receive them as predicates that are said of a subject by information. But always the predicate as genus, and the predicate as accident, and the predicate as definition, will be in the number of the ten predicaments, because in any one of these there is being predicated conversely and not conversely, and in any one of them there is being predicated in what and not in what, according to whole and according to part. For if a higher thing is predicated of a lower thing of the same genus, the predication will be in what and not conversely. But if the same is predicated of itself according to every mode of the same which has been called essential, as human being is human being, or human being is rational mortal animal, or white is white, or white is color disgregative of sight, the predication is always in what. But if it is compared to things of another genus so that it may be predicated, it will be predicated either in the quale of the species, and it will be proper, or in the quale of the subject and individual, and it will be accident. For all dialectical propositions are taken from these four, which exist in all the genera of predicaments; for all signify, with respect to their predicates, either what-it-is, that is, substance absolutely, or quale according as it is a predicament, or quantity according as it is a predicament, or they signify something of the other predicaments, that is, a thing constituted in some predicament.

It is manifest from the same things that what-it-is sometimes signifies substance, sometimes quale, and sometimes something of the other predicaments. For when, with human being posited as subject, someone says that what is posited is, implicitly or explicitly, to be human being, predicating the whole substance of it; or says that what is posited is animal, predicating a part of the substance of it, he says what-it-is, that is, that which is absolutely, and predicates substance of the subject and signifies substance, because the signified of the predicate taken absolutely and not compared to the subject is substance. But when, with color posited, he has said, that is, predicated, that what is posited as subject is white, if it is white, or whether he says implicitly or explicitly that what is posited is to be white, or, designating a part of the substance in predicating, has said that it is color, which is the definitional genus of whiteness, he says what-it-is, because such a predicate in comparison to the subject is substantial, and it signifies quale, because such a predicate taken absolutely signifies nothing except quale. It is simply the same if, with a two-cubit magnitude posited as subject, he has said, that is, predicated, that what is posited as subject is two-cubit magnitude, predicating its whole being; or has said that it is magnitude, designating it through a part of its being; and he says the what-it-is of the subject, by comparing the predicate to the subject, and that which it is, taken absolutely, signifies quantity. For it signifies that for the signifying of which the name is imposed; but it predicates this, whose relation it says to the subject; and this is either definition, or genus, or proper, or accident.

Similarly it is in all other predicaments. For in all it is so, that when they are compared to those things that are of their own coordination, they say what-it-is; but accepted in themselves they signify those things for the signifying of which each of such predicaments has been instituted. Whether the same is said of the same as species of species, as human being is human being according to the whole being, or white is white; or whether genus is said of that which is predicated as part of being, in every genus it signifies what-it-is. But one who says this signifies the substantial, not substance absolutely. But when it is said or predicated of another thing that is not of its own coordination, then with respect to that thing it does not signify what-it-is, that is, the substantial, but signifies quantity insofar as it is the measure of the subject, or quality insofar as it is the disposition of the subject, or some other of the other predicaments in which those two modes of predications are found.

Whence, since there are only ten predicaments, and in all of these there are these four predicates and no more, it is clear that all the things concerning which, that is, toward which, and from which material, integral, and simple principles dialectical disputations or argumentations are made have been stated, and they are so many. But it has been said in what preceded that we have the method perfectly if we have had toward what and to what. But how we shall take those things from which, as from complexes, the method exists, and how in common we shall make those things through which we will easily be able to have the method, must be said next after these things. Through what things we will easily be able to have the method, however, we shall teach below when we shall speak of the instruments of this kind of dialectical syllogism.
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TREATISE III.

ON THE COMPLEX THINGS INTEGRATING THE DIALECTICAL SYLLOGISM.

CHAPTER I.

Concerning the Dialectical Proposition, What It Is, and Through What Things It Is Divided.

Therefore among these things that must be said about the complex things and the things integrating the dialectical syllogism, first let it be determined what a dialectical proposition is, because it stands toward dialectical syllogism as its principle. But a problem stands as a conclusion; and therefore, once dialectical proposition has been determined, it must be determined what a dialectical problem is. For he does not posit that every proposition is dialectical and that every problem is dialectical. For no one who has a well-disposed mind proposes as a dialectical proposition what is manifestly false and what seems so to no one, because this does not have the matter of probability, which is the matter of a dialectical proposition. Nor does anyone propose as a dialectical proposition what is manifest to all from the very things that are received as causes for the predicate and subject of the proposition, because this is necessary, either through demonstration, or as a principle of demonstration, or because it is indicated by many according to sense, since this is manifest to sense. But I say that no one will propose these things as to be terminated in a problem, although perhaps he may propose such things in a simple proposition which is not dialectical; because a dialectical proposition is an interrogation and has doubt in the consent of many. For those things that are simply manifest, or are in the consent of many, do not have doubt, and all consent to them. But things that are manifestly false no one will posit as problems, although perhaps he may simply propose them by way of enunciation, because, as was said in On Interpretation, it is possible to enunciate that what is is, that what is is not, that what is not is, and that what is not is not. But a dialectical proposition is an interrogation of consent concerning the probable, and consent would not be required if it ought not to be proved. But the manifestly false cannot be proved, and the manifestly true does not need to be proved, but is assumed for the proof of some other thing.

Therefore in defining dialectical proposition according to its strongest state, we say that a dialectical proposition is an interrogation of the probable, so that probable is in the genitive case, that is, an interrogation concerning the probable, which is the matter of dialectical proposition. For in the probable, because it is placed in the judgment of the one to whom it is proposed, whether it seems so or not, one must seek the judgment and consent of the respondent before the opponent can proceed. Thus therefore dialectical proposition is an interrogation of the probable. And for this reason Boethius also in the definition of syllogism says that it is a speech in which, when certain things have been posited and conceded, looking to the propositions of the dialectical syllogism. The cause of this is that the probable of itself does not have a sufficient cause of consequence or inference, and it receives a sufficient cause of inference from the concession of the respondent. This therefore is the whole definition of dialectical proposition.

[Marginal label, printed page 267: What the probable is.]

But so that it may be known by explanation what the probable is, we say that it is what seems so to all, or to many, or to the wise, and among these to all, or to many, or to the most noted, and is not alien. And because it has been said that a proposition is an interrogation of the probable, and interrogation is a note of doubt between the two parts of contradiction, namely both in the affirmative part and in the negative part, as loving one's mother because she is one's mother, and not loving one's mother because Medea devoured her two sons at supper. Nevertheless it could be said that when it is said that dialectical proposition is an interrogation of the probable, it is to be understood in this way: that proposition is an interrogation that is probable, and is about the probable, and concerning the probable, and made next to the probable; and this is the truer exposition according to the Commentators. But what is said, that probable is what seems so to all, has been expounded in the preceding matters and declared through its proper differences.

But here it must be noted that although that which seems so to the wise is of eminent truth according to understanding, nevertheless for it to be a dialectical proposition, that same thing must not be alien to many or to all through signs of probability appearing in it; because otherwise disputation could not proceed through probable things, but demonstration would proceed through essential causes known only to the wise. For some one of the respondents will posit by conceding what seems so to the wise, on account of this very fact that it seems so to the wise, because in this way it is probable, unless it is contrary to the opinion of many and alien to many. The Authors set down this exposition, who state the cause, and explain unless as although; and they say that this statement, for someone will posit the account of that which is probable because it seems so to the wise, who do not judge according to surface but according to eminent truth, together with the very fact that it seems so to the wise. Some respondent will dialectically posit it, unless, that is, although it is contrary to other opinions of the many; and thus it is posited not because of the cause, but because of the judgment of the wise, which is from a probable cause. For he will posit it, as Avicenna says, because the wise are human beings and do not doubt; and therefore they cannot be deceived in judgment.

[Marginal label, printed page 267: The probable is threefold, namely in itself, according to likeness, according to arts.]

Therefore this and such a dialectical proposition has a division according to the modes of probability varied and divided. For certain dialectical propositions are probable in truth, as was said; and there are probable things that are similar to probable things, from which dialectical propositions are taken. But similar things are either probable, and similarly contrary to those things that seem probable by contrariety of subject, of predicate, or of both; and there are probable things contrary to those that seem probable, and they are extended according to contradiction, that is, according to negation which is the note of contradiction, to a similar proposition; and interrogations or propositions given and posited according to discovered arts are probable, because assent must be given in such matters to artificial opinions or concepts that are according to art. Therefore, since the division is three-membered, namely probable in itself, probable in likeness, and probable according to discovered arts; but probable in likeness is divided, because there is likeness to the thing itself and to the contrary, or through the contrary in two ways: to be likened in the contrary, and in what is extended according to contradiction through the contrary similarly, either concerning a contrary subject, or a contrary predicate, or both; and all these with a note of contradiction or of non-contradiction. And concerning all these we shall give examples.

The probable simply, therefore, is what seems so to all, or to many, or to the wise, and among these to all, or to many, or to the most noted.

Similarly, those things are probable whose judgment of probability is similar, as if it is probable that there is the same discipline of contraries, because they belong to one genus and power; from the similar, it is also probable that there is the same sense of contraries, because of likeness, and it is terminated through the place from the similar. Similarly, if it is probable that grammar is one science in number because of the unity of the common subject, from the similar it will also be probable that music is one science because of a similar judgment. But if it is probable that there are several grammars because the parts of the subject are several, it will also be probable that there are several musics; for all these seem similar and akin to one another. And concerning similar things, as Boethius says, the judgment is the same.

[Marginal label, printed page 268: Note what he understands here by propositions extended according to contradiction.]

Similar probable things are also those that are contrary to probable things in subject or predicate, and are extended according to contradiction, that is, extended and multiplied according to affirmation and negation. For all these probable things seem and are called extended in the same manner with variation. For if it is probable that one ought to benefit friends, which Socrates said, then it will also be probable that one ought not to harm friends. But these have contrary predicates, to benefit and to harm, but extended according to the contradiction of affirmation and negation, because to benefit friends is affirmation, but not to harm friends is negation. This is called according to contradiction; therefore they are not contradicted in such a way that the two stated propositions are contradictory, but according as they stand apart through affirmation and negation, which are notes of contradiction, and thus, being stretched out, they are of the same manner: to benefit friends and not to harm friends. But the contrary of this proposition, one ought to benefit friends, is according to the predicate, because one ought to harm friends. Those two, one ought to benefit friends and one ought to harm friends, are contrary in predicates; and because contrary predicates are referred to the same subject, they are of a contrary manner and therefore not of the same judgment. When negation is added, which is the note of contradiction of that which was being said in the predicate, then a contrary extended to the same manner is effected, as when it is said: one ought to benefit friends, and one ought not to harm friends.

It is similar if the subjects are contrary: for if this appears probable, one ought to benefit friends, this will be probable, one ought not to benefit enemies; but they are of the same manner, because, since the subjects are contrary, the predicates are extended through affirmation and negation to the same manner, and therefore they have the same judgment of probability. And that example too is according to contradiction, that is, through affirmation and negation of the same predicate belonging to contrary subjects; and therefore affirmation and negation are reduced here to the same manner. But the contrary in subject not extended to contradiction is that one ought to benefit enemies; for this is contrary in subject to that proposition, one ought to benefit friends; and because it has not been extended through contradiction, it is therefore of contrary manner, because one belongs to virtue and the other to vice. The same must be done in other cases, so that in all cases probable propositions multiplied in this way are received.

[Marginal label, printed page 268: What the place through the similar in the contrary, or the probable in comparison, is.]

Furthermore, one special mode of proposition is probable: for the probable appears in parabola, that is, in comparison and proportion to the probable, as if one thing is attributed to one contrary, the contrary is attributed to the remaining one because of likeness of proportion and attribution. And that place is called through the similar in the contrary, as if it is said to be probable that one ought to benefit friends, that it is said to be probable that one ought to harm enemies; and it is contrary both in predicate and in subject, and therefore from each side what is contrary will appear: what it is to benefit friends is contrary to what it is to harm enemies. But because of one parabola or likeness of contrary predicates to contrary subjects, they are referred to one manner. But whether these things are related to one another according to virtue as contraries or not, we shall show in the following things and in the second book, in those matters that will be said about the contrary. And
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truth is that things which are of the same manner cannot truly be contraries.

The third mode of a probable dialectical proposition was propositions according to discovered arts: for it is plain that any opinions or conceptions whatever, as precepts handed down according to arts well discovered, are dialectical propositions. For someone will posit as probable, according as the probable is what seems so to the wise and especially to the notable, those things that seem so to those approved and older in the arts handed down; as concerning matters in geometry he will posit the things that seem so to the geometer, but concerning the things that are in medicine he will posit what the physician has probably posited. And in this there is a sufficient reason of position, because the author of that art spoke thus concerning them.

CHAPTER II.

On the problem, what it is and of what kind of division it is.

Having had the integral part of the dialectical syllogism, which is about its proper principle, one must determine concerning the complex thing that is about speeches and conclusions; and this is a problem or question. Therefore we say that a problem is speculation contending toward choice or flight, or toward truth and knowledge. I say "contending" in this, that it contends either toward the very thing as an end, and thus because we wish to know the very thing, or because it is as something assisting another thing which through it we intend to know. And thus at the same time the definition is given, and the stated division of problem by matter and end.

[Marginal label, printed page 269: Explanation of the definition of problem.]

This is the explanation of the definition: when problem is called speculation, speculation is understood as placed as the genus; and it is habitual speculation and consideration proceeding from a habit or as from habitual understanding. And it is not finished speculation, because if it were finished, it would not contend further. To contend says an effort toward further things, and says the struggle that the considering intellect has toward each part of the contradiction, through equally valid or almost equally valid reasons, which Boethius calls ambiguous, because it equally or almost equivalently embraces both parts of the contradiction. And attend that it does not contend toward faith or opinion, because faith and opinion are ends joined to speculation; for immediately, as one speculates through reason, he receives faith or opinion, and he does not contend toward what is joined but toward what is distant. And therefore a further end is posited, which through faith and opinion of speculation is intended toward choice or flight in moral matters that confer, and in all similar things leading to an end, as in civil and all mechanical matters. For in all these, speculation contends about what is to be chosen for attaining the end, and what is to be fled as impeding the execution of the end. But in other physical or mathematical or metaphysical problems speculated upon, such speculation, not terminated but contending between each part of the contradiction, contends toward the truth of the thing, whether the thing has itself thus or thus; or perhaps it tests the way of truth, so that it may be comprehended thus or thus. Although in moral matters it is toward two opposites, which are choice and flight, because each is expedient and intended as an end, nevertheless in physical matters it is not toward truth and falsity as toward opposites, and toward ignorance and knowledge as toward opposites, because falsity and ignorance cannot be ends through the speculation of one contending toward another thing. For no one contends toward the false, and no one contends so that he may be ignorant.

[Marginal label, printed page 269: Falsity and ignorance cannot be ends of speculation.]

There is also another definition: that a problem is speculation in that which is, either as the very thing, considered according to itself, or as assisting something. As the very thing, as there is a problem that belongs to essential philosophy. But as assisting, as that which concerns the mode of every philosophy; and this is logical according as logic is generally called every sermocinal science which is determined in a term. We refer all these things sought to other things which are to be known through them; and thus under that division the problems of all sciences are contained.

There is also a twofold consideration of logic: it is considered as science and as art. Considered as science, it has the end as the very thing, as to what things say. But considered as art, it is referred to the mode of the other sciences. The first of these is truer. A problem, then, is speculation contending toward choice or flight, or truth and knowledge, for speculating another thing, about which it opines in neither way: because neither determinately toward one part of the contradiction, nor determinately toward the other; or about which the many opine contrary to the wise, or conversely the wise contrary to the many, or both, the same groups contrary to the same groups, that is, wise to wise and many to many.

[Marginal label, printed page 270: Objection.]

And if it is objected that the wise cannot opine contrary to the wise, because all judge equally through the principles of understanding.

[Marginal label, printed page 270: Solution.]

It must be said that the wise are called wise broadly as disposed persons and not as perfected according to wisdom.

[Marginal label, printed page 270: Otherwise.]

Or it may be better said that the wise do not judge contrary to the wise about the same problem, because on account of the difficulty of the problem the cause cannot be seen, and it is necessary to judge through signs; and the signs appear toward both parts of the contradiction. For unless they were judging contrarily through reasons making for both parts, it would not be contending speculation.

The explanation of the division is that in moral or civil or economic or mechanical matters it is useful to know the term for choosing, that is, so that they may inform the judgment of choice; and therefore in such matters knowing does little, but we inquire for choosing or fleeing. For the sake of example, when one disputes toward this, whether pleasure is to be chosen as the highest thing in life, or is not to be chosen but fled as impeding the attainment of the best in life. But certain things we contend by speculating in order to know, and knowledge itself is the end of the contention, as whether the world is eternal or not; or, as Plato says, whether the world has been made or not. But certain things, of the number of those that are through themselves or for themselves, are sought in neither way and are ordered to neither of these, because neither as choiceworthy nor as things to be fled, nor as desired to be known through themselves; nevertheless we inquire about them insofar as they are assisting toward some such things, as whether a syllogism consists of three terms and two propositions. This has no value in itself, but is ordered to another as assisting, which is sought either as something to be known, or to be chosen, or to be fled; and therefore such things are for the sake of other things, so that through this we may know something else.

There are, however, certain problems concerning which, that is, toward which, there are contrary syllogisms, that is, syllogisms contending toward contraries: for they have doubt whether truth has itself thus on the affirmative side, or not thus on the negative side, because in both parts of the contradiction the reasons are equally or almost equivalently truthlike; and this we already before said is properly called ambiguous.

[Marginal label, printed page 270: What thinking, ambiguity, faith, and opinion are properly.]

For thinking is an unterminated motion of reason over both parts of the contradiction. Ambiguity is when it goes around both parts through equal reasons. Faith, however, is when it is inclined into one and rests in it. Opinion, however, generated from these, is a habit not standing but trembling, because it does not have a sufficient reason. Such also are problems concerning which, that is, toward which, for one or the other part, on account of the difficulty of the matter we do not have a reason; or perhaps because we are not exercised in such matters, since they are of great height and subtlety of matter; and therefore we are judging that it is difficult, or that in such matters it is difficult to assign the why, that is, the cause on account of which. And in such matters one must proceed from signs for disputing, as whether the world is eternal or not, because one must know if it has been made or not; and in such matters proximate and essential causes are not found. A better example is whether intelligence is a second being or not; and whether the intelligences are in ten orders or not; and whether the intellect of a human being is an intelligence of the eleventh order or not; and such things of this kind. Therefore let dialectical problems and propositions be determined, as has been said in this and in the preceding chapter.
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CHAPTER III.

On Position.

Position is joined to problem, and is as it were an accidental principle of the dialectical syllogism. For problem is a principle that concerns dialectical conclusions, about which we opine in neither way. But position is that about which we opine contrarily; and therefore here after problem one must determine concerning position. Position is an alien opinion of some thing among those known according to philosophy. As we said, speculation is twofold: determinate, namely, and resting in one thing through a reason referred to that thing 1, and this is called position. And there is indeterminate speculation adhering to neither part of the contradiction, and this properly is problem. But it is called alien because it is contrary to many, although it seems so to the wise. What is called "of some thing among those known according to philosophy," in my judgment, is of neither gender, that is, of some opinable thing which according to philosophy has been made known through reasons; and this is taken from Aristotle in the twelfth book of First Philosophy, where he distinguishes between what is posited and what is fictive, saying that what is posited according to philosophy posits and is supposed, but what is fictive is forced into position, because it is posited according to will without physical reason, which is outside the nature of position: because when it is posited in such a way the soul of the one positing is neither posited nor rests.

Nevertheless many, and commonly all, say that it is of masculine gender under this sense: that position is an alien opinion of some Philosopher who is known and approved and according to philosophy. And the first exposition is better, although even the one positing may not be known according to philosophy, nor may he have the reason of his position in philosophy. An example of this is what Antisthenes, the disciple of Heraclitus, says, namely that there is no contradicting, because contradiction is opposition of the same according to the same and at the same time; and since every thing is naturally changed continuously from one thing into another, there will not be opposition of the same according to the same; and since it cannot be at once affirmed and denied in the same individual time, affirmation and negation will not occur together. These matters are to be determined in the fourth book of First Philosophy. But this position is alien to the wise. And another example of position is that all things are moved continuously according to the position of Heraclitus, which he posited: because when one thing is moved according to place, the nearest thing to it is moved by yielding to it, or two things will be in the same place at once; and by the same reason a third yields to the second, and a fourth to the third; and thus by one motion all things are moved and nothing rests. And this is to be determined in Physics IV: for it is not necessary that it yield according as in itself it can be posited to yield through the condensation or compression of something; or that one is being, as Melissus says, which is to be determined in the first book of the Physics and in the first book of First Philosophy.

But I rightly say that it is of something among things known according to philosophy, and that position is that toward which and against which one disputes physically. But it is foolish for someone to be solicitous to bring forward, that is, that he bring forward, contrary arguments by disputing against opinions brought forward in whatever way, even by sophistical reason. Or it is also foolish for someone to be solicitous to bring forward disputative reasons against those opinions about which we have a plain and apt reason to the contrary, as in the position of the sophists, as is said in Plato's Timaeus: as we say that not everything that is is either made or eternal, as the sophists say and prove by pressing thus. For to be musical and grammatical, which has been made per accidens, is neither simply made nor eternal, because, as they say, what has been made has been made from matter; but an accident, especially a spiritual accident which is in the soul, does not have matter from which it is made; therefore it has not been made; and nevertheless it is not eternal, since it both began and is mutable.

[Marginal label, printed page 271: The sophistical reasoning concluded that not everything that is is made or eternal.]

[Marginal label, printed page 272: Solution of the reasoning.]

But the solution of the sophistical reasoning should be that, although an accident does not have matter from which it is made, it nevertheless has matter in which it is made; and thus it has been made in that matter and is not eternal. Therefore to be solicitous about such things is foolish, because that which is a true position and not a fiction, even if it does not seem so to others because it is an alien opinion, nevertheless will seem so to someone either among the wise or among the many, because it has a reason of philosophy.

[Marginal label, printed page 272: How problem and position differ.]

Therefore position and problem have themselves to one another as lower and higher: because every position is a problem, just as every problem of determinate speculation is a problem; but not every problem is a position, because not every determinate or indeterminate speculation is determinate speculation, since certain problems are such that people opine in neither way about them, neither toward the affirmative part nor toward the negative part; and these are not positions, since position is a problem or determinate speculation resting in one part of the contradiction. But that every position is a problem is plain: since position is an alien opinion, and is an opinion of certain persons and alien to certain persons, from those things which have been said concerning problem and position it is necessary either that many doubt contrarily to the wise about positions, or any wise persons doubt contrarily to wise persons, or many to many doubt contrarily about a position; and since a problem is that about which people opine contrarily, it follows that position is a problem, because position is a certain opinion alien to some and an opinion believed by others.

But now in the use of the Philosophers of our time all dialectical problems are called positions, although according to reason they differ in the aforesaid way. But for the present intention it makes no difference in whatever way it is said, whether in one way or in another. For we have not divided or distinguished them in the aforesaid way in order to make position a name divided from problem, but so that the differences of them, that is, of problem and position, which happen to exist in relation to one another, may not be hidden from us. But as was already said before, one ought not to consider every problem nor every position in whatever way proposed without reason through speculation contending toward another thing; but one ought to consider that one which he proposes doubtfully, that is, in the manner of doubt, who is of the number of those who need reason helping and strengthening toward faith in the other part of the contradiction. For we shall help such a person by dialectical considerations, so that from problem he may come to position, and from ambiguity to faith.

Nor ought one to consider a problem proposed by those who need punishment in civil matters, or need sense in natural matters. For in civil matters, the one who doubts whether God ought to be revered and parents honored needs punishment which is sanctioned and consecrated by this law; and they do not have persuasive force but coercive force, as Aristotle says in Ethics X, and therefore those who doubt about this need legal punishment, because it is not permitted to doubt about such things. But the one who doubts and proposes the problem whether snow is white, since this is manifest in itself in sense, and sense in physical particulars is more certain than reason, needs sense.

[Marginal label, printed page 272: Note the sentence.]

Nor indeed is there a problem or position concerning those things whose demonstration, being near to sense, is for all through those things, because those things are manifest to all. Nor again is there a problem concerning those things whose demonstration through the cause is very far removed from the senses, because those things are unknown, and dialectical reason is not had for those things: for things near are manifest and have demonstration through their proper cause.

Notes

	This second opinion is Alexander's. (Haec secunda opinio est Alexandri.) ↩





CHAPTER IV. On the species of dialectical reasoning.

But those things which are far distant are more removed from us than that we might be able to argue toward them according to the exercitative power for which dialectic exists. Yet this must be noted, that here position is taken very strictly and here is defined as probable opinion inhering intrinsically; and therefore it is said that concerning no position can we opine in neither way, because position is an opinion fixed in one. But in the eighth book, in what follows in this science, position will be taken commonly for the probable, the improbable, and the neutral concerning which someone can opine contrarily. But this belongs in what follows, and a little here in the proper places of this science.

CHAPTER IV.

On the species of dialectical reasoning.

Now that the incomplex and complex integral principles of dialectical reasoning have been had, one must determine concerning its subjective parts, into which dialectical reasoning is divided as into species. For after those things have been determined which, as complex and incomplex, constitute dialectical reasoning by integrating it, one must determine how many and what the species of dialectical reasonings are. They are not called species because they divide dialectical reasoning equally: because syllogism participates in the name of dialectical reasoning priorly, and induction posteriorly; but they are called species because they are modes of the same reasoning in the community of analogy said of them. Now one certain species of dialectical reasoning is induction, and the other is syllogism. And certain people wish example to be contained under induction, but enthymeme under syllogism; but this is not necessary, since here species of reasoning are not taken in the same way as in the second book of the Prior Analytics, but only as species of dialectical and complete reasoning; and indeed in the things had before it was said what a dialectical syllogism is.

But induction is a progression from singulars into universals. But because induction does not name a speech or collection of speeches as syllogism does, therefore speech is not placed in its definition under the genus of speech as in syllogism, but by its own name it names the motion of leading; and therefore it is called progression, that is, a going-out from the lower to the higher. But this motion begins from singulars, not one, but all taken separately, or through themselves, or as it may be said, and thus concerning the singulars. But the term to which it goes is universals, which are therefore said in the plural, to progress from singulars to universals, and it is not said to progress to a universal, because universal is multiple: for there is a universal of thing and of word through a distributive sign, and there is a universal of intellect, which is taken according to itself as collected from singulars; and in every, or in any, induction there is a progression in induction to universals and not to one universal, that is, accepted in one mode.

[Marginal label, printed page 273: Why induction is progression.]

But progression is called induction more than another motion, because just as in progressive motion the second is first added, and to the second the third, as is plain in steps, and thus the term and end is induced, so in induction singular is added to singular until in the summit of singulars the universal is included. An example of this is that, if there is a best governor and we wish to show that he who is trained in the nautical art is the best pilot, and that the ruler of a city who is trained in the rule of a city is best, and that a craftsman trained in crafts is best, and so concerning others, therefore similarly a governor trained in naval matters is best. And note that at the same time this concerns induction and example. Hence Boethius places such an example: the best ruler of a city is not chosen by lot but by art, and similarly the ruler of architecture, and so concerning others; therefore neither is the ruler of a ship chosen by lot but by art. And note here that in all the singulars which are introduced inductively, there ought to be a similar relation of subject to predicate in the induction, and there are singulars, and likeness.

And with respect to singulars that are offered to the senses, it is said that induction with respect to us is more truthlike than syllogism, and it is not said to be truer. But by reason of the likeness which exists among singulars by distributing the predicate, it is called plainer, because the singulars have themselves equally with respect to the predicate, and none stands above another. Just as Plato, defining plane, said that plane is that whose parts have themselves equally to parts. But in a syllogism one proposition is as major, and the other as minor standing under the major, and not equally, but narrowing it. Secondly, because singulars are perceived and placed before the senses, induction is said to be better known according to sense; on account of this, also by induction from singulars compared to a universal the universal is inferred, and thus they are a principle, and the universal is what is inferred or principled.

[Marginal label, printed page 274: Why induction is called common to more people.]

But because more people follow the judgment of sense, therefore induction is common among more people, but syllogism among the wise. But syllogism, proceeding conversely from whole to part, is more violent in inferring and proving, because the part is inferred from the whole, which is virtually in the whole, and the whole has an influence of being upon the part, and not conversely; and for contradictions in objections or contradictory conclusions by a syllogism leading to the impossible, it is more efficacious than induction. And therefore by reason of demonstrative syllogism it is called more violent, because it concludes by the obligation of principles; and by reason of syllogism to the impossible it is said to be more efficacious for contradicting.

[Marginal label, printed page 274: Sufficiency of dialectical reasonings.]

Therefore the way in dialectical reasoning is either from things prior with respect to us, or from things prior according to nature. In the first way, indeed, it is either complete or incomplete. If complete, then it is from singulars to universals universally accepted, and it is induction. But if it is incomplete, then it is from part to part, or from singular to singular, and it is example, which is contained under induction. But if it is from things prior according to nature, it is either complete or incomplete in middle and principles. If complete, it is syllogism. If incomplete, it is enthymeme, which is contained under syllogism.

[Marginal label, printed page 274: Another sufficiency.]

Or thus: every process is either from part to whole, or from whole to part. If it is from part to whole, then either it is a process to a term, or to a middle. In the first way it is induction, in the second way example. Similarly, a process from whole to part is either with determination and contradiction of the whole to a determinate part, and thus it is syllogism, in which the minor contracts and determines the major, as is plain when it is said: every animal runs; every man is an animal; therefore every man runs. In this, animal is determined in the minor to man, and thus it is concluded concerning man. Or it is without determination of the whole, and thus it is enthymeme. But there is not a process from whole to whole, because between whole and whole there is not another thing continuing it; but every process wishes to be a process in something continuing motion, not from whole to part: for there is a form of the whole containing the part. But a process from parts to whole is again in the form of the whole collected from parts, and a process from part to part is in the form of the whole spread in the parts according to one mode. But in the form of the part there is no other process, because the form of the part is not a common containing thing, but a distinct and segregated singular.

But let the genera of reasonings, propositions, problems, and positions, concerning which, that is, toward which, disputations are made, and from which they are, be determined from complexes, as from propositions, and from incomplexes, as from definition, genus, proper, and accident, just as it has been said beforehand concerning the individual ones of these in this same book. For here it is not necessary to show how one way of reasoning is reduced to another, as that induction is reduced to syllogism. Yet dialectical induction is not reduced to dialectical syllogism. The cause of this is that the probable is not always what seems so to the wise; and therefore induction is reduced to syllogism simply, not to dialectical syllogism. And such induction has already been shown in the higher science to which this one is subordinated, and is supposed by this one, just as it is also supposed what a term is, what a proposition is, what a syllogism is, and what its form is. Here one must treat specially of the individual species of complete and incomplete reasoning, because all these are supposed from the book of the Prior Analytics.

[Marginal label, printed page 275: Doubt.]

Nevertheless certain people ask by whose power induction infers, whether by the power of sense or by the power of intellect. And it seems that it infers neither by the power of sense nor of intellect, because sense does not receive the universal that is inferred, nor does intellect receive the singulars from which it is inferred.

[Marginal label, printed page 275: Solution.]

But to this it is plain to respond, since every inference is from the comparing of the inferring thing to the inferred thing, that the inference must be through the power of inference, which, as Isaac says, is a collative power making the cause run into the caused: because in induction one is reflected back to sense when the sensible is received as it stands under the universal, that is, as a problem in the first book of the Physics is mixed and confused in the sensible.
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TREATISE IV.

ON THE FOUR INSTRUMENTS OF THIS KIND IN DIALECTICAL SYLLOGISMS.

CHAPTER I.

On the four instruments in common.

The instruments through which we may abound in syllogisms, that is, which build us and instruct us, or preserve us by teaching inwardly, so that for terminating every problem we may abound in syllogisms. I say syllogisms because the principal instrument of dialectical disputation is syllogism; they are four. The one and first is the supposition of propositions, that is, knowing how to take dialectical propositions. For proposition is an immediate integral thing for syllogism. But we know how to take propositions when we know how to find them in abundance for every proposition to be concluded. The second is being able to divide, and to divide and distinguish, how many times each thing is said; and this is taken according as it is in the terms which are in the proposition; and therefore it is one degree distant from the immediate principle of syllogism; for this reason it is second, and this is taken absolutely in principles simply. The third is being able to find the differences of one thing from another, which is taken in the principles of syllogism compared to other things according to difference, which is the principle of otherness. The fourth is consideration of likeness, both in syllogism and in the contrary and in what is extended according to contradiction and in parabola; and therefore it is last among the things that have been said.

[Marginal label, printed page 276: He removes a doubt.]

Although these four exist, nevertheless four arts concerning these things are not to be handed down separately, because three of them are reduced to the art of the first: for the three following are reduced to the taking of propositions, which is the immediate principle of syllogism. The proof of this is that each or any one of the three is for easily taking the dialectical proposition to be determined, as, I say, is plain in the second, which is to be able to distinguish the multiple, as if it is posited that the good is to be chosen, and there is power of distinguishing in how many modes good is said. But good is said as the same as honorable and sweet or delectable, and useful good is said: good is said of these by analogy; and if someone knows how to distinguish this, it contributes to the faculty of taking propositions. Likewise it is in the third, which is finding differences, which likewise makes it possible to find propositions easily, as if someone proposes that sense differs from discipline, or denies those who said that discipline is sensible cognition, and they said something true by adding sensible apprehension. But considering the differences of sense and discipline, namely that for one who loses this sense it is not possible to receive it again, but for one who loses that discipline it is possible to receive it again, because from forgetfulness it is possible to come to knowledge, and by inspection of this difference and of those differences it is easy to take propositions for the proposed matter. Likewise also the fourth, which is inspection of likeness, contributes to the taking of propositions, as the health-making has itself to health, and the good-condition-making to good condition; and one who makes likenesses of propositions will propose many propositions similarly for these problems.

[Marginal label, printed page 277: What good condition is.]

But good condition is a good condensation of flesh in the inner and outer parts, because condensed flesh repels contraries from itself, which loose flesh does not do. Thus therefore the three are reduced to the first. Everything that contributes to easily taking propositions is reduced to the art of taking propositions. But distinction of the multiple, consideration of likeness, and discovery of differences contribute to easily taking propositions. Therefore they are reduced to the art of taking propositions. Now this first proposition, or taking of propositions with respect to the faculty of taking, is from what is said multiply, or from distinction of the multiple. But the second faculty of taking is from differences considered. The third faculty of taking propositions is from similar things, or from consideration of similar things. Therefore all three following modes of having in syllogisms are reduced to the first; and therefore they must be treated with the first in the same method, and so concerning the others, and so forth.

CHAPTER II.

On the taking of propositions, which is knowing how to take dialectical propositions.

Returning therefore to treating the individual ones of those four, we say concerning the first that, since it is so, that all are reduced to the first, therefore propositions indeed must be chosen by looking to the essential and formal principles of dialectical proposition, from dialectical proposition itself taken according to those things which fall in the definition of dialectical proposition, insofar as it is a dialectical proposition. Therefore we say that, from the things said, propositions must be chosen in all those modes in which what is determined in the probable is determined, that is, in as many modes as determination of a proposition to be received in it is made; propositions, definitions, or opinions for the one proposing, that is, as often as opinions, that is, opinable propositions, are determined for someone who proposes. For he proposes either opinions of all, or of the wise; and of these either of all, or of the greater number, or of the most notable among the wise. And this is one mode of taking propositions through those things that are formally placed in the definition of dialectical proposition.

[Marginal label, printed page 277: Examples of probable propositions.]

But an example of what seems so to many is this, which Democritus and Seneca said in the book On Natural Times, that wind among common people is nothing other than motion of air through places in which air has been compressed. But an example of what seems to many is that someone knows something more truly, knowing it through art than through experience; for all the wise say this. But an example of what more wise persons say is that the world is one perfect thing, for many wise persons agreed in this. But an example of this, what seems to the most notable among the wise, is that intellect is something divine and incorporeal in the soul. Thus therefore propositions are taken through the formal things of dialectical proposition placed in its definition, so that predicables may be taken according to discovered arts, as was said in the things had before.

They are also taken through the formal things placed in the definition of dialectical proposition; hence contraries to a proposed probable proposition according to every difference of the probable must also be accepted, because contraries will be probable if the probable is taken for the contingent: because what can be, can not be; and what can belong to every one can belong to none; and contraries to probable things are likewise to be taken. This is so whether they are simply contrary, or in a contrary subject, or in a contrary predicate, or similarly taken in both, or in contraries extended according to the sign of contradiction in parabola, just as was said before in the division of proposition. It is also useful for the taking of propositions not only to take propositions that are probable absolutely, but also those related under comparison to choice; on account of which what is useful is not only what is probable in itself, but also what is similar to probable things, as when it is thus proposed, that there is the same discipline of contraries, because there is the same sense of contraries. And for example, because we see things that receive something inwardly and do not simply send something outward, and we also see according to other senses that the forms of their objects are made by receiving inwardly; for thus we hear and see by receiving inwardly, not by sending something outward, and we smell, and so forth, and similarly in all the other senses.

Furthermore propositions must be taken not only according to the formal things taken in the dialectical proposition itself, but also according to formal things taken from elsewhere; and in the first mode, indeed, propositions must be taken that have probability among all or among the many and in which no instance is seen, but whose truth is taken more truly from elsewhere, because they seem to be true either among all or among the many. And these must be taken as the principle of the dialectical syllogism, and as apparently true propositions that have no instance; for then, when these have been taken as true, those who do not observe that there is an instance in something because of which it is not as it is universally proposed, will more easily posit or concede. Hence this very thing is both an instrument of taking propositions and a caution. Further, one must choose propositions from which you may abound, both from writings of Philosophers and from reasons, and also make descriptions by making them concerning the good, as the Stoics did, saying that the good is what all desire; and concerning animal, as that an animal is what is moved from itself by local motion in whatever way. And general descriptions are to be taken, concerning every good, not only concerning moral good, because the more commonly we know, the more abundantly we shall have things; and we ought to propose those descriptions, whether written or made according to likeness of figures, as an example to the respondent; or we also propose descriptions externally, which, when they are implicit in the thing described, we explain through speech. And we ought always to be beginning in descriptions or definitions from what-it-is, that is, from the genus or from the substance of the thing, because through these it is easier to proceed to the accidental things of the thing.

But according to this mode one must also assign the opinions of individual authors or wise persons, as that Empedocles said that there are four material elements of mixed bodies, relying on the authority of Empedocles, because a respondent presuming from the authority of Empedocles easily posits what he hears to have been said by someone probable or approved in philosophy. But all these have a certain alien probability.

[Marginal label, printed page 278: Propositions and problems are divided triply into ethical, physical, and logical; logic is taken broadly and logical propositions are twofold.]

But if we wish to multiply the takings of propositions through matter, then, so that it may be embraced and gathered figurally, that is, superficially and in common, there are three parts of propositions and problems. For some propositions are ethical, according as ethics broadly said comprehends monastic, economic, and civil matters. Others are physical, according as physics broadly said comprehends natural and metaphysical matters. Others are logical, according as logic generally said comprehends the whole trivium or quadrivium according to Aristotle, because he posits poetics as a special science, and logic comprehends logic strictly said, of which dialectic is one part; because logic strictly said is about every syllogism, both simply accepted and dialectical and demonstrative and also sophistical, but dialectic is about syllogism from probable things. Therefore this comprehends rhetoric, grammar, and poetics. Ethical propositions, indeed, are, as this kind may be declared in an example, such as whether one ought to obey parents more or laws if they disagree; and it is established that laws should be obeyed, and laws are according to the rule of the just. But logical propositions are of this kind, as whether there is the same discipline of contraries or not. And note that the doubt must always be placed and ordered to the consent of the respondent, if they are propositions; but if they are problems, to the composition of the proposition. Physical propositions are such as whether the world is eternal. Similarly there are materially three problems, because from every proposition one makes a problem by a transferred mode.

But since the said propositions have such a material difference, what sort they are by subtle and proper definition is not easily a definition from logical things, because such a definition would be empty; but one must try to know them by custom, the truth of each of them, that is, by the customary cognition of many, which is through induction. And this indeed must be tried by one considering these divisions of propositions according to the aforesaid examples; for other propositions related to these are known as to whether they are ethical, physical, or logical, and through induction they are known to be true. Therefore it belongs to first philosophy to deal with these according to truth and their proper essential definition; but it belongs to dialectic to deal with them according to opinion, and therefore dialectical induction suffices. But not only material and formal things must be considered in the taking of propositions, but also accidental things, and especially universality, because whether it is categorical or hypothetical, affirmative or negative, contributes little or nothing to the taking of propositions.

Hence propositions as universal as possible must be taken: for from these all particular things contained under them can be concluded, as that there is the same discipline of all opposites, and that there is the same discipline of those things that are opposites not relative to another. In the same way the contraries themselves taken under opposites must be divided and distinguished into special contraries, until it is possible to divide, until the division stands at material multiplication, as that there is the same discipline of good and evil in morals, and of white and black in sensibles, and of hot and cold in tangible sensibles. Similarly also in the other things which must be distinguished, this must always be done, that distinction be begun from the most universal things and be made as far as the last. How the things that have been said are to be taken suffices for the present intention, because it is singular and universal for all problems, just as one must treat in the universal art.



CHAPTER III. On the distinction of the multiple in contrary extremes, which belongs to the second instrument.

CHAPTER III.

On the distinction of the multiple in contrary extremes, which belongs to the second instrument.

But the second member is the definition of the multiple. As to how many times each thing that is multiple is said, one must not only inspect or say the diverse mode according to which things are multiple, that is, consider that they are multiple, but one must also try to assign the accounts of the multiple, if according to each of the multiple things there is another account. For example, if it is necessary to say that the good, which in one special mode is called justice and fortitude and another virtue, and in another special mode is called what makes good condition and what makes health; but one must assign the account, because good said of justice and fortitude is called good as certain qualities participating in good as a genus. But those things, what makes good condition and what makes health, are not called good because they are certain qualities in the genus of good, but are called good because they are perfective of some good, such as good condition and health in someone, as in a human being; hence they are called good and healthy because they are perfective of good condition and health in a human being. The same must be done in other things said multiply. For this, as a certain art concerning the discovery of the multiple, whether something is multiple or not, is indeed a more universal art for inspecting into another thing than into itself; and in inspecting into another thing, one must first inspect into the contrary rather than into the agreeing or similar.

Therefore let us say that whether something is said multiply or simply, that is, not multiply, in species, that is, according to its species and the name of species, must be considered through these things which are said immediately. First, by the more universal and better consideration, one must look into its contrary, whether that is said multiply, or whether it differs from it as contrary from contrary, agreeing in one name but differing in species of form, or whether it differs by diverse name and also by species of name. For certain contraries are immediately diverse in names and figure of voice, as hot and cold; certain things also are signified by one figure of voice, and of these we shall speak afterward, as with sharp, which in figure of voice agrees with sharp in angles and flavors; but to sharp in voice the contrary is grave, while in angular magnitude the contrary of sharp is obtuse or blunt. Therefore it is plain that the contrary of sharp, taken in the community of voice, is said multiply and by diverse account. But if a contrary is said multiply and is opposed to one thing in a diverse account and to another thing in a diverse account, and the accounts of one thing said in one way are not diverse, then according to each of these the diverse and opposed thing in diverse account will be a contrary. Again, this must be considered in another example. To grave in voice, sharp in voice is contrary; to grave in magnitude, which is called grave by the mass of magnitude, the contrary is not sharp but light. On account of this, through the same consideration of accounts, grave is said multiply according to equivocation: because its contrary is said multiply by diverse words, since in many things the figure of name is not agreeing. It is similar in another example concerning good or concerning the multitude of good; and this multiplicity is not of good as it is good, but is of this good. If indeed, to good as it belongs to animal, which is the natural good of animal, foul is opposed; for according to this the good of animal is beautiful in the commensuration of parts and in the composition of human things toward what is equal to its nature. But to the good that is in a house, pestilential is opposed.

[Marginal label, printed page 280: What a good house is.]

A good house is spacious, distinguished by sitting-room, dining-room, and bedroom, with window toward East and North, closed toward South and West, and things of this kind, as Tullius gives in the book On the Structure of the City; pestilential comes from corruption of buildings, or from air inducing pestilence. Therefore it is plain that good is said equivocally of animal and of house. Therefore these things that are said to be multiple have diverse contraries under a diverse figure of voice, and the contrary also shows very great multiplicity in them.

In certain multiple things the contraries, through which multiplicity is found in names, differ in nothing, but are related to one name said equivocally of those things; but in species, that is, in nature or manifest signification, there is in them a difference of accounts and definitions. An example of this is in white and black: voice is called white and black, and similarly color; therefore the multiple itself differs in nothing by names, because each is called white by one and the same name or mode, but in species or nature or manifest signification there is a difference in them. For it is plain that color and voice are not called white similarly, that is, according to one signification, because through sense a distinction and diversity of signification is immediately found. For of those things that are the same objectively and qualitatively, the sense is the same; but we do not judge the white which is in voice and color by the same sense. Rather we judge this white which is in color as received by sight; but that white in voice we judge as received by hearing. For a voice is called white when it is clear and not interrupted by a grave sound. Likewise both sharp and obtuse are proved to be said multiply in humors and flavors and angular magnitude; but we judge this sharp, which is in angles, as received by touch; that sharp which is in flavors we judge as received by taste; and therefore it is said multiply.



CHAPTERS III-IV. On distinction of the multiple in contraries and middles.

But these names do not differ in the multiple things themselves; because in color and in voice there is one name, and in angles and in flavors there is one name; and thus in themselves they do not differ in name. Nor do they differ in names in their contraries, because even the contraries of both are counted by one name: for obtuse is contrary to both, because obtuse is said in flavors and in angles; but in one of these there is one signification, and in the other another. Thus therefore one must consider in things having a contrary in both senses.

Further, one must consider in those things which do not have a contrary in both signified senses, whether when said of one there is a contrary, and when said of the other there is no contrary; for it is established that what is said thus of diverse things is said multiply. An example of this is that a certain delight is said of drink, and a certain delight is said of theory, or contemplation of the intellect in theorems. For to that delight which is from suitable drink, sorrow which is from thirst or from unsuitable drink is contrary; but to the being-delighted that is in delightful discipline in contemplation of theorems, from the fact of contemplating or considering that the diameter is incommensurable with the side, or some other intellectual theorem, nothing is contrary. On account of this, delight is said multiply of delight of drink and delight of intellect. But the cause of this is that intellect does not receive contraries in the active power of contrariety, because material things are so; but it receives species of contraries which are not contrary, but equally suitable to intellect insofar as, received under the light of intelligence, they are for the almost natural and proper operation of its proper and connatural habit, not impeded. But sense receives contraries, and especially touch, in powers acting into contraries.

Another example of the same is of that which is to love: if it is taken in the animal act of the soul, whether rational or sensible, acting without matter being present, as love and concupiscence are, to which hating is contrary, which is the will or desire of harming. But to loving which is according to bodily act, nothing is contrary. And this is not the cause which is commonly said; but this is the cause, because to love according to bodily act is to kiss or embrace, and especially commonly nothing is contrary to it. But in spiritual or rational things there are contrary forms; likewise the same thing according to the desire of harming and the good desire of understanding or willing; and therefore in spiritual things it has a contrary. Therefore it is plain that to love is said equivocally of the carnal act and of the spiritual, which is to will the good; but another love is that of actual concupiscence; elsewhere, however, it is called love of friendship. Thus also sharp is said of what penetrates with swift motion and brief time, and of what sounds subtly; but in another account in hearing and touch the examples are plain. But what has been said about delight of drink and delight of theory is against Plato's saying, who said that every delight is bodily and is generation or impression of what is suitable in the sensible soul; Aristotle attacks this in Ethics X, showing that delight is said equivocally of material and immaterial, and of proper, that is, proper and common delight, which it would be long and superfluous to insert. For the present intention it is enough to know by such a sign that when in one sense it has a contrary and in another it does not, the thing itself is equivocal.

CHAPTER IV.

On the distinction of the multiple in middles.

Further, for finding the distinction of multiple things, one must consider not only in extremes, but also in middles: if for this, in one signification, there is a middle, but for that, taken in another signification, there is no middle, then it is established that that thing is in the multiple and is said multiply. An example is that of white and black in colors the middle is brown; but in voice there is no middle between white voice and black voice, because voice is called black by privation and white by habit. But if perhaps some middle is said, it will be hoarse, which as it were equally stands distant from sharp and grave; but this is another middle than brown, as certain people say that hoarse voice is middle between sharp and grave, although, speaking properly, it is not true, because a middle between contraries stands in complete act as a perfect middle, but hoarse stands in no act, but is a corruption of sharp voice, as has been said. On account of this it is plain through such inspection of the middle that white is said equivocally of color and voice. Likewise, through the same likeness, black is also said equivocally of the same things.

[Marginal label, printed page 282: In colors there are seven middles of white and black.]

Furthermore, by another inspection the multiple and the distinction of the multiple is found, if of contraries accepted in one sense there are several middles, but of those contraries accepted in another sense there is only one middle, as is plain in white and black. For of these taken in colors there are several middles, namely seven, as is proved in the book On Sense and What Is Sensed. But of white and black taken in voice there is only one middle, according to some, hoarse. Therefore it is plain that white is said multiply of color and voice.

[Marginal label, printed page 282: Not seeing is said multiply; therefore seeing is also.]

Again, the distinction of multiplicity is found not only by inspecting contraries and middles, but also by inspecting contradiction; and inspecting the contrary is more general than inspecting contradiction, because contradiction is not opposed to a simple term, but to a complex one. Therefore, in considering that, one must inspect whether what is opposed according to contradiction is said multiply or not; for if this is said multiply, then the proposed thing opposed to it according to contradiction is said multiply. An example is that not seeing is said in two ways: one meaning is not having sight, as a blind person is said not to see; but another not seeing is said as not using sight, in which sense someone with closed eyes is said not to see. If this negative is said multiply, it is necessary that the affirmative, which is seeing, also be said multiply, as to having sight and as to using sight. But because perhaps someone would object that often in contradictories the negative is multiple while nevertheless the affirmative is not multiple, one must therefore add that this is not so, because the negative in both senses also has an affirmative opposed to it: for to each not seeing said in either way there is opposed seeing, which is having sight; but to not seeing which is not using sight there is opposed seeing which is using sight. When the negative is multiple and the affirmative is not, then the negative is opposed to the affirmative only in one sense.

[Marginal label, printed page 282: How sensible and insensible are said multiply.]

Further, for finding the multiple one must consider in those things that are opposed according to privation and habit. For if one of the privatively opposed things is said multiply, namely sensing according to the soul in the operation of a power, which is the same as having sense, and sensing according to the body is also said in operated act, which is as it were using sense, then insensible is also said multiply, that is, not able to sense, that is, not having sensitive potency or power as in an organ, or not operating according to it is called not sensing, and insensible, not from privation of the sensible soul in general, but from privation of act, namely of sensing according to act and according to habit. For this is said according to the soul from privation of power in an organ, and according to privation of the sensitive act of the organ. But since the things now said are opposed according to privation and habit, sensible and insensible are plain through themselves from the fact that animals are naturally apt to have both senses, both in habit of power and in act, and thus can be deprived of each, both of sense according to the soul or organic power of the soul, and according to body, that is, according to the organs of bodily operation and act; and thus by this consideration there is the intention of multiplicity.



CHAPTERS V-VI. On distinction of the multiple in cases and genera.

But to dispute here about the definition of the genus of opposition and about difference and order is not opportune, because here he does not intend to treat of this, but in the Categories. Here, however, the genera of oppositions are introduced only for the discovery of the multiple. Nor must one dispute here which contraries are mediate and which immediate, also which have several middles and which have one; both because of the same cause, and because such questions cannot be sufficiently terminated through dialectical reasons, let them be dismissed by these reasons, because they impede more than the aforesaid points are worth; for we must dispute about them elsewhere.

CHAPTER V.

On the distinction of the multiple in the things that agree with what is multiple.

[Marginal label, printed page 283: Case as inflection of a noun into an adverb.]

Furthermore, the distinction of the multiple is still found in those things that agree with what is multiple. And first one must consider in cases according as case is an inflection of a noun into an adverb, because it falls from the principal from which it is formed, as if justly, which is a case, is said multiply, then just, which is the principal through whose inflection the case is taken, is said multiply. For according to each of those, that is, each acceptance of justly, of which there are two, just is said.

[Marginal label, printed page 283: How justly is said as just is.]

For example, if justly is said of judging according to knowledge, that is, according to one's proper conscience, because the judge knows the merits of the matter and of the accused; and it is said of judging truly as one ought, that is, according to the things alleged, even if it is against the conscience of the judge. Similarly, in each of those modes just also is said, because to judge justly is to render what is just.

[Marginal label, printed page 283: How health-making and healthily are said multiply.]

In the same way it is in another case: if health-making is said multiply, so is healthily, and conversely in those things of which one is inflected from another as a case from a principal. Health-making, indeed, is said multiply: and this, that is, in one way, is effective of health, as diet or food; but that other thing, called health-making in another way, is called significative of health, as urine or pulse. Then in the same multitude the case, which is healthily, will also be said multiply, either effectively or conservatively or significatively of health. Likewise it is in other things, because if the principal itself is said multiply, the case formed from it by inflection is also said multiply; and conversely, if the case is said multiply, the principal itself will be said multiply.

CHAPTER VI.

How one must inspect into what is diverse from that which is distinguished through the multiple.

When the multiplicity of the things distinguished has thus been found, one must inspect into what is diverse from that which is distinguished; it must also be found by inspecting into what is the same as that which is distinguished, as the defined and the definition are the same according as genus and difference are diverse. Therefore let us say first that in the distinction of the multiple one must consider whether the genera of the things to be distinguished are according to the name of the predicaments, that is, whether their signified things are in diverse predicaments or not, that is, whether they are the same in all predicaments. For if the signified things in the genera of predicaments are not the same, it is manifest that what is said to be in diverse genera according to its signified things is said equivocally, because the essences of the predicaments are unmixed. Speaking by example, good in the genus of foods is said as effective of pleasure, for good food is pleasurable. In the genus of medicine, good, which is called good medicine, is effective of health. But in the soul as in another genus, good is said as to be of what quality according to goodness, either chaste or brave or just. Likewise sometimes in this way it is said in a man who is called good, because he is of some quality according to some virtue. But sometimes good is said in another genus, as when what is better at that time, even if it is not so simply, is commonly called good according to quantity, so that what suffices is good, and the excessive and deficient from it are bad; and what neither exceeds nor falls short of measure is called good in the middle; for a moderate good is said to be what touches the mean of virtue. On account of this, good said in all these genera is equivocal.

By a similar example, white in the genus of colors is a color; but in voice, as in another genus, white is well audible and clear. Likewise in another and third example, sharp signifies diverse things in diverse genera; for it is not taken similarly according to one account in all the genera in which it is found. For a sharp voice is swift, as those who are harmonic or musical according to the numbers of voices say, penetrating hearing by a quick and swift motion. But an acute angle in geometry is one that is smaller than a right angle. But a knife in the genus of substance, or a sword, is said to be sharp, which is of an acute angle. Thus sharp is said multiply in those genera.

One must also consider whether the opposite whose multiplicity is sought is in the same most general genus according to all its acceptances; then one must consider the subalternate genera of those things that are under the same name, whether they are diverse and not placed subalternately, although they are in the same generative genus, as ass is called an animal and a vessel in which spoons are kept. According to this, the genera in which ass exists, vessel and animal, are similarly diverse and the account is diverse, because one account is of vessel and another of animal; for this in one signification signifies a qualified something, that is, animal in the genus of animal, but that in another signification signifies a qualified something that is a vessel.

[Marginal label, printed page 284: How ass is a multiple term.]

But if in some things they are placed subalternately as in a genus, as animated body and animal, it is not necessary on this account that they have diverse accounts, because what is in the lower is also in the higher, and it receives each genus univocally. Thus we say that a crow is both an animal and a bird, and on this account crow is not said equivocally to be animal and crow. Therefore when we say that a crow is both animal and bird, we say univocally of what quality the crow is, because both genera thus placed subalternately are predicated of crow by the same name and account. Likewise in general differences, as when we say that a crow is both winged and two-footed; for when we say crow and winged and two-footed, and thus both genera placed subalternately, they are predicated univocally of crow, and the account of those genera in which crow is placed is predicated of the same thing. But in non-subalternate genera this does not happen when the same thing, that is, under the same name, is said to be in them; for when we call an ass a vessel, we do not signify an animal; but by calling a crow a bird, we signify that it is an animal, and by calling it an animal, we signify it to be a bird.



CHAPTERS VI-VIII. On the multiple, differences, and likeness.

One must consider not only whether the proposed thing whose multiplicity is sought has diverse genera and genera not placed subalternately, as has been said; but one must consider in the contrary: if the contrary of this is said multiply according to diverse things, it is plain that the proposed thing is also said multiply, at least according to aptitude, although perhaps the contrary, insofar as it is in diverse genera, does not have one name; because it belongs to us to consider whether it is of one name or of diverse names, but in this there is no force. It is useful not only to inspect differences for the discovery of the multiple, but it is also useful to inspect the whole definition, which is the complete essence of the thing defined, whose multiplicity is sought, which is made from the whole distinct composite. I call composite as composed from genus and that which is said to be in it, as white when it is placed in body and when it is placed in voice, as in genera: the composite is white body and the composite is white voice. For if white body and white voice are defined, if white is univocal in them, then when that which is proper to each and in which one is separated from the other, namely body and voice, has been removed or taken away, one account of that which remains ought to be left in each. But this does not happen in equivocals, because in them there is a diverse account of that which is left, as is plain in those things that have now been said: because white is what is left, and from this it is not the same in the two said genera. For this white in body will be a body having such a color; for in the definition of an accident, especially one said denominatively, the subject falls. But that white in voice will be a voice well audible. Therefore, with body and voice removed from these definitions, which are proper and private and separate genera, what remains, which is white, is not said as the same and by one account in each genus; in such things it is not of one account.

Yet often even in the definitions themselves into which inspection is made, something following lies hidden, that is, an equivocal communicating with the definition; on account of this, even in definitions one must consider by the same consideration whether something has been posited equivocally. An example of this is that one person, by defining the significative of health, may call health-making what has itself moderately as ordering to the mean or temperament of health; and in the same way he may define what has itself moderately toward health as also perfective of health. For one must not immediately depart from inspection of the definition by a passing inspection, but one must inspect what this is, in what signification he said "having itself moderately toward health," according to each, both significative of health and perfective of health. And one must consider whether by defining he said this moderately also to be health in one signification only according to signification, insofar as it is to signify the mean of health; but whether that other moderate in the definition of the other he called such that it signifies a certain habit of health, because of the middle and well-tempered; it is plain that having itself moderately toward health in these definitions is equivocal and multiple.

Furthermore, by considering accidents the multiple is detected: for if those things that are under one voice are not comparable according to one form figured in the voice. But I call comparable simply, or according to more and less and equally; for all univocal accidents are compared according to more and less, analogues according to prior and posterior. And therefore if in that form the things that are figured under the same voice cannot be compared, they will without doubt be equivocal and said multiply, as white voice and white garment are not compared in whiteness, because voice is not said to be more white, less white, or equally white as a garment. And likewise sharp flavor and sharp voice cannot be compared in accident, for one of these is called sharp neither similarly, that is, equally, nor more nor less than the other. On account of this both white and sharp said in diverse genera are equivocal. For every univocal thing is comparable in the form that the name signifies, which participates the same form and the same name: either it will be said not similarly, that is, not according to equality, as man and ass are animal; or one will be said more or less, as snow is said to be whiter than a garment.

But since of diverse genera and things not placed subalternately nor under some common genus 1 there are diverse species and differences, as of animal and knowledge, which are not placed under any one common genus in one way, one must consider whether those things which are under the same name are species and differences of diverse genera and not placed subalternately. For if they are so, it is established that the name is equivocal. An example of this is that sharp is a species and difference of voice and of angled magnitude; for voice differs from voice because one is sharp. On account of this sharp is equivocal in voice and magnitude, for they are of diverse genera, and so forth.

Again, by considering in diverse genera, if of those things signified under the same name there are diverse species and differences and they are not placed subalternately, likewise it is equivocal; as of color, which in bodies is called white color, and of color which is in musical melodies, there are diverse differences and not subalternately placed. For of color that is in bodies there are gathering and scattering differences; but of that color that is in melodies there are not the same differences, but clearly audible and not clearly audible. On account of this color will be equivocal; for of the same things, that is, of those things that are called as the same, there are the same differences, both divisive and constitutive.

Furthermore, by still considering into that which is the same: since a species constituted in some genus is not a difference, since species are the differences of no genus or species; because species are constituted in perfect being. Therefore, concerning the singulars of them, one must inspect whether, of those things which are under the same common proposed name whose multiplicity is sought, this is a species but that signified thing is a difference. An example is white, which, accepted in body, is a species of color; but white which is in voice is a difference. The proof is that voice differs from voice because one is white or clear, but another is not white or is obscure. Therefore white is equivocal.

[Marginal label, printed page 286: Objection.]

But if someone objects to this that corporeal and incorporeal are diverse and not subalternately placed, and nevertheless there is one difference of them, which is called rational, which belongs to man and to God, as Porphyry says, it is to be laughed at rather than solved. Therefore, concerning that which belongs to the instrument of what is said multiply, it must be inspected through these things that have been said and things of this kind, that is, through things similar to these.

CHAPTER VII.

On differences, and this is the third instrument.

But differences must be considered, and they must be considered in the very things which are placed in the same genera, what differences they have in relation to one another, because in those things in which there is greater agreement, it is more difficult to find differences; for example, in what justice differs from fortitude, or in what prudence and temperance differ: for all these are in the same genus of virtue and are parts of the honorable, as Tullius says at the end of the first book of the Rhetoric. But differences from one genus to another must be considered, that is, in those things that are in diverse genera not placed subalternately, yet in those things that do not differ too much. I call those things differ too much that agree in no genus, neither near nor remote, as those things that are in diverse most general genera; for differences are manifest in such things that differ too much, and it is not necessary to give an art for finding them. An example of this consideration is if it is asked in what sense differs from knowledge. For sense is in the genus of body, but knowledge is in the genus of intellective virtue; and they are not in the same genus of habit, but they differ through material and immaterial, and through acquiring by experience and teaching.

CHAPTER VIII.

On likeness, and this is the fourth instrument.

Likeness, which is the fourth instrument, is in those things which are in diverse genera, because in these it is more artful to find it; and this is discovery of likeness and likeness of dispositions in proportion, so that it is said thus: as one thing has itself to another in that which it is in a genus, so another thing has itself to another. For example, as discipline has itself to the disciplined thing in receiving the intellectual, so sense has itself to the sensed thing in receiving the sensible or material. And again in disposition to subject, as when it is said: as one thing is in another, so another thing is in another as in a subject; as sight is in the eye, so mind is in the soul; and as tranquility is in the sea, so serenity is in the air. But in inspection of the similar, one must especially exercise oneself in those things that are much distant, yet in such a way that they are in the same genus, because in the remaining things that are not much distant we shall easily be able from ourselves to find agreements and likenesses, and in those things that are too distant it is either too difficult or impossible to find likenesses.

One must consider in those things that are the same according to form, because this is easy: because those things which are in the same genus are similar in the form of the genus. But one must consider whether some accident is the same and belongs to all, because in this they are similar, as if something belongs to man and horse and dog, which are in the same genus; for if something the same belongs to all, existing as one in all, without doubt they are similar in this, since likeness, as Boethius says, is the same quality of different things.

Notes

	He said "nor placed under some common genus" because of an instance of the Philosopher in Topics IV, chapter 2, at the beginning. (Dixit nec sub aliquo communi genere positorum propter instantiam Philosophi in IV Topicorum, cap. 2 in principio.) ↩





CHAPTERS IX-XI. On the uses of the instruments.

CHAPTER IX.

On the usefulness of distinction of the multiple.

In touching the uses of these instruments, one need not explain the use of the first, because through immediate ordering it is ordered to syllogism as a principle, and its usefulness is plain in syllogism. But in touching the uses of the second instrument we say that it is useful to consider how many times that which is one is said for manifestness, that is, so that it may become manifest in what sense the proposed thing is accepted, so that opponent and respondent may refer themselves to the same thing. For each respondent will know more and better what this is, in what sense it is proposed by the opponent, when through distinction of the multiple it has been made plain in how many modes what is posited is said. It is also useful for opponents being made similarly toward the same thing, that is, toward the same sense in which the respondent accepts it; and thus syllogisms may not be made only to the name and not to the intention, unless the distinction of the multiple is first made. For if, from multitude, it is obscure how many times something else is said, it happens that both the one who responds and the one who questions carry their intention not to the same thing according to reality and intention. But if through distinction it is manifest how many times it is said, and to what the respondent bears himself, that is, posits or concedes it, the questioner or opponent will seem ridiculous if he does not make speech, that is, reasoning, toward the same thing as the respondent. Thirdly, this instrument is useful both for not paralogizing with respect to the respondent, and for paralogizing with respect to the opponent. The proof of this is that, knowing how many times something is said, we shall not paralogize the respondent, but immediately through distinction we shall know if the one who questions or opposes makes speech, that is, reasoning, not to the same thing that was posited. And we ourselves, as opponents, by the faculty of this instrument will be able to paralogize the respondent to us. But for dialecticians this is sometimes necessary, as when the respondent is insolent, so that having been paralogized he may rest from insolence. Therefore we shall paralogize the respondent so that he may be one knowing how many times each thing is said in the speech or disputation accepted. But this, to paralogize the insolent person, is not possible in all speeches, because multiples are made of the number of those of which one thing, that is, taken in one sense, is true, but in another false; for then the unsuitable conclusion will be more apparent.

But this mode, which is to paralogize, is not suitable to dialectical disputation; on account of this, dialecticians must altogether and universally fear to dispute in this way, by referring the disputation to the name and not to the thing, except for an opponent who knows by experience the insolence of the respondent, that he cannot otherwise dispute about the proposed matter because of the respondent's importunity. Therefore there are the three stated uses of the second instrument: because distinction of the multiple is either useful on account of the proposed thing accepted in itself, and thus it is the first usefulness; or useful on account of the proposed thing compared to another; and then either it is compared to disputation, and thus it is the second usefulness, or it is compared to the fellow-disputant, and thus it is the third usefulness.

CHAPTER X.

On the usefulness of discovering differences.

But to find differences, which is the third instrument, is useful and especially for constructing syllogisms about the same and the diverse; and this is the usefulness of difference insofar as difference is also divisive. And secondly it is useful for knowing each thing through definition, because through the division of differences we hunt out the definition; and knowing the final constitutive difference together with the genus, we know what the defined species is. But that it is useful for syllogisms about the same and the diverse is manifest from these things that are now said: for we, finding the difference of the proposed things, that is, between the proposed things, will be showing that they are not the same. But that this instrument is useful for knowing what-it-is or the definition is proved by this, that we are accustomed to separate from all other things, that is, we give such a thing which by its differences separates itself from all other things; and we do this by differences agreeing in both, which are then one thing that is defined. The first usefulness is taken from difference insofar as it is divisive. The second is from difference insofar as it is constitutive.

CHAPTER XI.

On the usefulness of the speculation of likeness.

But speculation of likeness, which is the fourth instrument, is useful for inductive reasonings, because the singulars which are similar in a universal form have what is induced for inferring the universal; and this is the first likeness that occurs to one speculating. Secondly, it is useful for syllogisms from hypothesis, because those proceed from sense, as if there is in one what is similar in all. And thirdly it is useful for assigning definition. These things are proved in order. That inspecting likeness is useful for inductive arguments is proved from this, that then we undertake to bring forward singulars accepted in similars, that is, in that in which they are similar, or to conclude a universal proposition. For this is not easy, but impossible, to induce in this way for those ignorant of similars, that is, of that in which singulars are similar.

But that it is useful for syllogisms from hypothesis is proved because this proceeds from this agreement: that if it is probable with the respondent that, in whatever way it has itself in one of the similars, so it has itself in all the remaining similars; as, if the soul of Socrates is immortal, that the soul of any human being is immortal. On account of this, from one similar conceded, we shall be able to dispute to any one of the others, if we have confessed beforehand for agreement that, in whatever way it has itself in those things which are similar to another, so also it has itself in the proposed thing. But by showing that which has itself in similar things, we shall be showing from hypothesis that it will have itself thus in the proposed thing; for thus we make a demonstrative showing from similars through an induced hypothesis.

That inspection of similars has force for the assignment of definition is proved by this, that when we posit to inspect what essential thing in each of the inferiors is the same, by which all the inferiors are the same, we do not doubt under what what-it-is one must place the genus, while defining that one thing which has been proposed; and thus they are the same in genus. For among common things, genus is that which is especially predicated in what-it-is of that of which it is the genus. Therefore, by defining, we shall place these things as genus, and thus we proceed to definitions. Likewise, in things distant much, but not too much, inspection of likeness is useful for definitions, as in those things which under the same most general genus are in diverse genera not placed subalternately. For the sake of example, we shall consider that tranquility in the sea and serenity in the air are the same and are in a similar remote genus, for each is rest; in this they are similar. And the point in line and unity in number are the same, for each is a principle, although not of the same thing. Because in all things to be defined, by first assigning the genus of agreement, that is, by assigning the first common thing as genus, we shall opine that we define not extraneously but properly.

But almost all persons determining or defining something, beginning thus from genus, are accustomed to define by assigning first; and then, taking differences from this. For placing unity as a genus, by defining thus they say that it is the principle of number, and point the principle of line, placing each mode into a genus. Therefore, because there is something common to both unity and point, they posit the genus, which is principle.

[Marginal label, printed page 289: Sufficiency of the uses that is from speculation of likeness.]

But these uses are accepted thus. For likeness of some things is required: either one of the similars is contained in the other as a part in the whole, or each of the similars is contained in another as in a whole in which they are assimilated. If in the first way, thus it has force for syllogisms from hypothesis, where from one singular a universal is inferred. But if both are contained in another as in a whole, then either the similars themselves are in that actually, and thus the first usefulness is taken, because the inducing singulars are actually in the universal; or they are in it potentially, and thus the last usefulness is taken, for species is contained potentially in genus, and inferiors similarly in their superiors. But these very things in science can be accepted thus: for either they infer such things immediately in syllogisms, namely into syllogism, or mediately. If immediately, thus it is the first instrument, because the taking of propositions is the immediate inspection of the principle of syllogism. But if they are ordered to syllogism mediately, this is either directly or indirectly. If directly, either they are ordered to a negative syllogism or to an affirmative one. In the first way, indeed, it is the third instrument, because differences contribute to a negative syllogism. If in the second way, thus it is the fourth instrument, because inspection of likeness is ordered to affirmative syllogism, because like is affirmed of like.

Therefore the instruments through which abundance of dialectical syllogism is taken are these things that have been said; the places and considerations for which they are useful are those things that have been said, these things that will be determined one by one in the following books. But the things that are accustomed to be objected against these things that have been said are ridiculous.



BOOK II, TREATISE I, CHAPTER I.

Printed page 290 is blank.

BOOK II OF THE TOPICS.

ON BEING-IN SIMPLY, AND AS AN ACCIDENT ACCORDING TO ITS FIRST DEFINITION.

TREATISE I.

ON THE TERMINATION OF A PROBLEM THROUGH THINGS ESSENTIAL AND INTRINSIC TO THE PROBLEM.

CHAPTER I.

How far one must proceed, and what must be observed, and what must be avoided in this art.

Now, insofar as suffices for the present intention, once those things have been determined around which and concerning which there is a topical or dialectical syllogism, which is the general art, we must now gird ourselves for determining the special art, which is the art of terminating individual problems in particular. But because all problems must be terminated through being-in thus or thus, being-in most perfectly is being-in as definition, because this is in through itself and essentially and according to complete being and convertibly. Therefore everything that exists by diminution from this being-in is clearly referred to it, as proper, which is in through itself and conversely, but not essentially; and as genus, which is in essentially and through itself, but not according to complete being; and as accident, which is in neither essentially, nor through itself, nor according to incomplete or complete being, but is in only non-conversely. On account of this, as Boethius says in his Divisions, certain Peripatetics said that what is in as accident is being-in as a genus, because it is of simple inherence. And we shall first place the first element toward being-in, as definition, the problem concerning accident, because the first definition of accident determines the being-in of accident, because it is in neither as genus, nor as proper, nor as definition; but it is in a thing in such a way that it is in simply, or from being-in it has being, because it is caused by it. Therefore, with accident said simply, we shall determine this and a certain universal art, just as in the foregoing we spoke as to the determination of that which is in; and therefore it is reasonably to be placed before the others.

Therefore, beginning from this, let us first say what things are to be kept and what things are to be avoided in this art. Therefore, supposing the definition of problem had before, according to it we first divide problem, saying that among problems some are universal, distributed by a universal affirmative or negative sign; but others are particular, determined in their subjects by a particular sign, in which infinite things are comprehended; but each kind is either affirmative or negative. Examples of these are such as: because every pleasure is good, a proposition to which, when the mode of doubt is added toward composition, a universal affirmative problem is formed. But an example of a proposition from which a universal negative problem is formed is: because no pleasure is good; into which negation is borne to the composition, as because some pleasure is not good.

Although problems are thus divided by quantity, nevertheless in problems themselves universals are more powerful than particulars, because universals are common both for concluding universals and for concluding particulars, both constructively and destructively. For by showing that it belongs to every one, we shall also be showing that it belongs to some one; and through the universal the particular is concluded. Likewise in the negative mode, by showing that it belongs to none, we shall be showing that it does not belong to every one, which is equivalent to not belonging to some one. Therefore the order of consequence demands that we first show concerning universals how they are terminated, rather than concerning particulars; and among universals first concerning the universal negative rather than the affirmative, because the negative is destructive; and because universal problems of this kind are common, as we have said, to universals and particulars. But the negative is placed before the affirmative because the negative is more of the intention of the opponent than the affirmative, because respondents bring forward more concerning affirmative being-in than concerning not being-in; disputants who oppose destroy, that is, attempt to destroy, and thus intend to conclude the negative of the problem. This, therefore, is one mode of proceeding.

But the second mode, by which what is in is in as accident, must be observed, that is, it must be noted that it is most difficult to convert that suitable denomination which exists in accident, because being-in is proved; that is, it is most difficult to prove that being-in simply is converted to denomination from being-in. For here it is called to be converted when denomination follows upon being-in simply, so that it would follow from being-in simply to denomination. For this follows: this thing is white, therefore whiteness is in this thing simply. But it is not converted: whiteness is in this thing simply, therefore it is white.

[Marginal label, printed page 292: What is to be understood by being-in simply.]

But I call being-in simply that which adds nothing over being-in, so that being-in is simple, not determined by some mode of inhering, that is, that it is not in as genus, nor as proper, nor as definition, but is simply in the thing, so that simply it says a mode of inhering, from privation of the mode that adds something else above inherence. For thus whiteness according to the tooth is simply in an Ethiopian, and blackness according to the feet is simply in a swan. But the cause of this is that in these alone "where," that is, according to something, it is in, and not universally, that is, and without determination, fits only accidents. And the proof of this is that predication made from genus, proper, and definitively must be converted. For it follows: risible is in man as proper; therefore man is risible; and conversely, therefore risible is in man. And again this is in as genus, as animal in man; therefore man is animal, and conversely, therefore animal is in man. And similarly in that which is in as definition, as if two-footed walking is in something, it is similarly. Likewise it is converted from genus, for if animal is in something, that thing similarly is animal. But the same conversion is also in proper: for if this proper is in something, being receptive of grammar will similarly be predicated, which is being receptive of grammar: nothing



CHAPTERS I-II. On the things to be avoided and on the intrinsic locus with respect to the predicate.

for of these three predicaments something happens to be in according to something and not simply, or not to be in according to something; but simply these three things happen either to be in or not to be in.

In accidents, however, nothing prevents one thing from being in according to something and not simply, as justice from being in according to something, as whiteness is fittingly said to be in according to something, when it is not in except according to a non-principal part from which the whole cannot be denominated; and justice according to a part, that is, imperfectly, and not simply according to the perfect being of justice, which is to be in according to habit, and according to the perfection of its cause, which is habituation. On account of this it does not suffice to show that whiteness or justice is in, for showing that someone is simply just or is simply white. On account of this it is not necessary generally in all things in which something else is in as accident, that denomination be made from the same thing that is in the accident. The cause of this, although it cannot be determined from dialectical matters, nevertheless, so that the teaching may be easier, should be inserted from other matters. Therefore let us say that there are certain forms determining the subject, so that they are the being of the subject or are caused by the subject simply, so that not according to a part or according to something; and from all these predication is converted from being-in, and conversely, as genus and definition, which simply are the being of the subject and forms of the whole, and a proper is caused by the proper principles of the subject simply and not according to a part; and therefore in such things to be predicated simply and to be in are mutually converted, and conversely. There are also forms that do not determine the subject simply, but according to something; and this in two ways, either because they are in according to something of the subject, or because they are in according to something of the cause causing them in the subject: according to something of the subject, as whiteness in the tooth of an Ethiopian; according to something of the cause causing in the subject, as justice is in one disposed and not perfected according to justice; and from these there is no conversion from being-in to predication, because although whiteness and justice are in such things, it does not follow that they are white and just.

[Marginal label, printed page 293: Objection.]

Nevertheless instances arise from the things that have been said: one is called curly simply in whom curliness is in according to the head, and snub-nosed or aquiline, in whom those passions are in according to the nose.

[Marginal label, printed page 293: The ridiculous solution of certain persons.]

And as to what certain persons say, that this is because, although such a form is in according to a part as in a subject, nevertheless the cause of such a form, which they say is according to complexion, is in according to the whole. This is ridiculous and not true; for it is not necessary that curliness of the head be caused by the whole complexion, nor also snubness in the nose. And therefore it must be said that, as in anatomy, there are certain parts of the universal body which are of power, having influence over the other parts, as the heart, liver, brain, and genital vessels, from which the whole is denominated; hence the whole body is called warm from the heat of the liver, the whole living from the life of the heart, the whole male from the sex of the genitals. So also in denomination: it is made from the part from which the whole is denominated, as a human being is curly from the head, and snub from the nose; but from the forms of other parts by which the whole is not naturally denominated, such a denomination of the whole is not made; and this is the true solution 1.

But before other things we must also determine the faults that are in problems and impede disputation, because these are two vices: either in this, that they lie obstinately by positing something else contrary to the required sense, or in this, that they transgress the posited naming by using a locution of names otherwise than they were established for signifying. For even those who lie, because they say that something is in which is not in, sin, because they impede the work of consequence. But this fault is remediable, because it can be corrected disputatively by leading the lying respondent to an impossibility. And because they call the things about which the speech is with alien names, as those who call a human being a plant because of height and thickness. And that fault is not remediable through disputation, because from tropes and metaphors there is no syllogistic process, since it transgresses the posited locution or naming; and the fault of falsehood is in the voice referred to the thing, but the other is in speech referred to the speaker. Therefore these two faults must be avoided in problems.

And if it is objected that no one posits what is altogether false, as was said in the first book of this science, it must be said that the lie which is a fault in problems is especially in the lying consent of the respondent, as when he says that he consents to the affirmative when he consents to the negative; or he says that what is not probable is probable; for through this the work of consequence is impeded, and he is most depraved.

CHAPTER II.

On the determination of the problem concerning being-in as accident through intrinsic loci with respect to the predicate.

Therefore the problem concerning accident must first be determined through loci and considerations drawn from loci. But I say through special loci and considerations, because that which is in as accident has being, denomination, and generation from being-in; this is not so in the other predicates, because what is in as genus is, through the fact that it is in, a cause, and similarly what is in as definition. And although a proper draws being and cause from the subject, nevertheless this happens only from the substantial things of the subject; on account of which genus or another essential principle must be posited together with the proper when the proper is well assigned; and therefore it adds a special mode of inhering over being-in, and as to this it does not receive its whole being from being-in simply, as an accident does, on account of which what is in as accident is not truly in; and therefore being-in simply has to be determined together with what is in as accident. Therefore first one must posit considerations, both destructive and constructive, for being-in or not being-in simply; and at length in the following book we shall determine the problem concerning being-in as accident, not absolutely, but compared to another thing. But in proceeding to determine the problem concerning being-in as accident, first we shall take considerations from intrinsic loci, and afterward from extrinsic loci; and, taking from intrinsic loci, first we shall consider in those things which are intrinsic as a part of the essence, and afterward in those things which are the whole essence. But because these things are manifest to all who look, or from which the considerations are drawn, one must not dwell further in them.

But since two definitions of accident were assigned in the preceding book, of which the first was given concerning accident according as it is actually in, the other according as it is potentially in, the first and highest locus will be this: if something is assigned to be in as accident, then such a predicate must be considered, namely whether that which the respondent said to be in as accident is in, according to some other mode, as another predicate. For then it follows that it is not in as accident, since accident is that which is neither genus, nor definition, nor proper, but is in a thing simply, so that it draws its being from being-in. But in this way one errs especially against genera, because each of these predicates is in non-conversely; and therefore these two predicates have likeness to one another. On account of this Boethius says that sometimes that which is in as accident was said by some to be being-in as genus, because as to being-in, genus and accident are in simply non-conversely. But an example of this is if someone says that color is an accident of white: for white, taken by reason of form, is a species of color and not a subject; and therefore color does not happen to be in it, but is substantial as a genus giving being to the species; for color does not happen to be in it as in a subject

Notes

	For this solution see also D. Albert in Physics V, text-comment 1. (Pro hac solutione vide adhuc D. Albertum in 5 Physic. tex. com. 1.) ↩





CHAPTERS II-III. On the accidental predicate and on sufficiently enumerated parts.

but the genus of white so taken is color. But this fault happens to determine the one who posits, or the one who responds by conceding what has been posited according to naming, although he does not always express in speech that what he posits to be in is in as accident; as when he says that it happens to justice to be virtue, although he does not add that it is in as accident. For often, when the respondent does not determinately state the mode of inhering, it is manifest that what is in as genus is assigned to be in as accident, as in the aforesaid example if he says that it happens to justice to be virtue, since virtue is not an accident of justice, but its genus and that which is in it. This also happens in the mode of predication, when that which is the genus and substance of something is predicated denominatively of the substance of the species, as if someone said that whiteness is colored, so that he predicates color denominatively and not something colored; for color is not made by one motion and whiteness by another from the generator, but by the same motion, because color is the substance of whiteness, and by the same motion whiteness and color come to be.

But if whiteness were properly said to be colored, then whiteness would have to be substantive being-in throughout the whole motion, and color would be brought into it by some other motion, as is proved in the fifth book of the Physics; and in this way denomination is not now made from an accident that is in a subject through motion. For from no genus, because it is a what, not introduced by way of motion, is denominative predication made of its species. It is the same if someone says that walking is moved; for walking is a species of motion, and motion is the genus of walking. For denominative predication is said from no genus of a species according to the stated mode of denomination; but all things are predicated by genus univocally in name and account, which according to the name of the genus are taken of their species; for species in predication receive both the name and the account. Therefore the respondent who said, white is colored, did not assign the predicate as genus, because he assigned that to be predicated denominatively, which does not belong to a genus when it is predicated as genus; nor did he assign it to be predicated as proper or as definition, because definition or proper is not in anything else except that of which it is definition or proper. But many things also from the number of things other than white things are colored, as black and things colored with a middle color, as wood, stone, and a human being. Therefore it is manifest that what he said to be in denominatively, he assigned to be in as accident.

[Marginal label, printed page 295: Objection.]

But if someone objects that often even genus is predicated denominatively, as it seems. For every line is short or long; everything long or short is quantitative; therefore every line is quantified or a quantum. Every number is many or few; everything few or many is quantitative; therefore every number is quantified. And so it is in many cases.

[Marginal label, printed page 295: Solution.]

It must be said that denomination is made properly and commonly. But denomination properly said is made only from a form that is introduced by another motion of alteration into a subject already perfectly constituted in being; for motion is from subject to subject. And the name denomination itself shows this: for de properly, since it notes transition and diversity, will import some diversity toward naming. And since the substance of a common name, as when a human being is an animal, is made from a substantial form, consequently denomination ought to be made from an accidental form; and this is denomination properly, which is made through motion to a form introduced by another motion besides the substantial form. For by such a form denomination is properly made, and thus what is as genus is not predicated denominatively. And again there is denomination said broadly and not properly, which does not have a denominated thing, but only a mode, as the principle of quality is that according to which things are called qualified; and nevertheless through one accidental form denomination is properly made from the form of genus, and from the form of difference, and from the form of species, and other things from a form of this kind which is commonly signified as habit. For in such a form there are two things: both an inclination to that which underlies what, broadly speaking, is called subject, and that by which there is disposition to act or end. And as to the first, the substantial form constitutes the subject; and as to the second, it is the disposition of the subject, which has the mode of quality, and from this it receives the mode of denomination, as when a human being is called human who does human things, and an animal-like human being who wholly pursues his concupiscences, and so concerning others. And line is said to be making the dimension of quantity, and short and long are in this way called quanta; and in this way unity is called one, because it makes the act of unity in unity as in other things, for it makes it undivided in itself and divided from those things; and in this way unity is called one and goodness good. And in such things, as we have said, there is not true denomination, but a mode of denomination. Yet in this way whiteness is not called white, nor knowledge knowing, or wisdom wise, because such accidental forms do not have such a respect of difference to subject, and to act or end through inclination to the subject they do not constitute the subject, but are constituted by it; and therefore they are dispositions looking toward act or end. On account of this they are not reflected back upon themselves denominatively in that way. And this is the true solution of the doubt, although certain persons speak otherwise, concerning whose sayings one should not care.

CHAPTER III.

On the same matter through the locus from sufficiently enumerated parts.

But another locus is to inspect certain subjects in which the predicate is said to be in; and this locus is from sufficiently enumerated parts. For if something is said universally to be in something as accident, either in all affirmatively or in none negatively, it must be considered according to the species accepted under the distributed subject; and thus, in accepting things under the subject, one must not at once accept infinite singular accidents existing in infinite singulars, because from a genus one must not at once descend to singulars, since they are infinite, because this would be difficult or impossible to consider one by one in all singulars. Hence at once one must consider according to species whether an instance is found or not; for in these the way is better and easier, and therefore the way is better in such things, because consideration among fewer things is easier for concluding the proposed point. For one must consider and begin thus from the prior parts and species, and those which are immediately under the common genus; and if an instance is not found in those, then under the species one must descend all the way to individuals, in which the division of that whole subject stands, concerning which something else is universally said to be in or not to be in. An example is this: if someone said that there is the same discipline of all opposites, one must first look in the genera and species of opposites in this way, whether there is the same discipline of those opposites that are relative to something; and whether there is the same discipline of those that are opposed according to contradiction; and whether there is the same discipline of those that are opposed according to privation and habit.

And if in these things that are species of opposites an instance is not yet manifest, again it must be divided further, and things must be accepted under the species of opposites all the way to individuals, in which division stands as in ultimates. For example, whether there is the same discipline of the just and the unjust, which are under the species of contraries; or whether there is the same discipline of double and half, which are under the opposites of those things which are relative to something; or whether there is the same discipline of blindness and sight, which are under the species of opposition stated according to privation and habit; or whether there is the same discipline of being and not-being, which are under opposition stated according to affirmation and negation. For if, by thus descending to subjective parts, it is shown by proving that there is not the same discipline of some opposites, then we shall be destroying the proposed problem, and the proposition that there is not the same discipline of all opposites, because for all opposites to have the same discipline and for some opposites not to have the same discipline are contradictories; and therefore they cannot be true at the same time, because otherwise concerning the same number there would be a true affirmation and a true negation, because the universal sign makes the opposition such that the same number is affirmed in the universal and denied in the particular. Similarly one must act when being-in is predicated of none in a universal negative, because there is an instance in the parts for destroying or constructing the proposition.

But this locus from parts, or the consideration drawn from the locus, is converted by opposite qualities both for destroying and for constructing a proposition. This is plain, because if the predicate seems to be in all the parts that are brought forward through division down to individuals, or in more of them, so that no instance appears, then it must be conceded, and the predicate must be posited universally to be in the subject; or the respondent must bring an instance, because in something contained under the universal it does not happen as it is universally proposed. For if the respondent does neither of these, and neither concedes universally nor brings an instance by which he destroys what is universally proposed, and nevertheless denies the proposed point, it seems unfitting not to posit universally what has been posited; and thus he seems to be a depraved companion and one sinning by the fault of falsehood against the problem.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: First objection.]

But if it is objected here that certain universal propositions suppose only for the genera of singulars, as when it is said, every animal was in Noah's ark; in these one does not have to descend to individuals.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: Second.]

Furthermore, certain propositions seem to be true universals while having no true singular, as every human being is of necessity an animal; and nevertheless this is not true, that Socrates or Plato of necessity is an animal.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: Third.]

Furthermore, in descending under opposites relatively, double and half, and under contraries to white and black, there is no descent to individuals.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: Fourth.]

And one descends to individuals to infinite things, concerning which there cannot be discipline, as Plato says; and thus that consideration seems to be false and useless.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: First solution.]

It must be said, when it is said that one descends to have under a distributed universal, that it must be understood that the descent ought to be as great as the division of the distribution is. But when it is distributed for the genera of singulars, division under it is made only into parts according to divided forms; and therefore beyond these nothing is to be accepted in such a division; and if something further is accepted, then there is a descent to that which is not under the distribution, and such a process is not valid. But when distribution is made for individual things of the material subject, then one must descend to all material things existing under the subject.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: Second solution.]

But this proposition, every human being is of necessity an animal, as many say, is twofold, from the fact that it can be about the thing or about the saying. And if it is about the thing, they say that it is false. But if it is about the saying, they say that it is true, under this sense: for every human being to be an animal is true of necessity, or a human being to be an animal is necessary.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: The necessity of a proposition is twofold: of the thing, and of coherence.]

Nevertheless it can be said that a proposition is said to be necessary in two ways: either by necessity of the thing, or by necessity of the coherence of the predicate with the subject; as also this, it is necessary that God is, by the necessity of the thing itself; and as we say that it is necessary for a human being to be an animal by the necessity of the coherence of the predicate with the subject. And this is mediately or immediately. Immediately, indeed, as when between subject and predicate there is no middle through which the predicate is in the subject, as when it is said, a human being is an animal. Mediately, however, when through some middle it participates in essential substance, as when it is said, Socrates is an animal, because Socrates is a human being and a human being is an animal; and in this way Socrates is of necessity an animal, because Socrates is essentially a human being.

[Marginal label, printed page 297: Solution of the third and fourth.]

But when descent is thus made to parts formally divided and not materially, then those parts are called undivided, not because division simply stands in them, but because formal division stands in them; and thus double and half, and white and black, are called individuals; and similarly one must speak in other cases, and so forth.



CHAPTER IV. On inspection of the definition of the subject or predicate.

CHAPTER IV.

On the determination of the same problem concerning accident through inspection of the definition of the subject or predicate of the problem, or of both.

But another intrinsic locus for determining the problem concerning being-in or the mode of accident, so that it is not expressed through speech that it is in as accident, but that it is simply in or is not in, is to make definitions of the accident or of the predicate that is said to be in, or of both, namely also of subject and predicate, or of one of them. And when the definitions have been made, one must consider in the definitions whether something of subject and predicate is not true according to the thing, as true has been taken in the proposition; and this must first be considered in the definition of the predicate. An example of this is that in a problem it has been asked whether not doing justice is in God, that is, whether this predicate, to do injustice, is in God, that is, is in or can be in God. The predicate must be defined thus: to do injustice is to harm one's neighbor voluntarily and without cause. Immediately it will be manifest that this predicate which is to do injustice is not, or does not belong, to God; for this does not belong to be in God, namely to harm voluntarily, because thus God would be evil and vicious, which cannot be. Similarly one must consider in the definition of the subject, who the envious person is, and what envy is through definition, because one of conjugates is known through the definition of the other. For if envy is sadness at the apparent prosperity of someone, and the virtuous person provokes no one to evils, then it is manifest that he is not envious and cannot be; for it would follow that the virtuous person would be depraved, and if depraved, not virtuous.

Again, let each be defined, both predicate and subject, and let the definition of one be referred to the definition of the other. An example of this is: let a suitable problem be made whether a reprover is envious; let each, both reprover and envious person, be made known by definition. From the comparison of the defined things it will be manifest whether what has been said, that the predicate is in the subject, is true or false. Therefore if the envious person seems to be one who is saddened at the prosperities of good things, the reprover seems to be one who is saddened at the prosperities of evil things. And thus it is plain that the envious person is not the reprover.

An impediment of this consideration could be that something not manifest is placed in the division, on account of which the whole definition would be denied by the respondent. And this impediment must be removed in this way: for those names which are not manifest in the definitions, one must take definitions; and if still in those definitions taken for the names there are again certain things not manifest, definitions must be taken for those. And one must not leave these aside, but do this continuously until it comes to something known, so that through what is known the respondent may have an occasion of denying the proposition. And doing this is necessary, because it often happens in dialectical disputation, in which one proceeds from probable things, that when the whole definition has been assigned, what is sought is still not plain, because the things that are placed in the definition are not manifest, or concerning some one of those things that are placed in the definition, it is not manifest that what is sought in the problem is in the subject. But when a definition is placed for one of the things that have been placed in the proposition, that is, for one of the names placed in the definition, then it becomes manifest whether what was being sought or said to be in is in or is not in. And therefore it is useful to place a definition for an obscure name, since through this the problem is determined, and through this the respondent does not have an occasion for denying.

[Marginal label, printed page 298: What is to be understood here by definition.]

Here, however, by definition we mean the declaration of every name, whether it is definition, or declaration, or description, or interpretation of the name, because all these, insofar as they are a principle of inferring in a dialectical syllogism, are by one common mode a disposition of the middle of the dialectical syllogism. And therefore definition is not distinguished from description or interpretation of a name, because, insofar as they are the disposition of the middle, they are ordered in one way to inferring a disposition. But if they are referred to the thing which it makes known, one would have to distinguish these, because these three make the thing known in one way, and definition in another, because it makes known through substantial things; and description in another, because through accidental things; and interpretation of a name in another, because through the cause that imposed it; and in this way these three are three intrinsic loci, as Boethius says in his Topics. But these are not considered so, but each one of these is here taken as something known making manifest for consideration; and therefore by one name, indistinctly, this suitability of that consideration which has been taken here with respect to the thing is marked, because there are still things besides those that have been said.

Further, the one who opposes must consider with himself the proposition, which is not proposed according to being-in with respect to an accidental predicate as universal, whether that proposition has an instance; and if it has a suitable instance, then he proposes it together with the instance itself, because then the respondent more easily admits it for the sake of the others. For the instance will be an argument convicting the mind of the respondent for destroying the proposed point; and this is guarded by the fact that an instance is posited by the opponent, because then the respondent does not have an occasion on account of which he denies the proposition for the sake of the others. But this locus concerning being-in or concerning the definition of accident is almost the same as the penultimate one or as that which is placed immediately before this consideration, and it teaches that something is in, as accident, in those subjects in which either it is in all or in none, according as being-in or not being-in has been said. For there also it is taught whether there is some instance of the universal proposed proposition through division down to singulars. But it differs in a certain mode, because that one considers the predicate as accident to be in the subject universally, but this one establishes the predicate to be in the subject, not determining the mode also that it is in as accident, but that as predicate it is simply in the subject universally. That one taught one to consider whether something is in as accident; but this one teaches one to consider whether it is in as definition. Moreover, because that one is through comparison to the opponent only, but this one through comparison to the opponent and the respondent. But another suitability by which we shall be suitable according to this locus is taken from the part of speech.

Further, besides the things that have been said, the opponent must determine what those things are which one ought to say as the many say, and what the things are which one ought not to say as the many say. For this is useful for destroying the proposed point and for constructing it, and thus the power or faculty of this consideration is greater than that of the other. For example, because by names the things themselves must be named or called as the many, or the community of human beings, names those same things. But what things have this power or effect of the things is not now to be attended from the many, who are ignorant of the powers and natures of things. An example of this is this name which is called health-making: but that the health-making is perfective of health must be said as the many say, for we use the said name for signifying this. But whether the proposed thing, namely diet or medicine according to act, is perfective of health or not, must not be said as the many say, because they do not judge through the inner things of the thing; rather, concerning such things one must speak as the wise physician says, who has experimental knowledge and art of such things, which belongs not to the many but to the few and wise. On account of this it is commonly said that one must speak as the many, but understand as the few, because the wise are few.

[Marginal label, printed page 299: Objection.]

But if another objects that names have been imposed from the properties and forms of things, and thus by the wise, and that it belongs to the wise person to consider this, and that one must speak and use words as they have been imposed; and thus it seems that one must speak as the wise.

[Marginal label, printed page 300: Solution. Why one must not speak as the wise, but as the many, and how this is to be understood.]

It must be said that this is true, that the wise have imposed and do impose words from the properties of things, but they were imposed from the exterior and common things of the thing; and thus they are in the use of those commonly speaking, and in this way also words must be taken in speaking. But the wise, going deeply into things in the use of words, inspect the properties and refer the words to those, and therefore they transgress the posited locution, and therefore they sin in problems. On account of this one must not speak as the wise, especially in definitions and descriptions of things which are put in place of names or words, as this consideration has taught. Therefore the opponent is made suitable in the said consideration in this way: if he proposes an evident instance, not in the universal, and if he refers the voice of names to the many, and refers the powers and causes and effects of things to the wise and the few, who judge concerning the proposed things according to intention.

Further, if there is obscurity in the proposed proposition, either the obscurity is on account of something multiple in the proposed speech, or the speech is obscured otherwise, for which cause it is not conceded by the respondent. And if indeed it is multiple, it must be a multiple that is not valid for dialectical disputation, since it serves only sophistical deception, as is the multiple in composition and division and figure of diction. But if in the proposed proposition or problem something else is said to be multiple, or if it is said thus, that the predicate is in the subject in a negative proposition, this is twofold in an equivocal multiple: either the multiple is hidden from the respondent, or that multiple is not hidden with respect to the proposed point. If indeed the multiple itself is hidden from the respondent, then it suffices to manifest or prove one or one sense of the things that are said multiply, if one cannot show it in both senses. For if he can show it in both senses, then every occasion of denying is taken away from the respondent. But if he is not able to show the proposition in both senses, let him show it at least in the other; because then it is conceded by the respondent, since every sense of the multiplicity of the multiple is hidden. This is the way one must use equivocal multiples that are hidden from the respondent; for if the things said multiply are not hidden from the respondent, then the respondent will object in another sense than the one they prove, saying that what he was doubting has not been shown, that is, that it has not been proved in the sense in which he, doubting, was denying.

But the power of this locus or consideration is that it is converted to both, namely to constructing and destroying. For when we wish to construct the proposed point, we shall show that the other, that is, in one sense, is in, what has been proposed to be in, because the whole universal is constructed when one of its parts has been constructed. Therefore we shall construct that the other is in if we cannot construct both. But when destroying, or wishing to destroy, the proposed point, we shall show that the multiple itself, in the other, that is, accepted in the other sense, is not in, if we cannot show that both, that is, in each sense, are not in, and then we destroy being-in according to every sense. Thus therefore this consideration is valid both for constructing and for destroying, and the locus of the consideration is the locus from parts.

But the difference is between these, that in destroying a universal proposition an opponent need not use any prior confession of the respondent, whether the proposition is affirmative or negative. For in disputing one need not use the respondent's prior confession that if we wish to destroy belonging to every one, or if we wish to destroy belonging to no one. For if we have shown that it is not in any one singular, or that according to one sense it is not in, whether the respondent confesses it beforehand or not, being-in to every one is destroyed, or being-in according to every sense of multiplicity. Similarly also in the proposed matter. For if



CHAPTERS IV-VI. On amphibological multiplicity and on parts of being.

we have shown that it is in some one thing according to one sense of the multiplicity, we shall destroy that it is in none, or that it is true according to no sense. But for those who construct, that is, who wish to construct a universal from a particular, one must have it confessed beforehand, that is, use the respondent's prior confession in both the negative and the affirmative, so that the respondent confesses that as it is in one, so it is in the others; or as it is not in one, so it is not in the others. And this is because otherwise from one particular a universally distributed universal is not inferred. Therefore it must be confessed beforehand that if it is in one, it is in every one. And if the proposed proposition is similar, that is, that as it has itself in one, so the posited proposition has itself in all, for it does not suffice to have disputed that if it is in one, it is in every one, except from prior confession; as if it is shown that the soul of one human being is immortal, that it follows that the soul of every human being is immortal.

But this is not always to be done in universal problems, but in some cases when it is not easy to state or show one of the said accounts according to which the singulars regard the universal, as a geometer can easily show one common account, that every rectilinear triangle has three angles equal to two right angles. Thus therefore one must proceed when the equivocal thing in the proposed proposition is hidden from the respondent.

But if the equivocal thing that is said multiply is not hidden from the respondent, then, so that the respondent may not have an occasion for denying or conceding from the opponent, the multiple must then be stated or distinguished according to every sense; and it happens to destroy if the respondent concedes according to every sense, and to construct if the respondent denies. An example of this is if it is asked whether the opportune is expedient or good or honorable. If the respondent denies this, one must try to destroy both concerning the proposed problem, if the respondent has conceded them, that the opportune is neither good nor expedient. But if both cannot be done, that is, if it cannot be constructed or destroyed in each sense, then the other is in, that is, what is true in the other sense, but this is not in, that is, it is false in the other sense. But the same account holds even if there are more things into which what is multiple is divided, that is, if it is divided into more senses than two: for it must be distinguished according to all senses, and must be constructed or destroyed according to all senses, if this can be done; or it must be constructed or destroyed according to some sense if it cannot be constructed or destroyed according to every sense, on account of the reason assigned above. For the multiple of equivocation has being constructed or destroyed according to the mode of the whole universal: because as the universal whole has itself to its significates, so the multiple is constructed from its own significate; and as the universal taken universally is destroyed if it is not in some one thing, and as belonging to none is destroyed if it is in some one thing, so for the multiple to be true according to every sense is destroyed if it is not true according to one sense, and for it to be true according to no sense is destroyed if it is true according to some one sense. On account of this, constructing or destroying the whole universal taken universally and the whole multiple are also similar. Thus therefore one proceeds concerning what is multiplied according to equivocation.

CHAPTER V.

How one must proceed in the amphibological multiple.

[Marginal label, printed page 301: How this proposition, discipline is one of many, is multiple.]

Again also in those things which are according to equivocation, they are said multiply, but in another way, nevertheless with accidental multiplicity, as according to amphibology. Thus it is said: discipline is one of many. For this is said according to the multiplicity of amphibology. For discipline is said to be one of many in several ways: as that many things are of one end of the whole discipline, and of that when it is toward the end; for thus it is of one as end, and of another as of that which is toward the end. Thus medicine is called one discipline of many, because it is a discipline of producing health as end, and of feeding and dieting as of that which is toward the end; and thus it is of many things that are not constructed in altogether one relation, and this is what it means for one discipline to be of many. One discipline of many is also said as it were of both ends; and then the genitive plural many, by reason of the supposita, has itself in one dependence to the nominative, which is, one discipline is of many. Or it has itself to the accusative, when one says that one discipline is of many. Thus it is said that there is the same discipline of contraries, as medicine of healthy and sick persons; and thus also one speculative discipline is of many things which considers contraries equally as ends in perilous matters, although practical discipline is only of one as end and of another per accidens as what is to be avoided. But in speculative matters one of the contraries is no more an end than the other, because through speculation one contrary cannot be finitely known unless the other is known. Or one discipline of many is also said because it is of one as of that of which it is through itself, and of the other as of that of which it is per accidens; as the discipline that the triangle has three angles equal to two, and so forth. This discipline, referred to subject, is of many, because it is of triangle and equilateral, but of triangle according to itself, and of equilateral per accidens, since it happens to triangle to be an equilateral triangle, and it happens to triangle through that which is consequent to be the whole of triangle. But whatever things follow the whole being are accidents 1, because they are not of the substance of those things whose being they follow, although in themselves they are substantial. But that they say that accident is opposed to per se and not to subject, and they call it accident with respect to being seen although it is substantial with respect to being, because it participates in the predicate not through itself but through something extraneous, we know in this: that equilateral has three angles equal to two right angles through the fact that it is a triangle, and not through the fact that it is equilateral.

Thus therefore it is said amphibologically with respect to the multiple; nor is it said that this multiple is not according to equivocation because nothing is equivocal, for this would be false, since one name of one thing through itself and of another on account of something, or of one thing through itself and another per accidens, cannot be except equivocally. But it is said not according to equivocation because the multiplicity here is not considered in equivocal things, but in the diverse dependence of genera, which is the dependence of many to the preceding nominatives or accusatives.

But the use of this consideration in destroying a problem which must be destroyed is this: the multiple is according to any sense whatever, because if in no way according to any sense there is one discipline of many, then the proposition which says that discipline is of many will be destroyed universally; for then it is manifest that altogether, that is, universally, there will not be one discipline of many. But in constructing, it suffices that in some one way there is one discipline of many. The example of the proposed proposition, speaking properly, is not multiple; but by an extended name of the multiple, a proposition is called multiple when it has several causes of truth, whose truth is not destroyed unless all the modes and causes of truth have been destroyed. But the truth is constructed when one cause of the same truth has been constructed.

But in such multiple things which are not hidden from the respondent, it is useful to divide or distinguish how many times the multiple is said according to every mode of its multiplicity, lest the respondent have an occasion of denying because some mode has not been accepted divisively. But if we wish to construct the proposition, all true senses must be added and accepted by us, so that we accept whatever things happen and are true; and the proposition must be divided only into those things which are true, that is, into true senses of multiplicity, omitting false senses, because in this way we accept whatever things are useful for constructing; for a false sense is not useful for constructing. But if we wish to destroy, all false senses of the multiplicity must be accepted, so that from the senses of the multiplicity we accept the things that do not happen and are false, and leave the remaining things which are true senses, because the true has no force for destroying, since from the true nothing follows except the true. But one must act in this way in a multiple that is not hidden from the respondent, because otherwise the proposition will be denied on account of an undivided multiple.

But this multiplicity is considered not only in those things which are of many, but also in this, that it is of one. Hence for this to be of this, or for this not to be of this, is said multiply with the same multiplicity; and it must be constructed and destroyed from the same loci of consideration. And if a proposition, once the problem has been formed, says that this discipline is of this, then either it will be of this as end, or as of one of those things that are toward the end; or it is said to be of some essence as of that of which it is through itself, or as of that of which it is per accidens. Similarly also in the negative, which says that this is not of this, it is said according to one of the previously stated modes. The same account is in the other example by which desire is said to be of this, and the same account is in all other things whatever that are said either plurally or singularly, this is of this, where desire is of these or of this and of those things that are toward the end, as knowing medicine or food ordered to health. There is also desire of some things as of one through itself and of another per accidens, as in wine, or desire of wine, it is in this, that the sweet is a friend. For desire indeed is of wine per accidens, but is of the sweet through itself as end; for he does not seek wine because it is wine, but he seeks the same thing because it is sweet. For such a person desires the sweet through itself, but wine per accidens: the accident; for if it were austere, the lover of the sweet would no longer desire it. Therefore it is plain that he desires wine per accidens through the fact that it happens that wines are sweet. For since all relatives are said to be of some one or of some things, it is plain that this locus and the consideration taken from it is especially useful in those things which are toward something, or relatives of some one or of some things. For all things which are toward something and are of the number of relatives are almost such. And I say almost because of certain relatives which expressly determine their correlatives; and therefore in such things there cannot be such multiplicity.

But if the obscurity in the proposed point is not from a multiple but from an unknown name, one must transfer the proposition in that name to another name signifying the same thing which is more known or more evident than the first. Thus if it is said that what is certain in the opinion of human beings is not known, plain is proposed; for in knowledge the plain is what is lightly known by anyone. And if it is said to be investigated, he will put in place of it to seek out, because otherwise the respondent often takes an occasion of denying on account of an unknown name. When a more evident thing has been made from what has been said, the proposition or problem is more easily arguable in the proposed matter, because the respondent more easily consents to that which is evidently known. But this locus or consideration is drawn from the exposition of the name, having a common power toward each, to destroying and to constructing.

[Marginal label, printed page 303: How the dialectician and the sophist use the multiple in diverse ways.]

And attend that although this locus is from transumption, which is extrinsic, nevertheless here it is placed among the intrinsic loci drawn from the substance of the thing, because here it is not taken from transumption as a disposition of the middle for inferring, or as the locus from which an argument is drawn, but as a certain suitability of the opponent. Furthermore one must understand that the sophist uses the multiple, just as also the dialectician does; but the sophist uses it insofar as it is a disposition of the middle for deceiving, while the dialectician uses it insofar as it is in one of the extremes for inferring that.

But an extreme is inferred in two ways: as convertible, so that it stands for the same thing for which the middle stands, and this is called the dialectical locus from the convertible; or it is inferred in another way, and this is a sophistical locus. Moreover, when it is said that from one proven sense something is inferred to be multiple, this can be in two ways. In one way, if it is inferred for the same sense for which the middle stands; then it does not follow that it is multiple. But if it is for another signification for which the middle does not stand, then we do not use the fact that the multiple has been proved in one sense. Furthermore, if the respondent is obstinate, one must not withdraw from the opponent a multiple, because when the multiple has been destroyed, the obstinate respondent will behave more obstinately; but when he is not obstinate, one must withdraw, because by this the common work is expedited.

CHAPTER VI.

On the transaction of the problem concerning being-in through inspection toward intrinsic loci, which are parts of being or incomplete being.

But for knowing or showing a problem concerning being-in, of which let the example be, if a problem is made whether contraries are in the same thing, and we wish to show that contraries are in the same subject, because they are naturally apt to come to be about the same thing according to being-in simply or according to simple inherence, one must first consider with a consideration in the genus of that in which they are posited to be in. Since this is not consequent to the subject, we shall here draw considerations from intrinsic loci, which are the incomplete substance of the thing. These must simply be placed after the locus from definition, which states the whole being of the thing. Among these, the first consideration is taken from genus, which is essential and not convertible. The consequent is not prior to the antecedent, since the cause of it is predicated of the subject through being and essentially. Therefore, wishing to show that something is essentially in an accident or species, because contraries are essentially true, or about the same thing in the genus of subject, we shall first take a consideration. For example, if we wish to show that rectitude and fault have been made about sense according to act and according to acting, then sensing is in the genus of that which is to judge. But to judge is indeed about diverse things and about another, namely about rightly and not rightly; and this belongs essentially and through itself to that which is to judge, according as it is from principles informing judgment, because thus every judging follows either rightly or not rightly, so that also about sense in acting there is rectitude and fault. And thus in this the consideration is taken from a genus brought down around a species: because that which is essentially and through itself in the genus is proved to be in the species through that genus which the species essentially participates. For judging is the genus of what sensing is; and therefore a part of what judging is is proved to be in what sensing is, because sensing is a certain judging; just as having three angles equal to two right angles, and so forth, is proved to be in an isosceles triangle through the fact that it is a triangle; for one who senses judges in some way.

[Marginal label, printed page 304: How it is to be understood that there is rectitude and fault about sense.]

But this must be understood about the sensing of the common sense, which composes and divides the particular signs, and by composing and dividing judges concerning them through a mixture of the estimative power estimating the harmful or fitting in the things received through the sense composing and dividing; and it must not be understood about the sensing of a particular sense, because that sense does not err in its proper sensible. But these things have to be proved in the beginning of philosophy, in the second book On the Soul 2, and they cannot be proved from logical matters, although from logical matters they can be disputed toward the problem concerning being-in simply of a species, because it is essentially in the genus.

Again, a consideration is drawn from species for proving that something is in a genus simply: for it is generally true

Notes

	Accident is taken here as it is opposed to through itself and not to substance. P. J. (Capitur accidens hic ut opponitur ad per se et non ad substantiam. P. J.) ↩

	Text-comment 63. (Tex. com. 63.) ↩





CHAPTER VI. On genus, species, antecedent and consequent.

it is true that whatever things are in the species are similarly in the genus, since the genus according to act and understanding is in the species. An example is this: let a problem be made whether an evil and virtuous disposition is in the genus, and let it be argued thus. Discipline is evil and virtuous; therefore disposition also is evil and virtuous, because disposition is the genus of discipline, and the passion of the species is proved to be in the genus through the species.

[Marginal label, printed page 305: How it is to be understood that some discipline is evil.]

But discipline is taken generally for any doctrine whatever, which is said to be evil when it is of some evil thing, as for stealing and committing adultery, concerning which Aristotle says in Metaphysics XI 1 that it is better not to know vile things. And thus discipline is called evil by reason of an adjunct, or of that of which it is, and not by reason of itself insofar as it is discipline. But its adjunct, by reason of which it is evil, is wickedness toward evil, which inclines to evil once the evil is known, which it would not do if the evil were not known. For every knowledge is good in itself, since Boethius says that knowledge of evil cannot be lacking to a good person. But disposition is taken here generally, not as it is distinguished against habit, but as it is a disposing quality.

But if we compare with one another these two considerations drawn from genus and species according to the general power of inferring their conclusions, then the first locus drawn from genus to species is false, or fails for concluding affirmatively, because one does not always proceed affirmatively from superior to inferior, nor does it hold in affirming except in things essential to the genus, as has been said. But the second locus from species to genus, taken according to general inference, is truer for concluding in affirmatives, because an affirmative process is from inferior to superior. The proof of this is that it is not necessary that whatever predicates are in the genus are also in the species. And the instance is that animal, in the scope of its generality, is both winged and quadruped, and each of these is in the genus; but human being is a species of animal, and is neither winged nor quadruped; and thus it does not always follow affirmatively from genus to species. But whatever things are in the species, those likewise, as wholes, are in both species and genus; and thus one proceeds affirmatively from species to genus. For if it is granted that a human being is virtuous, it follows that an animal is virtuous, because a human being is an animal. For destroying, the first locus drawn from genus is universally true, because one proceeds by denying from superior to inferior. But the second for destroying, which is drawn from species to genus, is false, because proceeding by denying from inferior to superior is not valid. The reason for this is that whatever things are universally not in the genus are not in any species of that genus; but whatever things are not in this or that species need not also not be in the genus.

[Marginal label, printed page 305: Apparent objection.]

But if someone objects that when no species exists, sensible animated substance can be understood, and that thus from the genus every sensible animated substance is animal, and nevertheless it is not necessary in essentials to descend to species.

[Marginal label, printed page 305: Solution.]

It is plain that this is not valid, because the considerations introduced are taken concerning genus as it says the scope of community for containing species. But when the definition of genus is posited concerning genus, genus is taken only according to the simplicity of its substance, insofar as genus is divided from species according to the substance and being of genus. And this consideration, taken from genus as consequent, and the other, taken from species as antecedent, have been drawn from genus and species as they are considered not in concretion but in the simple and abstract and in substance.

And when they are considered in concretion according to denomination made from them, such is the consideration taken from genus: first indeed it must be presupposed as a maxim that it is necessary that of those things of which a genus is predicated, some species of that genus must also be predicated, because nothing is in a genus which is not in some one of its species; and whatever things have a genus and are said to be in the genus, or whatever things are denominatively said from some genus, must also have some species, or must be denominatively said from some species of that genus. Thus if this genus, discipline, is predicated of something, it is necessary that of the same thing either grammar or music or some one of the other disciplines determined in species be predicated. Likewise, if someone by having discipline is denominated from discipline as disciplined, it also follows that he will have grammar, or some other of those determined in species, or will be denominated from some one of them.

The consideration drawn from genus thus accepted in the scope of its species is such: if something is posited as said or denominated from a genus in any one of the stated modes, as, for the sake of example, if one says that the soul is moved or is even self-moving, as Plato said that the soul is a self-moving number, and thus denominates the soul from mover and motion, one must consider in the species of mover and moved whether according to any species it belongs to the soul to be moved by itself. For example, whether it happens for it to be increased or diminished by itself, generated or corrupted, which are ends or terms of motion, or whatever other species of motion there are. If according to no species of motion itself it happens for the soul to be moved by itself, it is plain that the soul is not moved by itself. But this locus, drawn in this way from genus to some one of the species, is common in power for both constructing and destroying. For if the soul is moved according to some species, it is plain that the soul is moved by itself, and thus it is valid for constructing; and if the soul is not moved by itself according to any species of motion, it is plain that it is not moved, and thus it is valid for destroying.

[Marginal label, printed page 306: How Plato said that the soul is a self-moving number.]

Nevertheless this must be attended to, that Plato did not say that the soul is a self-moving number with motion that is an imperfect act, but with motion that is a perfect act, according as motion is the act of the mover and not the act of the movable. For if the soul is the principle and cause of life and of such motion in which through essence it is lifted above nature, and from this principle the perfection of the soul is the principle and cause of such motion, it is proved by Plato and Socrates to be a number. But how this happens must be considered elsewhere.

Next to these considerations, suitability for arguing is taken. For when the opponent is not suitable, in order to try, that is, so that he may try, to abound by arguing toward an intrinsic position concerning what is in the genus or species, one must rely on the definitions of the antecedent or species, and on the definitions of the consequent or genus, whether those definitions are true and essential definitions of the proposed thing contained in the proposed problem, or seem to be and are not, as descriptions which seem to have the force of definition. And if he cannot try toward the proposition from one definition, let him posit several and try from them, because such definitions, called definitions broadly in this way, can be several for the same thing.

[Marginal label, printed page 306: Several definitions, that is, descriptions, can belong to the same thing.]

Thus, when the opponents themselves define antecedent and consequent, it will be easy to argue about the proposed point, because it is easy to argue toward a definition, since it is constructed and destroyed from many things. For consideration toward definitions is easy.

[Marginal label, printed page 306: He removes a doubt.]

Therefore this consideration differs from that which was introduced in the foregoing, because this one is introduced by inspecting something other than definition, while in the foregoing inspection is made toward the definition itself.

Furthermore, inspection or consideration is made in antecedent and consequent according to the composition of antecedent to consequent, and conversely: either because in the proposed matter one must consider the antecedent, upon whose existence it is necessary that the proposed consequent exist, since when the antecedent is posited, the consequent is posited; or because it is that consequent which must exist if the proposed antecedent exists. For for one wishing to construct affirmatively, the consideration will be toward that existing and supposed, and the proposed consequent will be of necessity. For if that antecedent is shown to be, the proposed consequent also will be, because one proceeds by affirming from antecedent to consequent, as from species to genus. But one wishing to destroy must consider also the genus, what the consequent is if the proposed antecedent is posited to be. For if we have shown that what is consequent upon the proposed antecedent is not, it also follows that the antecedent will not be, and we shall be destroying the proposed antecedent; for one will proceed by denying from superior to inferior.

Moreover, in those things which are essentially and simply in, one must look to time, whether it differs at some time, that is, according to some difference of time. An example is if the respondent conceded that everything nourished is increased of necessity. For it is plain that this differs at some time, as in manly age after youth. Things are increased during the time of youth, when the bones are soft and the heat is strong for extending according to the diameter of length; but in every age they are nourished according to the conservation of substance and the repair of what has been lost from food which is potentially substance, although it is not potentially a moving quantitative substance. Likewise in a spiritual example, if the respondent said that to know is the same as to recollect, as Socrates and Plato said, that is, that to recollect belongs to past time, but knowing belongs only to the present and future.

[Marginal label, printed page 307: Why to recollect differs from to remember.]

For to recollect, as is said in the book On Memory and Recollection, is called a reflexive act of reason according to the remembering power returning from some middle upon a forgotten part; and therefore it is with interruption of habit. In this it differs from remembering, which is a return upon what was previously received in sense and retained in the storehouse of sensible forms. But knowledge is of those things that are necessary and always present, either in themselves or in the necessity of the order of their essence, as an eclipse of the sun. For in this way we know both present and future things, as when there is an eclipse of the sun, a failure or eclipse, because failure in Latin is ἔκλειψις in Greek. But recollecting does not happen except concerning past things, since recollection is the return of the remembering power placed upon something previously known and forgotten from a near, old, or remote middle. And thus two considerations are drawn from antecedent and consequent: one by considering antecedent and consequent according to themselves, and the other by considering the same under the difference of time in which they agree or differ.

Notes
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CHAPTERS VII-VIII. On digression and on simple antecedents/consequents.

CHAPTER VII.

On the consideration toward antecedent or consequent with digression to the sophistical mode.

Moreover, it is permitted for the dialectician to digress to the sophistical mode in cautions. Then the sophistical mode is to lead the respondent to such an antecedent or consequent toward which we are more suitable for arguing. But this will be in three ways, either in one or in several of the three ways. That to which the respondent is led is sometimes necessary or useful for the proposed point; sometimes apparently necessary or useful for the proposed point, although according to reality it is not necessary, and this is when it is useful for propositions besides the necessary ones and not for the proposed conclusion itself. Sometimes, in a third mode, it is neither necessary nor apparently necessary, but a digression is made to it because of the respondent's depravity in some respect. It is made either because of the respondent or because of the proposed point: because of the respondent in the third mode; because of the proposed point either in the principal conclusion, and thus it is the first mode, or in a proposition besides the necessary one, and thus it is the second mode.

According to the first mode, digression is made when the one who responds denies something useful to the proposed point; then the opponent nevertheless sees that it confirms the proposed point. But the opponent must beware that that to which he digresses be of the number of such things toward which it is easy to abound in arguments. Then the respondent, seeing that thing confirmed by several arguments, easily acquiesces in the proposed point. Similarly one must transgress from the proposed point also when the respondent is making an induction of an instance on account of which the proposed point is falsified; then it is denied, not simply, but with the instance that he brings against the proposed point, and thus through the instance he tries to destroy the proposed point. Then one must digress so that it may be shown not to be the instance that he introduces, because otherwise the proposed point would be destroyed. But when that of which he brings the instance has been destroyed, the proposed point also is destroyed; therefore the opponent must meet the instance that the respondent brings. This, therefore, is the first mode.

But the second mode is the apparently necessary or useful thing for the proposed point to which he digresses; for when that to which he digresses seems useful to the proposed point, or to the position for proving the proposed point, and is not useful to the principally intended thing for which it is taken, apparent disputations are made against it, when the respondent who sustains the conclusion or disputation denies that thing, denying simply without an instance, or when the respondent even denies what seems useful from a probable induction. And through the instance that the respondent again probably introduces, through the position of the apparent thing made toward what has been proposed, and through its instance, he tries to destroy what has been proposed; and therefore the opponent ought to digress to that.

But the remaining mode, which is the third, is to digress to that which is neither necessary or useful for the proposed point, nor apparently useful for it, but he digresses to that toward which there are many easy reasons, which are for refuting the obstinate respondent in some respect, so that, having been concluded in some point, he may be confounded and thus no longer have a face for behaving obstinately. And because the last of the stated modes is ad hominem, not toward the speech, it must be avoided by the dialectician unless the obstinacy of the respondent cannot be restrained altogether otherwise. For it seems altogether remote and extraneous from the dialectician who desires that the problem be terminated according to the thing and from the properties of the thing. On account of this also in dialectical business the respondent too ought not to be difficult with the difficulty of obstinacy, but to posit or concede not only things not useful according to truth and apparently probable, but even things extraneous to the proposed point and not useful for the proposed point or for the position, nevertheless protesting and designating that the things he posits and concedes do not seem useful to the proposed point. Yet he posits them so that he may seem to aid the opponent in all things. Then indeed it more happens to those asking or opposing to doubt what may be taken for the proposed point, when all such things have been conceded to them by the respondent, when even after all such things have been conceded they still do not conclude the proposed point. And thus the opponents will be more displeased and more doubtful in themselves, not knowing what they should accept for concluding the proposed point.

[Marginal label, printed page 308: The sophistical mode is said in two ways, and how the dialectician uses a certain sophistical mode.]

But this mode, as has been said, is sophistical. Yet one sophistical thing is a sophistical locus. Another thing is called sophistical from the mode that is in cautions; and in this second sophistical mode the dialectician often uses something sophistical, because he disputes from the consent of the respondent, and for inclining him to assent one must use cautions, since he cannot be compelled to consent from the force of a dialectical proposition, which can be false and true.

CHAPTER VIII.

On the considerations that are made, after a digression has been made, in simple antecedents and consequents which are of the same essence.

Furthermore, after a digression has now been made, one must consider in antecedents and consequents which are of one essence or substance. For everyone who has stated any one essential antecedent has in a certain way implicitly stated many things that are in it through understanding, consequent upon it, because there are several things which of necessity are in that one antecedent, consequent according to inference, although they are prior to it according to nature, cause, and account. Thus the one who stated this antecedent, which is human being, also stated consequently that it is animal, and that it is animated, and what is consequent upon animal, and that it is two-footed, which is its difference, and that it is receptive of discipline, which is its proper. And therefore it is posited when it itself has been posited. On account of this, when any one of those consequents has been destroyed, the antecedent itself is destroyed. For if it is not animal, it is not human being; if it is not animated, it is not human being, and so concerning the others. Therefore when any one is destroyed, the antecedent which was first posited to be is destroyed. But in such a consideration, in which the antecedent is thus destroyed once the consequent has been destroyed, one must beware, because the assumption of another consequent is more difficult, so that more things are required for the destruction of the consequent than of the antecedent; and the opponent ought not to digress to what is more difficult. Thus, if I say, do you think that a human being is white, one must beware lest it be assumed that a human being is not disgregative of sight rather than that a human being is not white; it is the same because it is more difficult to destroy that a human being is disgregative of sight than that a human being is not white. It is the same if I say, do you think that a human being is; I shall assume that it is animal, for it is more difficult to answer that it is not animal than that it is not a human being, since more things are required for the destruction of the statement that this is not an animal than that it is not a human being. For sometimes it is easy to destroy the consequent when it is also accidental, and then it must be assumed for the destruction of the antecedent; but sometimes it is easy to destroy what precedes, that is, the antecedent.

But in consequents which are contraries, in which one must of necessity be in the antecedent subject, as sickness or health must be in a human being, because every animal must be healthy or sick, in these there is equal faculty both for constructing and for destroying. Hence if it is easy to dispute toward one of these, that it is in or is not in, with the same ease we shall be able to dispute toward the remaining contrary to it, that it is in or is not in the same thing. But such consideration in immediate contraries or opposites is converted to each, being-in and not-being-in. For by showing that one of the immediate opposites is not in, by that very fact we shall be showing that the remaining one is in, for there is no middle between them. Therefore it is plain that it is converted to each for destroying and for constructing conclusions. But this locus taken from opposites is placed here among the intrinsic loci, because the consideration is not drawn from opposites according as they are opposites, but from the antecedent and consequent which is opposed to another; and such a locus is intrinsic like the locus from genus and species.

But once the antecedent and consequent of the same essence or of an opposed essence according to reality have been considered, one must consider what is in the word by which the antecedent or consequent is signified. Hence, besides the things that have been said, one must sometimes argue about the proposed point by transferring the name of the antecedent or consequent into a speech declaring that name, as what is most congruously opposed, which should assume a speech, because it agrees with it more than the imposed name does, and its proposed point is argued more easily. Hence if the name of the antecedent is even-minded, it should not be transferred into one name which signifies by imposition, that is, into modest, but it should be transferred into this speech which is external: to be even-minded is to have an even soul. In the same way, magnanimous should not be transferred into brave as it was imposed, but into this speech: to be magnanimous is to have a great soul. Likewise he should not transfer fortunate into well-fortunate according as it is one diction, but should transfer it into a speech, saying that the well-fortunate is one whose soul is virtuous, as Xenocrates said fortune to be. For he said that this is the fortune of each one who has a virtuous soul, because he said that happy fortune is fortune, and he posited happiness to be in virtuous persons. But this translation of a name into a speech signifying the same thing as the name, but more clearly and more openly, differs from the one had in the preceding matters in this: that that one was of name to name and without digression to another thing, but this one is of name to speech and with digression.



TREATISE II, CHAPTER I. On the locus from disparates.

TREATISE II.

ON THE DETERMINATION OF THE PROBLEM CONCERNING BEING-IN THROUGH THE EXTRINSIC THINGS OF THE MATTER.

CHAPTER I.

On the determination of the same problem through the locus from disparates.

Thus, then, once the problem concerning accident or being-in as accident has been determined by inspection toward the intrinsic things of those things that are in the problem, such as subject and predicate, now, so that we may have more abundance, it must be taught how it is terminated by inspecting the extrinsic things of the same. And because, among all extrinsic things, opposites are the greater, one must see how the problem concerning accident has to be terminated by looking to opposites. But because the locus from disparates has to be reduced to the locus from opposites, since every opposite is disparate and is not converted, therefore in this treatise one must inspect in the locus from disparates.

Therefore we shall say that, of those accidents which are in subjects as predicates, some things are in from necessity with a determined mode of necessity, or without a mode of necessity according to the necessity of the proposed matter. But other things are in as in the majority of cases, as those things that are in contingently according to a natural contingent. Secondly, they also are proposed with a mode or without a mode of the contingent. But other things are posited to be in according to the contingent toward either alternative, as those things which belong to infinite contingency, either proposed with a mode or without a mode; then, however, what is without relation of predicate to subject is as concerning such a contingent. All these things are disparate among themselves in relation to one another, so that when one is constructed, the remaining one concerning the same thing is destroyed, nor is any one thing receptive of these simultaneously. Therefore one must consider whether the respondent posits that the predicate which is in of necessity is in as in the majority of cases, or conversely posits that what is in as in the majority of cases is in from necessity, or posits that its contrary, which is or is in in the fewer cases, is in from necessity. For the contingent in the majority of cases and the contingent in the fewer cases are contraries according to mode. Therefore whatever of these he posits as being in from necessity, or conversely posits contingently to be in that which is in from necessity, whether that contingent is toward either alternative or natural, he always gives a locus of argumentation to the opponent, so that through the locus from disparates one may argue to the contrary. This is plain in each case. For if what is or is in from necessity is posited to be or to be in as in the majority of cases, then it is manifest that by saying that it is in as in the majority of cases or in the fewer cases, he says that it is not in every one, since nevertheless what is necessarily in is in every one. For the necessity of the predicate with the subject according to being-in causes the predicate to be in the subject according to its whole community, as every human being is of necessity an animal; and this is in all cases in which the predicate is of the substance of the subject. On account of this the respondent erred when he said that what is in in the majority of cases is in every one, since it is not in every one according as it is in only in the majority of cases; for being-in as in the majority of cases, since it is a determination of the same natural contingent, is also disparate from being-in every one, and it is to be taken with precision, so that it is said to be in only as in the majority of cases, which is confirmed from the definition of the natural contingent.

Similarly also through the locus from the greater it is plain that he erred if he said that the contingent as in the fewer cases, which is contrary to what is as in the majority of cases, is in from necessity. For the contingent which is as in the fewer cases is always contrary to that which is as in the majority of cases, because the natural contingent according to something is disposed or is present as disposed toward something, but the infinite contingent is not disposed; and therefore they cannot be said of the same thing, but of disparate and contrary things. An example of this is that if concerning the natural contingent as in the majority of cases evil human beings exist, and this, evil human beings exist, is of the natural contingent, good human beings will be said to be as in the fewer cases. On account of this he erred still more who said that the contingent as in the fewer cases is in from necessity than he who said that the contingent as in the majority of cases is in from necessity. On account of this he erred still more if he said that good human beings exist of necessity than the one who said that evil human beings exist of necessity, because in the majority of cases human beings are evil by natural contingency, as is proved in Ethics VII, where it is shown how the violence of incontinence, although it comes according to the sensible soul, binds reason so that it does not see in the way it ought to see, because the motion of incontinence is more violent than that of reason, although the incontinent person has reason.

Likewise the respondent gives a locus of argumentation and errs if he grants that what is toward either alternative, or either of the opposites equally, as the infinite contingent, is in from necessity or is in as in the majority of cases. For neither what is in toward either alternative is in as in the majority of cases, nor what is in as in the majority of cases is in toward either alternative; rather, they are disparates. But this fault happens when a mode of necessity and of each contingent has been added, as has been said.

It also happens in problems and propositions which according to being and the relation of predicate to subject are such, although the respondent himself has not said them determined with a mode of necessity or of either contingent in speech, such that he determines the speech whether the predicate is in the subject as in the majority of cases or from necessity. For let the thing concerning which the proposition is proposed be as in the majority of cases. Then one can dispute toward the opposite as if the respondent had said that it is from necessity, because of the likeness of what is in the majority of cases with what is from necessity. Thus if someone said that evil persons are to be disinherited, which is in the majority of cases according to the real relation of the predicate to the subject, and said this without determining it through the mode of necessity, then one can dispute against such a position as if he had added the mode of necessity, because the predicate has itself similarly to everything contained under the subject, and therefore seems to be in every one. But being-in every one is left behind by necessary being-in, since the mode is a determination of the predicate and not a determination of composition. For if it determines the composite, they neither fall under every nor do they also fall always in time, as in a modal proposition; just as when it is a determination of the predicate, it causes the totality both of subject and of time. For when it is said that every human being is of necessity an animal, it is necessary that human being be animal at every time, and that any subjective part whatever of human being be animal.

[Marginal label, printed page 312: Objection.]

But if someone objects by saying that if being-in from necessity always causes being-in every one, then since this proposition, every human being is of necessity an animal, is converted into this, that animal is of necessity human being, thus every animal is a human being.

[Marginal label, printed page 312: Solution.]

[Marginal label, printed page 312: How being-in from necessity does not always cause being-in every one.]

It must be said that the converted proposition, insofar as it stands under conversion, is not a dialectical proposition, but is a principle of reduction; and therefore concerning such a proposition it is not necessary that being-in from necessity is caused as being-in every one and always. But a dialectical proposition is one in which the predicate, which is accident, or genus, or proper, or definition, is referred to the subject, which is species; and in every such proposition the necessary causes the totality of subject and time, whether it is of necessity with a mode or whether it is such according to the thing and without a mode. For if human being is animal, every human being is animal, from the fact that genus is predicated of species. But the contingent as accident is predicated of subject, and it can cause neither of these totalities.

Moreover, a third consideration is drawn from disparates: that the respondent erred if he posited the same thing under another word to be in even that very thing as accident. For the same thing is also in as predicate by necessity of coherence; although perhaps he posits it as another, nevertheless it is not another, for the same essence is named by different names. In this way the philosopher Prodicus erred, who divided pleasure; for all these are names of one and the same pleasure, and to say these and to say that they happen to pleasure is to say that the same happens to itself. But this pleasure is referred to things quieting desire and feeding it.

[Marginal label, printed page 313: What joy and gladness are.]

Joy is a dilation of the heart in the conception of good, which is pleasure. But pleasantness, through the effect of cheerfulness overflowing in the body, is gesticulation. Gladness, however, which is named from place, names the same pleasure as it is a dilation of tempered heat and spirit and blood. Therefore if someone among the respondents says that being-glad happens to rejoicing, he says that the same thing happens to itself.

And it must be noted that the same accidental can happen to that to which it is the same, but not according as it is the same, but according as it is accidental to it from another genus than that to which it happens. And thus the solution is plain to what could be objected, that nothing happens even to itself, because otherwise substance would be an accident to something. Furthermore it must be noted that four modes are indicated in the division above, although three are expressly placed in the division of disparates: one is to be in necessarily; three also are to be in contingently, namely in the majority of cases, in the fewer cases, and toward either alternative. For everything that is in from natural and substantial inherence either is in contingently; and if it is in from natural and substantial inherence, then it is in necessarily, because necessity causes both the totality of subject, so that it is in every one, and the totality of time, so that it is in always, which belongs to the account of that in which it is. This account is founded in substance, which does not leave the subject. But if an accident is in from a common accident, either it is in with a disposition inclining to it, or it is in it in such a way that it is not disposed to it. And if it is disposed to it, either the disposition is strong and inclining almost to necessity, and thus it is contingent in the majority of cases, or it is not strong but only begun, and thus it is contingent in the fewer cases. And thus there are four: what inheres of necessity, the contingent in the majority of cases, the contingent in the fewer cases, and the contingent inhering according to potency and not according to act, which is the contingent toward either alternative.

Therefore twelve partial considerations are made, although Aristotle posits only one in common. For what is necessary can be posited as contingent toward either alternative, and what is contingent toward either alternative can be posited as necessary; and these are two considerations. And the necessary can be posited as contingent in the majority of cases, and conversely; and these are again two. And the necessary can be posited as contingent in the fewer cases, and conversely; and thus these are again two. And thus, namely by comparison of the first to the remaining three and conversely, six are made in the whole, in which a fault occurs in positing thus or thus. And because the necessary is posited as contingent to another, and conversely the contingent as necessary, it can therefore happen that everything that is contingent to one thing is simply necessary to some other thing. The contingent in the majority of cases



CHAPTER II. On inspection of the inherence and complex joining of contraries.

can be posited as contingent in the fewer cases, and conversely; and thus there are two considerations. And the contingent in the majority of cases can be posited as contingent toward either alternative; and again there are two. And thus there are four in the comparison of the second to the third and to the fourth. Again the contingent as in the fewer cases can be posited as contingent toward either alternative, and conversely; and thus there are two comparisons of the third to the third; and four and two joined together make twelve. But there is one account of the fault also in all of them, because a disparate is put in place of a disparate. On account of this, these are comprehended under one consideration; and therefore according to account there is one locus from which all these considerations are drawn. Thus therefore what has been said concerning disparates suffices, because one common account in all of them gives a locus to argumentation.

CHAPTER II.

On inspection toward the inherence and toward the complex joining of contraries to one another.

Now therefore one must see how the problem concerning being-in as accident is determined from inspection toward the locus from opposites. And because two things are considered in opposites, namely the inherence of opposites and the consequence of opposites, therefore first we shall determine concerning opposites according to their inherence, and afterward we shall teach how to inspect opposites as to their consequence.

Therefore let us say that one must accept contraries or opposites, and accept them toward their inherences, in whatever way this has been useful to the opponent for a locus of argumentation, whether for constructing or for destroying; therefore one must see in how many ways contraries joined by inherence to one another make contrariety.

[Marginal label, printed page 314: In how many ways contraries are joined to one another as to inherence.]

We say that contraries through inherence are joined to one another in six ways; but not when joined to one another in all ways do they make contrariety, so that one is repugnant to the other. Rather, in four ways they make contrariety, so that they are repugnant to one another and expel themselves from the same subject.

But that they are joined to one another in six ways is plain from this: if four contraries are accepted according to a complex joining of inherence, either they are joined so that a contrary is predicated of contrary subjects divisively, or so that the same things are predicated of contraries. If the first, I would induce a contrary according to natural repugnance, as if I say, friends and enemies are two contraries, and to do good and to do evil are two contraries. And according to natural inherence, to do good belongs to friends and to do evil belongs to enemies, as Socrates says. For nature teaches all animals these things. Therefore these are two complex joinings that do not make contrariety: to do good to friends and to do evil to enemies; these are not contrary because they are of one complex joining, because they are of the same moral condition, since it is according to natural right, which nature taught all animals, as Socrates says in Zeno, and Plato says this concerning Socrates. Or they are joined to one another indirectly according to natural repugnance, as to do evil to friends and to do good to enemies; and thus again they do not make contrariety, because they are of the same evil moral condition established against natural right, which is contrary in the natural face that nature taught all animals. Or if they are joined in such a way that both contraries are posited divisively of one of the contraries and both of the remaining one, as to do good to friends and to do evil to friends, so that these two contraries are predicated of this one thing which is friends, and both of the remaining thing which is enemies, as to do evil to enemies and to do good to enemies, in each way they make contrariety, because to do good to friends is not of the same moral condition as to do evil to friends, nor are to do good to enemies and to do evil to enemies of the same moral condition. Or they are joined in this way, because contraries are predicated of the same thing, and this in two ways, as to do good to friends and to do evil to friends; and this complex joining again makes two contrarieties, because these are of contrary moral condition, since one belongs to natural justice, and the other to one disposed according to natural justice. Therefore the first complex joining does not make contrariety, but the other four make contrariety, like those things which belong to the habits of contrary affections.

[Marginal label, printed page 315: Objection.]

And if someone objects that contraries are naturally apt to come to be about the same thing; to do good and to do evil are contraries; and therefore if to do good to friends is naturally apt to come to be about the same thing, so also is that which is contrary to it, namely to do evil.

[Marginal label, printed page 315: Solution.]

It must be said that contraries are potentially naturally apt to come to be about the same thing, and not actually at the same time. And thus the subject and receptive thing of contraries is not according to the form constituted as ultimately perfecting; and concerning that it is true that contraries are naturally apt to come to be about the same thing and not actually at the same time. And if the receptive thing is constituted and perfected by its proper form, nothing prevents it through that form from being inclined to one of the contraries and not to the other; and such a receptive thing is friend and enemy. And therefore there is to do good to friends, and according to moral condition there is not to do evil to friends.

[Marginal label, printed page 315: Why one ought to do good to friends.]

The cause of this is that the receptive thing of these contraries is not matter from which or in which contraries come to be, but rather the object about which they are; and such an object is the account of the act and end. And therefore to do good to friends is the account and cause on account of which it is, because they are friends; but one and the same thing cannot be the account of opposites. And therefore these proceed from contrary habits; and therefore that the contrary works, namely that doing good to friends belongs to the moral condition of natural justice, and doing evil to friends belongs to the same moral condition, is plain through Tullius at the end of his first Rhetoric, saying that right and natural justice is what opinion has not generated, but a certain innate power has inserted. And Isidore says that natural right is what nature has taught all animals: for every animal does good to a friend, or does evil to an enemy, or flees from him. On account of this Socrates placed in the definition of a human being that a human being is a rational animal doing good to friends and doing evil to enemies, as is read in the first book of Zeno.

[Marginal label, printed page 315: Objection.]

And if someone presses through this, that the law says that good should be done to enemies.

[Marginal label, printed page 315: Solution.]

We do not have to speak against this, because this is not proved from the principles of philosophy, but rather by grace it rises above nature and reason, and orders to a greater perfection to which the Philosopher cannot extend himself.

But from the things said it is plain that the first two complex joinings do not make contrariety. For that which is to do good to friends is not contrary to that which is to do evil to enemies, because these are of the same moral condition, as has been said, and of the same habit; for each of these is to be chosen and they are of the same moral condition, as has been said. Nor is that which is to do evil to friends contrary to that which is to do good to enemies, for the same reason, because each of these is to be fled and they are of the same evil moral condition. For what is to be despised and fled seems not to be contrary to what is to be despised, unless one is as abundance and the other as defect. But to do good and to do evil are not contraries in this way; rather, they are works and effects of contraries on account of contrary predicates concerning the same thing. For these are of contrary moral condition, and thus are through themselves and proper effects of contraries; and of these two, to do good to friends is to be chosen, but to do evil to friends is to be despised, and only one of them belongs to good moral condition.

Therefore from the things said incidentally it is plain that several contraries happen to the same subject, not indeed according to several things that are in it. The proof of this is by example: because to that which is to do good to friends, that which is to do good to enemies is contrary from the part of the subject, because it is concerning a contrary subject; and therefore also that which is to do evil to friends is contrary from the part of the predicate; but contrary predicates are referred to the same thing. Similarly they have themselves in other cases also, and will appear from singulars of the things said in the same way, as has been said, when they are considered from the part of subject or predicate. For always one thing, as it is considered in this way, is contrary to several, and always one contrary will be contrary to two. And therefore the opponent must accept whichever contrary will be more useful to the position, that is, by which it is better to argue toward the position.

Moreover, in things disposed according to the complex joining of contraries, whatever considerations can be drawn from such complex joining of the contrary must be posited. Therefore one must first consider whether there is something contrary to that accident which is said to be in some subject. And one must consider whether that contrary is actually in that subject in which the accident is said to be in; and then the accident that was being posited to be in will not be in it, because contraries according to act cannot be in the same thing simultaneously. For it is impossible for contraries to be in the same thing at the same time according to act. Therefore this is the consideration in contraries. Secondly, one must also consider whether something of such accidents is said to be in the same thing, with which inhering it is necessary that contraries be in the same thing. For then, through the locus from contraries, it does not happen to be in that in which it was said to be in; as if someone, with Plato, posits ideal forms in us and says that they are as formal causes, which according to Plato both per accidens and through themselves are immovable and insensible. If this indeed is granted, it happens and follows that the same forms both are moved and rest; for in themselves they are immovable and insensible, but according to the being by which they are in us, they are moved at least per accidens. And by the same account it happens that they are sensible and insensible, for ideal forms according to themselves universally rest or are immovable and intelligible to those who posit forms, the Socratics and Platonists and Stoics; but when they are in us, it follows that it is impossible for them to be immovable and insensible in us. For when we are moving, it is necessary that through motion, at least per accidens, all things that are in us are moved. But it is also plain that all forms that are in us are sensible, at least per accidens, by the sense of sight.

[Marginal label, printed page 316: Note concerning use.]

Sight through itself or per accidens receives all the first forms that are in us; for through the sense which is sight, we know every form that is in each thing, either through itself or per accidens.

Again, by a third consideration one must consider, if some accident has been posited by the respondent to be in some subject, which has another contrary, whether that contrary is potentially in the same subject or not. For if the accident is in, the contrary to the accident can be in the same thing, because the same thing is receptive of contraries, unless one is in by nature. But if the other thing is not receptive of the contrary, neither will it be receptive of the accident that is also said to be in.

[Marginal label, printed page 316: Note the gloss.]

An example of this is that if someone said that hatred follows anger as to being-in in the same subject according to the position, then it follows that hatred will be in the species of fury, which is the irascible power, just as anger is in the irascible as in a subject. Therefore one must inspect whether the contrary to hatred is also in the species of fury or of the irascible; but the contrary of hatred is love, and therefore one must inspect whether love is in the same subject. For if love is not there, but the irascible is, because love is in the concupiscible according to Plato in other places, then it is plain that hatred does not follow anger, but is in the same subject, because hatred and love are contraries which must come to be about the soul according to one and the same subject. Similarly also in another example, if the respondent said that ignorance is in the concupiscible soul, then it follows that in the concupiscible soul there is what is receptive of discipline, just as contraries or privatively opposed things are true to come to be about the same thing. And if what is concupiscible does not seem to be receptive of discipline, then neither is it receptive of ignorance.



CHAPTER III. On the consideration of the problem concerning accident, how it can be constructed and destroyed in many ways from inspection toward the consequences of opposites.

This locus of the third consideration, however, is not valid for one asserting that it is in, because if the contrary will happen to be in, it does not follow that the proposed thing is in, but only that it happens to be in. Hence for the proposed accident it happens to be in, the locus is useful; but it is valid for the proposed thing's happening to be in on account of this, that contraries happen to be in the same thing. For by showing that the subject is receptive of the contrary, we shall be showing that it is not unreceptive of the proposed accident which was said to be in, and that it neither is in nor happens to be in. But if we have shown that the contrary is in, or that the subject is receptive of the contrary which happens to be in the same thing, we are not yet showing that its contrary is in the subject, because it does not follow, if one of the contraries happens to be in something, that its contrary is in it; rather, it follows only that it happens to be in. Therefore this much follows, and not that it is in according to act. Thus, therefore, one must consider in contraries considered according to accidental or potential inherence.

[Marginal label, printed page 317: The threefold soul according to Plato.]

Nevertheless attend to the fact that the last consideration chiefly holds according to Plato, whose statement was that the irascible, concupiscible, and rational were diverse souls 1, situated in diverse parts, so that the rational was situated in the head or in the brain, the concupiscible in the liver and in the groin, buried in a certain way, and the irascible in the gall. And according to this these souls will not be one in subject, from which they could be one subject of some accident.

[Marginal label, printed page 317: Hatred in two ways.]

Also, hatred is said in two ways: for hatred is inveterate anger, and thus hatred is in the same subject with anger and from the same irascible soul. There is also hatred as malevolence caused from anger, and thus it is opposed to love, which is benevolence of the will toward those loved, and thus it is in the concupiscible soul. One must also know that what has been said in contraries is to be understood in all opposites also, because opposites, by broadening the being-in of contraries, are called contraries of contraries, etc.

CHAPTER III.

On the consideration of the problem concerning accident, how it can be constructed and destroyed in many ways from inspection toward the consequences of opposites.

The same problem concerning accident can both be constructed and destroyed in many ways from inspection toward the consequences of opposites or contraries. And in all genera of opposites it must be shown that every consequence is in a complex expression, and that contradictorily opposed things are in complex expressions. Therefore this must first be shown in contradictories, and therefore they have themselves chiefly in opposition.

[Marginal label, printed page 317: Note that consequence is taken in many ways.]

But it must be premised that consequence, commonly so called, is between those things of which one follows upon another, and conversely the remaining follows upon the remaining. And in this it differs from simple consequence, of which one follows simply upon the remaining, and not conversely, because the antecedent does not follow upon the consequent. But consequence properly is between those things of which each, in some way affirmed or denied, can both antecede and follow the remaining one.

[Marginal label, printed page 317: What consequence in itself is.]

And such consequence, speaking commonly, is twofold, in itself and e contrario. Consequence in itself is when, with the same order of terms, the consequent follows upon the antecedent, and the opposite of the consequent follows upon the opposite of the antecedent. And this cannot be except between equals and convertibles, as if a human being is, a risible thing is; and if a human being is not, a risible thing is not; if a risible thing is, a human being is; and if a risible thing is not, a human being is not. In this consequence, just as the affirmation of the consequent follows upon the affirmation of the antecedent, so the denial of the consequent follows upon the denial of the antecedent, and each antecedes and follows the other.

[Marginal label, printed page 318: What consequence e contrario is.]

But consequence e contrario is when, not in the same order of contraries, affirmation follows affirmation and denial follows denial, but in an order taken from the contrary, as if the affirmation of the consequent follows the affirmation of the antecedent, so, conversely, the denial of the antecedent follows the denial of the consequent. Yet this is such that the antecedent antecedes not in speech only, but really, and the consequent naturally follows, because thus the consequent will be in the antecedent and through substance is in it as a cause. And the cause of this is that, in all such cases, the antecedent is as a subjective part in relation to the consequent, and the consequent is in relation to the universal whole, and thus it has itself to the antecedent.

But it is regularly true, as Michael of Ephesus says, that if in such cases the affirmation of the antecedent is a subjective part of the consequent, in negatives the denial of the consequent is as a subjective part of the denial of the antecedent, and the denial of the consequent infers the denial of the antecedent, as a substantive part infers its whole 2. For when non-animal and non-human are said, non-human is said of more things than non-animal, and non-animal is a subjective part of that which is non-human. And since in such cases there is no consequence except from part to whole, and affirmation and denial in such cases have themselves contrarily according to whole and part, the consequence must be e contrario. And this is the true cause of consequence in itself and of consequence e contrario: for non-human is said of every thing that is non-animal, and of more things which are animal; but non-animal is not said of every thing that is non-human, because an ass is non-human and yet is not non-animal. Therefore this is the cause of consequence in itself and of consequence e contrario; and because whatever is consequent naturally and generally upon another thing must be such that the thing which is consequent is in the antecedent, because otherwise it could not be inferred from it, etc.

CHAPTER IV.

On the inspection of the problem concerning accident concerning the consequences of opposites.

Having these things concerning the consequences of opposites, therefore let us say: since oppositions are four, divided according to genera, as has been determined in the Categories, one must consider, in the termination of the problem concerning accident from contradictions, that is, from those things which are opposed as contradictories, in what way it comes from consequence made e contrario, both for one destroying the problem and for one constructing it. But because there is no way to prove the maxim of this locus except from posterior things, therefore this must be taken from induction: that if something naturally follows upon something without the fact that it antecedes to it, then upon the contradictory opposite of the consequent follows the contradictory opposite of the antecedent. An example of this is: if a human being is an animal, a non-animal is a non-human. And similarly it is also in all other things naturally anteceding themselves and naturally consequent upon themselves, as has been said, for in such cases this consequence is e contrario. And consequence in itself cannot be in such cases, because of the cause that has been stated; for in this way animal follows human being, and just as animal follows human being according to natural consequence, so non-animal follows non-human. Therefore this mode of consequence must be conceded in all things of this sort, as if good, or pleasant, or delectable is sweet or fitting, then e contrario the not-sweet will be not-good; and the example is according to the Epicureans. But it is manifest that consequence in contradiction is converted to each side, that is, to constructing and destroying, made not in itself but e contrario. Therefore if one thing is said to follow upon another according to being-in, one must consider whether the opposite of the antecedent follows upon the opposite of the consequent; and if it follows, then the proposed thing follows upon the proposed thing; and if the contradictory opposite of the antecedent does not follow the contradictory opposite of the consequent, neither does the proposed thing follow the proposed thing. And thus it is valid for constructing and destroying.

Notes

	Concerning this threefold soul according to Plato, compare On the Soul I, commentary 7. (Circa hanc triplicem animam secundum Platonem confer. I de Anima, com. 7.) ↩

	And this is what the moderns say, that the more superior a finite term is, the more inferior the infinitated term becomes, and conversely. P.J. (Et hoc est quod dicunt moderni, quod quanto terminus finitus est superior, tanto infinitatus fit inferior, et e contra. P.J.) ↩





CHAPTER IV. On the inspection of the problem concerning accident concerning the consequences of opposites.

[Marginal label, printed page 319: He limits the rule.]

But this must be taken insofar as it is useful in all things, except in immediate causes and their effects, in which, although a cause naturally antecedes the effect and infers it, nevertheless because of the convertibility of the terms, just as the cause antecedes the effect, so the denial of the cause antecedes the denial of the effect. For in such cases, just as affirmation is the cause of affirmation, so denial is the cause of denial. For just as upon having a lung follows breathing, so upon not having a lung follows not breathing. And thus it is plain that just as the consequent follows upon the antecedent, so the opposite of the antecedent follows upon the opposite of the consequent.

Certain persons say that the cause of what has been said, namely that in contradictories there is not consequence in itself but e contrario, is that all contradictions are equal, because in every contradiction one of the contradictories is said of all things that are and are not, and of nothing simultaneously; and the contradictions of the consequent must be altogether equal. But if consequence in itself existed in such opposites, it would follow that the contradictions of the antecedent and the contradictions of the consequent were not equal; but just as the consequent is more extensive than the antecedent, so the denial of the consequent would be more extensive than the denial of the antecedent. It can indeed be said that this is not the cause, but rather that true cause which was stated above.

But in contraries which come nearer to the opposition of contradiction, because in them there is both consequence in itself and consequence e contrario, after contradictories the consideration must be placed in contraries. If one thing is said to follow upon another, one must consider whether the contrary of that which is said to follow follows upon the contrary of the other, either according to consequence in itself or according to consequence made e contrario. And if it does, the problem is constructed; if not, it is destroyed. And thus it is valid for constructing and for destroying in contraries where the consequence itself exists, as in courage and weakness or timidity. For virtue follows courage as the universal whole follows the part; vice follows weakness or timidity as the universal whole follows the part; and being among things to be chosen follows virtue, while being among things to be despised follows vice. Therefore the consequence of these things is consequence in itself; for what is to be chosen is contrary to what is to be despised. Therefore if courage is said to be to be chosen, through consequence, in the same order, the contrary of the consequent follows upon the contrary of the antecedent according to consequence made in itself. Similarly also it is so in other contraries of this sort.

[Marginal label, printed page 319: Limitation of the rule.]

But here the consequence of this sort must be accepted insofar as it is useful, because it does not hold in all cases. For although avarice and prodigality are contraries, nevertheless it does not follow, if vice and what is to be despised follow avarice, that virtue and what is to be chosen follow prodigality. But it holds in those cases in which something is through itself a cause, or something of itself is a cause, for inferring, and not in others, as courage, which is a virtue, is a cause of its being to be chosen, and weakness is, through something of itself, a cause of its being to be despised through the fact that it is an excess of the mean; but the cause of choosing is virtue through the fact that it is a mean. For avarice is not a cause of choosing, nor is prodigality. Therefore let the consideration be formed thus: if a contrary is said to follow something, one must consider whether the contrary of the consequent follows upon the contrary of the antecedent according to consequence in itself; and thus the problem has been constructed. But if not, in this way the problem is destroyed.

But in contraries which have themselves to one another as integral whole and integral part, one must inspect in antecedent and consequent according to consequence made e contrario in such things, because an integral part does not posit the whole, but conversely the whole posits the part, and the part, when denied, denies the whole, and the whole, when denied, does not deny the part, as is plain in Boethius's Topics. And therefore in contraries of this sort there cannot be consequence in itself, but there can be consequence e contrario. An example of this is: good habit of body and bad habit of body are opposed contrarily; and health follows good habit of body, but sickness does not follow bad habit of body, although health and sickness are opposed. Hence it does not follow: good habit and bad habit are contraries, health and sickness are contraries, and health follows good habit; therefore sickness follows bad habit. E contrario it follows: bad habit follows sickness. Hence the consequence is valid thus: if good habit is health, then, conversely, if infirmity exists, bad habit will be; so that, just as the consequent follows upon the antecedent, so upon the contrary of the consequent follows the contrary of the antecedent. This, as has been said, is consequence e contrario. And the cause of this is that good habit of body is an integral whole in relation to health, and thus it infers it as an integral whole infers a part. For density of flesh is from a good disposition of interior and exterior things caused in complexion and composition; but bad bodily habit is a bad disposition in exterior things and a bad condition caused in natural increase, as in those fat beyond measure. And nevertheless it does not follow that they are simply sick, because there is a middle between healthy and sick. Thus therefore in such cases there is consequence e contrario: if good bodily habit is health, infirmity will be bad bodily habit.

And note that in those contraries one thing is a sign of what converts, and another is a sign convertible with the cause. For bad bodily habit is an imperfect sign, as that which is in the part is a sign of that which is in the whole; and therefore it is manifest that in such cases there is that consequence which is called e contrario. But consequence e contrario occurs rarely and in the fewer cases among contraries, because it occurs only in those things which have themselves to an integral whole as a part, as has been said; but in many other cases consequence in itself occurs. Thus, therefore, let the consideration be formed: if the proposed thing is said to follow upon the proposed thing, one must consider whether the opposite of the antecedent and the opposite of the consequent follow one another, or whether the problem is found according to consequence. For if in the contraries both of antecedent and of consequent such consequence is found, then in the proposed things that have been stated, one must necessarily follow upon the other.

Similarly, as in contraries, one must inspect in privation and habit with respect to consequence; but in privations consequence e contrario does not hold, but consequence in itself does. Thus if sight and blindness are opposed as habit and privation, if sight is a sense, blindness is a certain insensibility, so that insensibility is taken from the privation of a certain sense and not from the privation of sense in common, just as sight posits a certain sense and not every sense. For the opposite of sense is insensibility as privation and habit: for this sense is habit, and the other, blindness, is privation. And thus it is plain that in privation and habit there is consequence in itself only. But since in contraries there is both consequence in itself and e contrario, while in privation and habit there is consequence in itself only, contraries are reduced to privation and habit in some way, and not conversely. And therefore the consideration in opposites according to privation and habit is after the consideration in contraries. Therefore if something that has itself as privation and habit is said to follow upon another, one must consider whether the opposite of the consequent follows as the opposite of the antecedent; and thus the problem is constructed. But if not, the problem is destroyed.

Similarly, one must use these things that are toward something, or relatives, as with those opposed according to privation and habit. For in the opposition of those things that are toward something, the same consequence must be used, that is, consequence in itself as in things opposed by privation. Thus, if triple is multiple, subtriple, which is called the correlative of the antecedent, is submultiple. But triple is said to be opposed relatively to subtriple, and multiple and submultiple are said to be relatively opposed in the consequent. And this example indeed is in those relatives which are according to being and not according to being-said, which are relatives and truly relatively opposed. But the example in those which are relatives according to being-said is this: if knowledge is opinion, then the knowable is opinable; and if sight is sense, the visible is sensible. Since knowledge is said in relation to the knowable, and the knowable in relation to the opinable, if the consequent follows upon the antecedent, the correlative of the consequent follows upon the correlative of the antecedent, which is consequence in itself.

[Marginal label, printed page 321: Objection of the text.]

But the instance which seems to be against this consequence, on account of which it is not necessary that consequence in itself generally occur in those things which are opposed as toward something, in the way that has been said, is this. For the sensible, which is said in relation to sense, is the knowable, which is said in relation to knowledge; and nevertheless sense is not knowledge.

[Marginal label, printed page 321: Solution.]

But the solution of this is that the instance which has been stated is not a true instance against the aforesaid consequence. For there are many who do not say that there is knowledge of sensibles as they are sensibles, but say that there is knowledge of sensibles as they have been abstracted from the common senses and made intelligible; and therefore, just as the sensible is not the knowable, so sense is not knowledge.

Moreover, therefore, they say that this consideration is no less useful for the contrary which is according to denial than for the proposed thing which is according to affirmation. For it follows: just as the sensible is not the knowable, so neither is sense knowledge. But the consideration is such: if one of the relatives is said to follow as another, one must consider whether the things opposed to these correlatively follow one another according to consequence made in itself; and thus the problem is constructed; and if not, it is destroyed. Therefore these things have been said in the consequences of oppositions; for other things must be said both in the Categories and in other works.



CHAPTER V. On the inspection of the problem concerning accident toward extrinsic things of the same, but nevertheless agreeing with it. CHAPTER VI. In what way, in the consideration of the problem concerning accident, one must attend to generations and corruptions, and to efficient and corrupting things and to similars.

CHAPTER V.

On the inspection of the problem concerning accident toward extrinsic things of the same, but nevertheless agreeing with it.

Thus, therefore, once the problem has been terminated through the locus from opposites, which is extrinsic and opposed to the subject or predicate of the problem, or to both, one must inspect those things which are extrinsic to the predicate or subject of the problem, but nevertheless agree with them. And first one must look to those things which have an essential likeness with them, and afterward to those things which have an accidental likeness with the same. But things conjugate with them and derived from them by casual inflection have essential likeness with the predicates and subjects of problems; and therefore first one must see what conjugates and casuals are, and how they are compared with one another.

[Marginal label, printed page 321: What are called conjugates, and why they are so called.]

Therefore we shall say that again, for the termination of the problem concerning accident, both for one wishing to destroy it and for one wishing to construct it, one must consider among those things by which he will abound in arguments from them. Let us therefore see what are called conjugates. But conjugates are the principal and what is taken from the principal through concretive denomination, although according to the grammarian, who attends to the modes in the formation of words, the principal descends from the thing taken, as from just, of the just, with tia added, justice is made. Nevertheless, considering the thing and nature, the composite descends from the simple. The simple principal is the abstract from which the concrete is derived, and what is taken from it is called, and they are called, conjugates, as joined under one yoke of principal signification according to a diverse mode of signifying.

[Marginal label, printed page 321: What are called cases.]

But case, which is named from falling, is an adverbial inflection descending from the principal and from the thing taken, which is in those things of first and second derivation, as justice, just, of the just, justly. Sometimes it falls regularly through inflection of the last syllable, and sometimes it falls irregularly, as from good, of good, well, in which the first and last syllable are inflected.

Therefore those things of this sort are called conjugates from justice: just, just-feminine, just-neuter, which are conjugates, are under one and the same yoke of the principal signified, which is justice joined, from which they do not differ except through a diverse mode of signifying. Therefore conjugates of this are called those which are as just, just-feminine, just-neuter, of justice, joined to the principal signified and taken from nouns of the third declension, just as brave-neuter and brave are conjugates to bravery. Similarly, things perfective or preservative of some bodily or spiritual habit, derived not by inflection but by the stated denomination, on account of some mode by which they have themselves to that habit or form, are called conjugates of that habitual form, just as diet or urine are called conjugates of health, of which they are perfective and preservative, so that healthful things, or things effective of health, are called healthy and conjugates to health; and things productive or preservative of good bodily habit, that is, of euechia, are conjugates of euechia. And in the same way in all other cases. Therefore whatever things are conjugate in whatever way, that is, in some way, as things taken from principals by denomination, to speak commonly, are customarily said in such a way, as has been said. But case through inflection comes into an adverb, which terminates the mode of the act of the verb, as justly inflected from a noun of the second declension, or bravely or healthfully derived from what is taken from the third declension; these are called cases, and in them there is the adverbial mode, which is the mode of the verb.

But although they are called conjugates in this way, nevertheless not in the proper mode but in the common mode are those things called conjugate in some way which are according to case, as justly seems in some way to be conjugate to justice, and bravely is said or seems to be conjugate to bravery, because the case descends from the principal, although through a middle; but what is taken descends from the principal without a middle. For all those things are called conjugates which according to the same conjugation look back to principals, as in this common mode the conjugates of justice are just, just-feminine, just-neuter, and justly.

Once conjugates have been determined in this way, and by forming the consideration of conjugation, it is manifest that when any one accident has been shown, and concerning something that is conjugate to another, or has itself as a case to another, that accident will have been shown to be in all the conjugates. Thus if one of them is shown to be good or praiseworthy, all the remaining things have been shown to be similar in the same accident; as if it is shown that justice is of the number of praiseworthy things, it has been shown that the just person is praiseworthy, and that what is done justly is done praiseworthily, and that the conjugates of justice and its case are of the number of praiseworthy things. But by inflection of the noun into an adverb the case will be called justly and praiseworthily according to the case falling from the same principal, and these are said from praiseworthy according to the same mode of case, just as to be called just from the just will have been shown, and the case will have been shown from the case. And if the principal is not said of the principal, neither will what is taken be said of what is taken, nor the case of the case.

Nevertheless one must consider whether in cases and conjugates one must inspect not only in the principals themselves and the things taken and the cases, but also contraries in the contraries of those things. An example of this is that if a conjugate having a contrary is said of a conjugate having a contrary, and if the contrary is said of the contrary conjugate, then the proposed thing is said of the proposed thing, and if not, not. For example, good and evil are contraries, sweet and painful are contraries. If good is sweet, then goodness is sweetness, and well is sweetly, and evil is painful, and malice is painfulness, and evilly is or painfully; and if not, not. And in that judgment good and evil are predicates, and sweet and painful are subjects. But sweet is delectable, and painful is troublesome, which nevertheless is sometimes not evil but useful good, as to be burned or cut. Hence if the painful is evil, then sweetly is good; and if the painful is sometimes not evil, the sweet will sometimes not be good; neither will sweetness be goodness, nor sweetly well; or if this painful thing is evil, then the sweet is good. Among more principal examples there is the example of Socrates, who said that virtues are sciences, because an evil person is ignorant, arguing thus: the unjust person is ignorant; therefore injustice is ignorance; and in the contrary, justice is knowledge; because if justice is knowledge, injustice will also be ignorance; and if what is or is done justly is done knowingly or expertly, it then follows that what is or is done unjustly is or is done ignorantly. But in conjugates in the contrary this is not true.

Nor are those things true which have been posited concerning conjugates, which have now been said: that justice is knowledge, and the just thing known and experienced, and justly knowingly. For it will appear more if someone considers ethically the principles of vices, that what is done unjustly is done expertly and from certain knowledge rather than that it is done inexpertly, because unless it were done knowingly, what is unjust would be involuntary, which is not true; rather, the particular things in which the act is are done knowingly.

But this mode which has now been stated was also stated before in the consequences of contraries, although now the sequence of contraries is considered in conjugates and cases. This we showed above similarly in contraries, because now we show nothing in conjugates, as has been said, except that upon the contrary conjugate follows the contrary through the opposition of contraries. Therefore if in conjugates in themselves and in their contraries one must inspect for the termination of the problem concerning accident, likewise also in cases, because cases are in a certain way conjugates.

CHAPTER VI.

In what way, in the consideration of the problem concerning accident, one must attend to generations and corruptions, and to efficient and corrupting things and to similars.

[Marginal label, printed page 323: What is understood here through generation and corruption.]

Moreover, for the opponent toward the problem concerning accident, whether wishing to construct or wishing to destroy, one must attend to generations and corruptions. And generation is called any motion inducing into being, whether substantial or accidental; and by opposition corruption is called any motion leading out from being. And generations and corruptions are said to be things remaining in such motion, and in this they differ from that which simply is a cause. The things whose generations are good, they themselves are also good; and thus the problem is constructed, that what is said as accident is in the generated thing. And conversely it also holds, that if generated things are good, the generations also are good, because the induction of good into being is good, and conversely. And the things whose generations are evil, they themselves are evil, and conversely. But in corruptions the contrary holds as to the inferring thing and the inferred thing: for if the corruptions of some things are good, those things themselves are evil, and conversely.

But the same account of consequence as to the inferring thing and the inferred thing is in efficient and corrupting things, because the things whose effective causes are good are themselves good. And understand this of effective causes per se and not per accidens. For thus we said that it belongs to the good to bring forth good things; and the things whose corruptive causes are evil, if they are corruptive causes per se, those things whose corruptive causes they are are good.

[Marginal label, printed page 323: What similars are and what likeness is.]

Furthermore, in the termination of the same problem concerning accident one must consider in similars, and one must consider that things to which one quality belongs are similar, because one in quality is similar, as Aristotle says, and Boethius says that likeness is the same quality of different things.



CHAPTERS VI-VIII. On similars, apposition, and means partly dialectical and partly sophistical from apposition.

but likeness of two or several habits to one thing, or of one to several, or of several to several, makes proportion and proportionality according to the differences of every proportion. For although proportion is properly in quantity, nevertheless, with the name extended according as the locus from proportion is taken in the likeness of relations of whatever things have themselves similarly to one thing, and in common in all such cases there is inspection toward similars according to being-in, or toward things that are in one relation or are similar.

[Marginal label, printed page 324: Proportion is properly in quantity.]

For example, if one discipline is posited as being of several things, and opinion is one, to have hearing is to hear; because discipline and opinion have themselves by one similar relation to those things in which they are. And if to have sight is to see in habit, at least it is to see in habit; to have hearing is to hear, because by one similar relation the habit of sight and the habit of hearing have themselves to their acts and to habits taken in use. Similarly also in other things similar to these, and in those things having themselves in one proportion to one thing, both in those things which are thus similar according to reality and in those which seem to be similar.

The power of this locus from proportion is useful for both, for constructing and for destroying the problem. For if among some similars something has itself affirmatively, it will have itself thus in the others; and so the problem has been constructed. But if among some similars it does not have itself thus, likewise in the other similars it will not have itself thus; and so the problem will have been destroyed. But this consideration is in those things which have themselves singularly to one common thing. One must also consider in the one to which they have themselves similarly and in several, as when several things have themselves in the same way to one thing. If it is said that to know is the same as to understand, one must inspect how both have themselves to the same thing as to many, that is, whether to know has itself to many in the same way as to understand does, that is, whether it happens to understand many things at once, as it happens to know many things. But it does not happen to understand many things at once. Therefore if this does not happen, it is manifest that to know is not to understand.

[Marginal label, printed page 324: How it happens to know and to understand many things, and how only one.]

And in one and the same case, if to know is said according to habit, it happens to know many things at once; and if to know is said according to act, then knowing is of a conclusion, for knowing which it is necessary to know actually many things related to it, as principles and the inference which is as in acting. Similarly, if to understand is taken in act, then to understand is simply to behold the intelligible; but a simple power cannot be except toward one simple thing, just as a line is terminated at one point. But if it is taken in habit, then intellect is a principal habit, which is in one thing and not in many according as it is a simple habit. Thus, therefore, one must consider in things having themselves similarly toward something.

Moreover, in those things which are similar by one quality, one must consider from being-in more and less through the intension and remission of the inhering quality. Thus, of that which is in according to more and less, there are four loci from which argumentations are drawn for the termination of the problem concerning accident. One locus is in comparing to another, because if the predicate, taken in relation to the subject, is more, because if the predicate is more, it follows upon the simple subject. And therefore one locus is if more follows more; as if pleasure is good, more pleasure is more good; and if to suffer injury is evil, to suffer more injury is more evil. And here the more is compared to being-in simply, and the more is in and simply is in. But this locus is useful for both, for constructing and destroying the problem. For if the consequent, that is, the predicate, is an increase of the accident, that is, is intensified according to more, by this increase of the subject, that is, by the intension of the subject, as has been said in the example introduced, it is manifest that it happens. But I was positing that the accident is in simply. But if the predicate follows with increase when the subject receives increase, then it is manifest that it does not happen simply. But this must be taken by induction, because this is the maxim of this locus, and it can be proved only from posterior things.

Moreover, the second locus is when one predicate is said of two subjects, as through the locus from the greater, which is destructive: for if that to which the predicate seems more to be in does not have it in, neither will that to which it seems less to be in have it in. Thus to storm a fortress seems to be in a king and in a soldier, and it does not belong to the king; therefore neither to the soldier. And conversely it holds affirmatively through the locus from the lesser: if it is in that to which it seems less to be in, it will be in that to which it seems more to be in, as if the storming of a fortress is in the soldier, then also in the king.

Again, the third locus is concerning two predicates or accidents said of one subject according to more and less, again through the locus from the greater and through the locus from the lesser. For if in such cases that which seems more to be in is predicated and is not in, neither will that which seems less to be in be in; and if the predicate which seems less to be in the subject is in, then also that which seems more. Thus the storming of a fortress and of a city is in an emperor, and the storming of a fortress seems to be in an emperor more than the storming of a city, but the storming of a city less than that of a fortress, because a fortress is defended by a city and not conversely. And this is the third locus, both constructive and destructive.

Moreover, the fourth locus is of that which is more and less, with two predicates and two subjects said with more and less, again to be argued through the locus from the greater and lesser. For if the predicate which seems more to be in its subject is not in, neither is that which seems less; and if that which seems less is in, then also that which seems more. Thus the storming of a fortress is in a king, and the storming of a city is in a president or leader. For if a president can storm a city, which seems less, then the king will be able also to storm a fortress, which seems more to be in; and if the king does not storm a fortress, neither does the president storm a city, which is less. For the considerations of those four loci are taken from comparison of that which is to be in more and less to what inheres simply. The second is from comparison of the lesser predicate to two subjects. The third is from comparison of two predicates to one subject. And the fourth is from comparison of two accidents or predicates to two subjects.

Moreover, by adapting the last three considerations to being-in similarly, or to that which seems to be in similarly, in the way in which it was said to happen in that which is more and less and in the three loci stated later: for if one predicate was said to be in two subjects according to more and less, but it seems to be in similarly, then if it is not in that to which it seems more to be in, it follows that it is not in the other to which it seems less to be in; and if it is in that to which it seems less, then also in that to which it seems more. If also two predicates are similarly in the same subject, if that which seems more to be in the subject is not in, neither will the remaining one, which seems less to be in, be in; and if that which seems less is in, then also that which seems more. And if two accidental predicates are simply in two subjects, then if one of those predicates which seems more is not in one subject, neither will the remaining one, which seems less to be in its subject, be in; and if that which seems less is in, the more also follows, as the third consideration says.

Therefore, by way of epilogue, let it be said that concerning more and less and similarly being-in, in so many ways, as has been said, one can argue to the problem concerning accident. Therefore it is manifest from the things said that from similars one can argue in two ways: both from similars having themselves to something or to some things, and this is from proportion; and from things similarly inhering, and this is the locus from the similar. And because inherences do not receive more and less from things similarly inhering, therefore the consideration according to more and less is only in things similarly inhering with more and less, and not in things having themselves similarly in proportion, as is plain. For correlatives have themselves more to one another than subject and passion do; and nevertheless it does not follow, if a passion is said of a subject, that the correlative is said of its correlative. Likewise when it is said that if more to less, and simply to simply, and conversely, and if simply to simply, then more to more: for only those things receive more and less which are in similarly and accidentally, and in those in which one is through itself cause of the other. Otherwise it would follow, if a human being is an animal, that a more human being is more animal; and if drinking is good, it follows that more drinking is more good, which is false. But it follows, if pleasure is good, that more pleasure is more good, because pleasure through itself is the cause of delectable good.

Furthermore, it must be noted that an argument from the greater and lesser and from conjugates and from the similar, since it is from four terms, cannot be reduced to a demonstrative categorical syllogism, but it must be reduced to a hypothetical syllogism. Hence when one argues thus: pleasure is good; therefore more pleasure is more good, it is not conceded except under a hypothesis, namely if one thing is said of another, each taken simply, then one is said of the other when each is taken with more and less. And thus a hypothetical syllogism is made, and not a demonstrative categorical one. But all these considerations are constructive and destructive.

CHAPTER VII.

In what way the problem concerning accident is constructed through the locus from apposition.

Moreover, the problem concerning accident is constructed from inspection of the apposition of some power of an accident to another thing which is the subject of that which is added. Thus, if it must be shown concerning something that it is of some quality, one must consider whether something which is a quale or a quality, when added to another, makes it more qualified, so that it increases or intensifies the quality found in it. And if what is other than it, when added, makes it more such than it was by its intrinsic quality, the problem will be constructed, namely that the thing whose quality is increased from the apposition was and is of some quality and such 1. Similarly also in quantity and the other predicaments, or in other things that are considered around these, as in separation, because if something separated from it makes it less such, it is established that it too will be of some quality.

The second consideration next to the same point is: if something added to another makes it more such than it was before, it follows that it was of some quality, just as a good thing added to something makes it good or more good, and a white thing added to something makes it white or more white, and that the thing which is added is white and good. Nor is the instance valid which some bring: it follows from that, wine makes drunk and more drunk, because this is understood concerning agents acting univocally. But those things act univocally in which the agent and the thing acted upon are in one and the same form according to which the agent acts and which the patient receives according to the action. But wine does not act drunkenness in this way.

But the power of this locus is not useful in all things added, but is useful only in those things which according to intension and remission receive more and less, in which it happens that an increase of what is more of the thing occurs from apposition, that is, in those things which according to intension and remission receive more and less. Moreover this locus does not have the power to be converted to the destruction of the problem, and it is constructive only. For if what is added does not make the other thing to which it is added good, it is not yet manifest whether it itself is not good; for a good thing added to an evil thing does not of necessity and always make the whole good, nor does white added to black of necessity make it white or more white, but perhaps a medium or something colored with a middle color.

Again, there is another consideration drawn from part and whole in mode, of which the part comes to be from something added to the whole, as to read well is part of that which is to read. For by considering in this way, that more and less are said to be in according to a part, this also simply infers its whole. Hence what is more white is white; and what is more white is neither more nor less good, or good is good; and the whole, when destroyed, destroys the part, for what is not good or white is neither more nor less good or white 2. Therefore modal whole and modal part have themselves as universal whole and universal or subjective part. For evil, which is not good, will not be said of something as more or less good, but it will be said as more or less evil. And this locus is not converted to destroying the problem, because many things which are not said more are in simply. For a human being is not said more and less human being, but on account of this it does not follow that he is not simply a human being; for from a part in mode to its whole taken simply the process is not valid except affirmatively. Thus therefore the dialectical problem is constructed through constructive means only, which have agreement and likeness with the subject and predicate of the accidental problem.

CHAPTER VIII.

In what way the problem is constructed through means partly dialectical and partly sophistical from apposition.

In the same way also one must consider in those things which are by apposition of determination according to something, that is, according to another and toward another, and according to when, and according to where. For if something happens frequently according to something, it follows that it happens simply, although in some case it has an instance. For it follows: this person is curly according to the head; therefore he is curly. This person reads at some time; therefore he reads. This person disputes at some time; therefore he disputes. But this consideration seems to be given through a certain broadening of the preceding one from part in mode and whole; for this locus is destructive as from a modal whole, because what simply does not belong as impossible belongs neither according to something, nor according to when, nor according to where, or somewhere.

But because this locus, being partly sophistical, has an instance, the instance indeed to that which is according to something is that human beings are virtuous according to something, as they are liberal according to something, and are chaste according to something, because they are naturally born to receive these virtues. But simply they are not virtuous or liberal or chaste, who in this way are naturally virtuous or good or chaste or liberal. Similarly there is an instance to that which is when: for according to when it happens that something of the number of corruptible things is not corrupted, as in the time of increase; nevertheless simply nothing corruptible happens not to be corrupted, for every corruptible thing will be corrupted of necessity. In the same way there is an instance in where: somewhere it is expedient to use a diet, as in sickly places, but simply it is not expedient to use it as everywhere. Moreover, another example concerning an instance from where: for somewhere it is not possible for there to be anything except one only, as in one place; nevertheless simply it is not possible that there be only one, but it is necessary that there be many. In the same way the instance is against where, because where or somewhere this is good, as to slay one's father among the Trivalli; nevertheless it is not simply good or pious to slay one's father. But this last instance does not signify a double instance against where, but signifies that it is good for certain nations. For where does not make a difference in relation to simply; for it makes no difference if those nations are everywhere, since it will be good for them to slay parents, just as it is good for them among the Trivalli. And therefore where in this case does not make a difference in relation to simply, but rather being good for certain persons does. Again, the instance which was stated against when, as when or for someone it is expedient to be treated medically, as when he is sick, but nevertheless simply it is not expedient to be treated medically; or perhaps not even this when signifies that which would object through when against simply, but it objects through for someone, as in the one who is affected in some way with sickness. For it makes no difference whenever according to time, provided that he is affected according to sickness.

And because now we have more often said being simply and according to something, it is necessary to explain what being simply is and what being according to something is. Therefore we say that to be simply is said of what is with nothing added which determines toward restricting what you say, just as what is good without determination is said simply, or that of which you say simply the contrary of good. Thus to slay one's father does not say that it is good simply, but says that it is good for certain nations, and that by religion to think this piety; but it does not say that this is good simply, but says that to honor the gods is good simply, adding nothing of determination. For the simply good is what is or seems to be good with nothing added, and the simply depraved is or seems to be, or some such predicate is, what with no added determining or restricting thing is simply said to be in it or not to be in it.

But for the understanding of these things it must be noted that in the problem concerning being-in or concerning accident, either the predicate agrees with the subject for its own sake, or by reason of the determination, or by reason of both. If it agrees for its own sake, then the determinate infers the simple, as Socrates is a white human being; therefore Socrates is a human being; or Socrates is this human being; therefore he is a human being. And thus it is always a dialectical locus. But if the predicate is not in the subject for its own sake, or if it is by reason of both, then it is a sophistical locus, which is called according to something and simply, if the simple is inferred from it. But an example in which by reason of the determination it is referred to the subject is: Socrates is white in foot; therefore he is white; it does not follow. An example of that which is referred to the subject by the account of both, both for its own sake and for the sake of the determination, is: Socrates is a dead human being; therefore he is a human being; it does not follow, but it is the fallacy according to something and simply.

[Marginal label, printed page 328: Determination is multiple.] [Marginal label, printed page 328: Adding nothing except a being of reason.] [Marginal label, printed page 328: Restricting.] [Marginal label, printed page 328: Destroying.] [Marginal label, printed page 328: Diminishing.]

Furthermore it must be noted that an added determination either adds nothing beyond that which is simply and indeterminate except a being of reason, as when it is said, Socrates is one human being: this, that he is one, adds nothing except the account of undividedness; and such a determination infers simply, as Socrates is one human being, therefore he is a human being. Or it adds something restricting and determining that which is simply; and then that added thing either preserves the being-in itself which is simply and only determines and restricts it, and this again infers its simple, as Socrates is a white human being; therefore he is a human being. Or that added thing destroys and diminishes the simple itself, and this does not infer its simple, as Socrates is a dead human being; therefore he is a human being: it does not follow. Or it does not totally preserve nor totally destroy, but by diminishing draws it to a part, so that with it the contrary of the determination is preserved in the thing itself; and this again does not infer simply, as an Ethiopian is white according to the tooth: it does not follow, therefore he is white; it rains in England, therefore it rains, and so concerning other cases.

But for understanding concerning Trivallis, know that the letter is corrupt which says Trivallis with two l's placed after the middle syllable; but by the fault of the scribe, the letter u, which seems in shape to be two l's when the two lines which are in the letter u are extended in length, has been transformed into two l's. For that nation is called Trivau,

Notes

	This is the rule written in Posterior Analytics I, text-comment 5, that on account of which each thing is such, etc. Compare the note on page 31 of this volume II. (Haec est regula scripta in I Posterior. tex. com. 5 quod propter quod unumquodque tale est, etc. Cf. notam pag. 31 hujusce tomi II.) ↩

	And this is what is customarily said, that the comparative presupposes its positive. (Et hoc est quod dici solet, quod comparativum praesupponit suum positivum.) ↩





Conclusion of Chapter VIII concerning the Trivau

[Marginal label, printed page 329: Note the custom of that nation which is called Trivau.]

which in Latin sounds like slaughterers or killers. It is a nation of Slavs dwelling in Dalmatia between the Greeks and the Hungarians toward the East. Certain leaders of this nation, with part of the people, came upon the river which is called the Elbe, in the land which is now called Saxony, and dwell there down to the present day; and they named the place of their habitation Trivavia from the first place from which they came. And down to the present day it preserves this as religion, that they deem it pious to kill those who are most miserable in life. On account of this they kill hunchbacked, lame, and blind sons, or sons otherwise useless, and fathers worn out by old age, and old persons, lest they live in miseries, they kill and bury; and they reckon this piety in that land. Therefore I learned this also by asking the inhabitants for myself, and I saw it with eyewitness assurance, and I saw the mounds of those killed in this way, with the sons who had killed their fathers and mothers pointing them out. But they are tall people, strong and beautiful, observing down to the present day the religion of their fathers in the killing of their parents.
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ON CONTRACTED AND COMPARED ACCIDENT.

TREATISE I.

ON CONTRACTED AND COMPARED ACCIDENT.

CHAPTER I.

On preliminaries and the proem.

[Marginal label, printed page 331: He removes a doubt.]

It was said in the first book of this science that a problem is a speculation tending toward choice or flight, and toward truth and knowledge. On account of this, since the things that are placed in the definition of something formally distinguish it, it is plain that a problem concerning what is to be chosen or fled formally differs from other problems; and therefore it must be terminated through other principles. And therefore a substantial book concerning it must be introduced, and it cannot be determined with the problem concerning being-in simply. But since again in the first book it was determined that some problems are ethical, some physical, and some logical, and ethical problems are united in one form of choosing or fleeing and are limited to one common form, it is established that those things are limited which are in this way in ethical problems. But physical and logical problems are united in one form, but according to matter they remain infinite; and therefore it is plain that infinite things are sought in physical and logical problems contracted to matter. On account of this substantial books cannot be made concerning problems contracted to physical and logical matter, but concerning ethical problems contracted to matter according to the stated account a special book must be made.

[Marginal label, printed page 331: For the intention of this book and the cause of the intention.]

But since again it was said in the first book of this science that certain problems are principal and certain ones are joined to principal problems, as the problem concerning difference is joined to the problem concerning genus and is terminated in the same book with genus, because difference is general; and the problem concerning contracted and compared accident is a predicate to accident, it should not have been terminated in the same book with the problem concerning accident, because they have a formal difference from it, as has been said. The problem concerning difference does not have this in relation to the problem concerning genus, although genus and difference are constituted in diverse essences according as they constitute a third thing; for difference, since it is not convertible and is general, falls into the intention of genus. And when it is general and convertible, it receives the intention of species in predicating and in being subjected, and thus it pertains to the same thing with genus and species. But absolute accident and the comparison of accident, although they are founded in the same essence, have the being of their termination to form with one thing and another, because accident according to absolute being, as choosable, does not have the form of the eligible or fugible, yet compared accident does have that form. And this is the form toward which the problem strives through special principles differing from those principles by which being-in as accident has to be terminated. And therefore concerning this joined predicate a substantial book must be introduced, whose first treatise we shall make concerning contracted and compared accident, because this immediately happens after the consideration concerning being-in simply. For both the contracted and the compared are founded in this, that it is in as accident, and the contracted per se and the compared per se are contained under this general thing which is contracted and compared. And therefore first it occurs that one must speak concerning accident both contracted and compared, because through its loci both compared and not-contracted accident is determined, and also contracted and compared accident.

Therefore, with these things thus had and premised proemially, first we say that whether, of two or several contracted accidents proposed to us in relation to matter and compared with one another and with us according to more and less, one is more or less to be chosen simply or by us, or what is better among two or several proposed things, must be inspected from the things that are to be said in this book. For choice, as Damascene says, when two or several things have been proposed, is to choose this before another or others. But the first point should be determined in this proem, because we do not make a determination concerning things very greatly distant in being chosen, since to know this is easy and does not need art. And therefore we shall not make a consideration concerning these, and concerning those having a great difference in the good and in the to-be-chosen; for no one doubts in such matters.

[Marginal label, printed page 332: What choice is according to Damascene.] [Marginal label, printed page 332: No one doubts whether happiness or riches are more to be sought.]

An example of this is that no one doubts whether happiness or riches are more to be sought. For all seek happiness, which consists in living in good without the impediment of misery; and on account of that happiness they do whatever they do, as the Stoics say. But riches are not sought except insofar as they are parts mixed with happiness; this part is to be sufficient, because riches are thought to give sufficiency, since they are a general surety of future necessity, as Aristotle says concerning measured coin in Ethics II. And therefore riches are referred to happiness by those by whom they are sought. On account of this no one doubts that happiness is to be sought more than riches. Therefore concerning things distant in this way it is not necessary to make a consideration of art; but the work of art's consideration is concerning those things which are near in the form of the good and eligible, and concerning those things about which we can reasonably doubt which of the things compared ought to be more good or more to be chosen, because we do not immediately and at first sight see a preeminence of one over the other in good and in being chosen, but concerning this compared matter it is necessary to have knowledge and consideration.

Therefore it is plain from what has been said that in such things, once the difference according to preeminence in the good or eligible has been shown through art, whether by one difference or preeminence or by several, if there are several accounts of preeminences, the practical intellect will be constructed and conformed: what is more to be sought is what among them is preeminent over the other. In the first book, in which being-in as accident was constructed, which strives toward truth and knowledge, the speculative intellect was constructed. But in this third book concerning things to be chosen, the affective or practical intellect, by which it is mixed with the will, is constructed.

[Marginal label, printed page 333: There is a twofold cognition of ethical things.]

On account of this it must be noted that there is a twofold cognition of ethical things. One is from proper principles, which are nature, custom, the voluntary, the involuntary, choice, counsel, and things of this sort which pertain to ethics. The other is a speculative cognition of the reasons why some choosable or fugible thing is contended for, which pertain to the dialectician; and this we hand down here. But in handing it down, we shall not make considerations through inspection of those things that antecede or follow the predicate or subject of the problem, as we did in the previous book of this science, but we shall only give the maxims, that is, the rules, of choosing 1, because they rectify the practical intellect for the consideration of choosing rightly, through inspection of the things that are in the subject or predicate of the problem, and are more for destroying the speculative intellect. But we shall chiefly give constructive maxims of choice, because through these one will know discretively what is to be fled and what is not to be chosen. Thus therefore we shall proceed in this third book of the Topics.

CHAPTER II.

On choice through inspection toward the eligible and the one choosing, and the eligible subject or form, etc.

First, therefore, it must be understood that we shall not give maxims concerning the preeminence of what is to be chosen over what is not to be chosen, because these have the distance of difference very greatly; but first we shall give maxims showing the difference of what is to be chosen from what has itself indifferently to being chosen or fled. Or, since choice is not of the end but of the things which are toward the end, considerations can be given which are taken from the chosen thing itself or from the end to which choice looks. But by looking to the chosen thing itself, let us first posit maxims which are known to all, and in which there is no need of subtle consideration.

Therefore, by considering the good to be chosen in itself, we give this maxim: that which is more lasting is, according to this, a better thing to be chosen. But by comparing the good to be chosen to us, we give this maxim: that which is more certainly good is, as to this, more to be chosen than what is less certain or less lasting. Therefore these are two considerations determined in their maxims by inspecting the eligible considered in itself and compared to us. But there are other maxims taken by inspection toward the one choosing and not toward the eligible; and thus seven maxims, or one consisting of seven, are received.

The first is that what a prudent person chooses is more to be chosen, because a prudent person is one who has prudence with reason concerning things to be done. The second is that what a good man chooses is more to be chosen, because the good man is disposed with virtue, as Aristotle says in the Great Morals, and he proves his words and choices not only by saying but also by deed through love of honorable things. The third is that what right law commands is to be chosen; for right law, as Tullius says, is written right commanding the just and prohibiting the contrary. And therefore right law commands nothing to be done except what is just and honorable. The fourth is that what virtuous persons named with respect to individual things say is more to be chosen, in that they are such, is more to be chosen; for virtuous persons are optimally good, and with respect to individual things the best are virtuous with respect to individual things; and they must be believed, because they speak from experience and affection. The fifth is concerning each of the things specially to be chosen in this or that, that is, what they command to be chosen in each genus of business or art, as for sailing the knowledgeable sailor, as Calypso, and so in other cases. The sixth, in good genera ordered to life, is whatever several say are to be chosen; and this is diversified into several or all, as in medicine whatever several or all physicians say, because several or all have been more experienced than one. The seventh is whatever all beings seek; and this concerns the divine good, for all things seek the divine good, and for its sake they do whatever they do. But this is being according as being flows from the first cause; for this is good simply insofar as it is the first cause, and best for each thing insofar as it is participated by caused things. These considerations are taken from the side of the one choosing. For the one choosing by example is the account and rule of due choice. Therefore either the rule is had from one ruling over the choice itself, or it is a rule which chooses universally or particularly. If universally, then either according to intellectual or moral virtue: and in the first mode it is the prudent person, in the second mode the good person. But if by a rule informing his choice, then it is just law. But if it rules choice through a particular example, then there are virtuous persons, and those named with respect to individual things; and this example is either in one or in several, as several or all. For in eligible things several or all are more to be imitated than one; and if it is in divine goods, then all things are the rule of choice.

But in such cases, because choice is ruled by another certain one choosing or teaching what must be chosen and not that thing, therefore in such cases one must lead in the prudent person and the good man and the one virtuous concerning individual matters, and lead toward whatever, that is, toward everything that will be useful, which must be said, and ought to be chosen according to his example or statement in common, when the difference is thus. Likewise this is simply and universally better and more to be chosen: what has been said to be chosen according to the better discipline, as what the discipline of the science of heroic virtue commands to be chosen is more eligible to someone; and that is more to be chosen which is to be chosen according to its proper discipline, as for the carpenter what the carpenter's art commands, and for the political person what civil discipline commands. Therefore one must inspect the one choosing, the contradictions of the eligible or good, both essential and accidental. In essential ones, indeed, toward those which belong to the good according to cause.

Therefore, by looking to the necessary or substance of the eligible good, what is fixed in the genus of good and stands according to substance in this genus which is good is more to be chosen than that which is not according to substance some fixed thing in the genus of good. Thus justice is goodness fixed and standing in the genus of good as a species of goodness, and is goodness, as Aristotle says in the Great Morals, more to be chosen than the just thing; and I say the just thing which is the work or effect of justice. And the account of choice is that this which is justice according to its nature is in this genus which is good; but that which is just, as an action or effect, is not in the same genus, but in the genus of action, and can be not good simply, as a work of justice which is condemnation or punishment. Sometimes what is not good is eligible, as if what is just is spoken of as a just human being; but this is not so evident. And then the account of choice is that justice is the cause of the just thing, and the cause is more eligible than the caused thing. And that it is not essential in the good as in a genus is plain, because just as a white human being is not a what in the genus of color, because he is not color, so a just human being or just action or effect of justice is not goodness, but good through the informing of good. For according to predication made in the direct case this genus is not said, so that the genus is rightly predicated of that which is not in the genus essentially as a what of that genus. Hence a white human being is not color. Similarly, however, one must respond in other cases.

But it is in essential conditions: for since good is divided by proper differences into good for its own sake and good for another, being healthy in the habit of health is more to be chosen than exercising or walking, which is done for inducing health, so that by motion of the body the humor may be evacuated and descend from the mouth of the stomach; for to be healthy is for its own sake, but to exercise is chosen for another.

Notes

	At this word maxims in this treatise, rules is understood. (Ad hoc verbum maximas in hoc tractatu subauditur regulas.) ↩





CHAPTERS II-III. On conditions of the good and the cause of good.

And thus for its own sake means the privation of relation to a further end. And this can be in two ways; and similarly in the genus of order to an end, in that intended order in which the motion of the one desiring rests and seeks nothing more for having that end, except perhaps that it be preserved, as a sick person seeks health as the ultimate in the motion toward health. Similarly, however, happiness is sought as ultimate, but it is sought as the ultimate to which the whole life is referred.

[Marginal label, printed page 335: What good per se is and what good per accidens is.]

Furthermore, good is essentially divided into good per se and good per accidens. And good per se is what has within itself the cause and substance that it be good, as the honorable, concerning which Tullius says that by its substantial force it draws us, and by its substantial force it entices us. For this is said of what by its nature moves to choosing itself. But good per accidens is what does not have in itself the cause of choice, but in some other thing to which it is ordered according to some mode of following from it. An example of this is that it is more to be chosen that friends be just than that enemies be just, because friendship, as Aristotle and Tullius and Theophrastus say, is founded upon virtue, which is the cause of choosing the good of friends, which is the cause of choosing virtue and the honorable. But to choose good for enemies, since it is not founded upon virtue but upon the vice of enmity, cannot be in enemies, but in another thing that is occasioned from it. Therefore that friends be just is to be chosen per se; but we choose that enemies be just according to accident, namely that they harm us in nothing, which occurs occasionally from this, that they are just, because the just person does not wish to harm anyone. But this locus of choosing is the same as what was immediately stated: that what is for its own sake is more to be chosen than what is for another. Yet it differs in a certain mode, because that one is through respect to an end, this one through respect to the intrinsic nature of the eligible good and the privation of the same, in that which is chosen per accidens. Nevertheless each is per se or per accidens. Therefore because per se is said in two ways and per accidens is said in two ways: for per se is said of what is opposed to for the sake of another, and thus virtue is not chosen per se, but for the sake of a relation; and it is said of what is opposed to that which is per accidens, and thus virtue is chosen per se and not per accidens, but for the sake of itself. Similarly per accidens is said of what for the sake of an accident is understood or chosen, or is occasioned from it. And once this has been understood thus, the considerations are plain.

CHAPTER III.

On inspection of the cause of good in general and in special according as cause is the rule of choice.

One must consider in the cause of good, yet in common, in the caused good according as it is ordered to cause in common, without descending to this cause or that. Thus the cause of good per se is more to be chosen than the cause of good per accidens, in the way that virtue differs from fortune in choosing. For virtue is the cause of goods per se. But fortune is the cause of goods subject to fortune, which are riches, power, and glory, which are not good according to themselves, but are good as instruments of happiness and things adorning happiness.

[Marginal label, printed page 335: The goods of fortune are instruments of happiness.]

And similarly in other cases if there is some other thing of this sort, as fate and chance and such things. Likewise, in the contrary, by opposition: for what is a cause of evil per se is more to be fled than what is a cause per accidens, as vice is a cause of evil per se and is per se more to be fled than chance or misfortune, which is a cause of evil per accidens, as of poverty or misery, which are evils per accidens.

And what is simply and per se good is more to be chosen than what is the cause of a particular good and of a good for someone, as becoming healthy or being healed is more to be chosen than being cut, which is not the cause of good except for one needing cutting, in whom, unless it is done, the putrid limb decays.

Similarly one must inspect in special causes, and afterward one must inspect in the formal cause which gives being and the thing's proper nature; and in this way what is to be chosen by proper nature or naturally is, as to this, more to be chosen than that which is not chosen by its nature, as justice, which is chosen by its nature, is more to be chosen than the just thing which is chosen as acquired; and the just is said to be obtained and acquired through communicative or distributive justice.

And one must inspect into natural causes, not those from which the eligible good comes to be, because it does not have such a nature insofar as it is eligible, but one must inspect the diversity of the material cause in which the eligible good exists, which is better and prior, so that justice is the subject of good, and it seems that good is proper to such a subject, because this flows from the substantial things of that subject.

Hence in this way what is in the better and more honorable thing as proper is more to be chosen and better than what is proper to the worse and more ignoble. But what is perfected by a better virtue is better, as the virtue of a king is better than that of a soldier, and the virtue of a human being than that of a lion, and the virtue of God than that of a human being; for each thing has good according to some ultimate point of its virtue. But that is more honorable which in the demonstration of the works of its virtue has merited to receive greater honor as the reward of virtue; and thus what is in God as the good of his virtue is better and more to be chosen than what is in a human being according to his virtue, which is the proper virtue of a human being.

And what is in God according to the virtue of God is better than what is in a human being according to the virtue of a human being; and what is in the soul according to the soul's proper virtue is better than what is in the body according to the body's proper virtue. For in proper things one must consider, because according to common things which are in both God and human being and soul and body, they differ in nothing, since the common is not the account of differing but of agreeing; but in proper things which flow from the subject, by proper differences one is separated from the other, and what is in the better thing is made better.

But by inspecting in another way, one must inspect the subject as to the subject's principles constituting it; and thus it has threefold inspection, because something is in prior principles of the subject and is a fundamental good which is in according to the power of first principles, and there is a better good which is in according to the better power of those constructing the subject, and there is a more honorable good which is in according to the power of the more honorable principles constituting the subject. And the example of the first in bodily goods is health, which is more to be chosen than strength and beauty, because it is a fundamental good, and strength and beauty also are. For health consists in moist and dry things in the first complexion, by which all members and humors, from which all similar members are generated, stand, and when these have been disturbed, all things must be disturbed. Similarly those must be said to be prior from which the animal is constructed as from first foundations. But strength and beauty consist in posterior things giving complexion to nature; for strength consists in nerves and bones composing dissimilar members, but beauty consists in a disposed member or body, because beauty seems to be a certain elegant commensuration of the components according to the fittingness of proportioned quality and the congruence of the body.

[Marginal label, printed page 336: Objection.]

But if someone objects that according to this, what is in according to the sensible is better than what is in according to the rational, because in generation the sensible is prior to the rational, as Aristotle seems to say.

[Marginal label, printed page 336: Solution.]

It is not valid, because the rational also in generation is nearer to the efficient intelligence than the sensible.

[Marginal label, printed page 336: Otherwise.]

Nevertheless the true solution is that the consideration holds in material things which are educed from matter. But the soul is not educed from matter, because it is not a body, nor the harmony of a body, nor something agreeing with harmony, but a certain shadow and image of intelligence. These things have been proved elsewhere.

[Marginal label, printed page 337: He removes a doubt.]

One must also inspect the end as cause; for the end in all things is more to be chosen and willed than the things which are toward the end, because we do not choose the things which are toward the end except as they are toward the end. Hence the end is more desirable according as appetite is will, because will is of the end. And thus what is said in the Ethics, that choice is not of the end, is not contrary, because choice is taken there according as it is the acceptance by reason of that which has been determined from counsel. But counsel concerns those things which are toward the end. Here, however, choice is taken according as it is an act of reason determining the better in these things which are compared and weighed with one another according to the account of good.

But this consideration is multiplied, because from the fact that the end and those things which are toward the end are chosen for the sake of something, it follows that among those things which are toward the end, one that is ordered to two or to two or several is more to be chosen if it is nearer to the end, because here in medical matters it is the good of the end.

Furthermore, according to this there is another consideration, that what is toward the end of life, insofar as the life of a human being according to the best of virtue is the human being's best, is more eligible than what is ordered to something else as to an end; and in this way that which strives toward and is ordered to happiness, which is the end of the whole life, is better and more eligible than what is ordered to prudence, which properly belongs to those things that contribute to furnishing monastic, economic, or civil life.

And again, among those things which are toward the end, possible things are more to be chosen than impossible things not being present, because thus choice is not about the impossible, but will is, as is said in the Ethics; but possible and impossible are said through that by which the intended end can be had.

Moreover, in effectives or efficient causes one must consider, and this in many ways. In one way: because, when there are two causes of two things, that is better whose effective good belongs to the better end. For that efficient whose end is better is itself better and more to be chosen. Furthermore, there is another maxim when, with two effectives toward two ends which they effect, from the proportion taken to their ends, as by a changed proportion, the end surpasses the end more than this other end surpasses its proper effective. For example, happiness, which is an end, surpasses health, which is an end, more than health surpasses its proper effective, which is what produces health. The consideration is that then it follows, because what produces happiness is better than health, which is a certain end. But what has been said, how much or insofar as happiness surpasses health, since nevertheless it surpasses, and the effective of happiness surpasses that which is health-producing; but the health-producing surpasses less than happiness does the effective of happiness; therefore the effective of happiness will much more surpass the health-producing than health surpasses the health-producing. Therefore it is plain that the effective of happiness is more to be chosen than health, because happiness surpassed that thing more than health surpassed its own effective.

But the argument from changed proportion must be formed among four terms thus: as health has itself to the health-producing, so happiness has itself to the beatifying; therefore, by a changed proportion of the first to the third and of the second to the fourth, as health has itself to the beatifying, so the health-producing has itself to happiness. But the beatifying surpasses health, because the beatifying is according to the soul and toward a better end than health is; therefore happiness much more surpasses health. And health surpasses health; therefore happiness much more surpasses the health-producing than health surpasses health. Therefore it is plain that the effective of happiness is more to be chosen than health; but what is more to be chosen by a greater choosing is much more to be chosen by a lesser choosing. In this consideration, however, more to be chosen is called that the end is more to be chosen than what is toward the end, and what is toward a better end is more to be chosen, as what is toward the end of the whole life and simply is more to be chosen than what is toward a certain end, and that effective is more to be chosen than effective. As happiness has itself to health and the effective of health, therefore the effective of happiness is more to be chosen than the effective of health; and as happiness has itself to what beatifies, so health has itself to what heals. But health has itself to what heals as happiness has itself to what beatifies, which surpasses it in goodness and in the account of choice; therefore health has itself to the health-producing in such a way that it surpasses the same in goodness and choice; therefore from permuted proportion, as happiness has itself to sound health, so the one beatifying has itself to the beatificative. But happiness has itself to health in such a way that it surpasses it more in good and eligibility than health surpasses the health-producing; therefore the one beatifying has itself to the health-producing in such a way that it surpasses it more than health surpasses the health-producing. The first, however, is better and proves the proposed point better.



CHAPTERS III-V. On causes of good, concomitants of good, and motions toward good.

But once the very causes of the good and eligible have thus been considered, one must consider the caused good itself as to the things which are in it and which follow upon it. I mean as to those things which are in it for its own sake insofar as it is good. Hence, beyond the things introduced, we further say that one must consider those things which are in the good, as things belonging to the account of its existence: for what is better among goods and more honorable and more praiseworthy is more good and more to be chosen. Friendship is more to be chosen than riches, and justice than health and strength; for these, friendship and justice, are of the number of those things which are praiseworthy per se; but those others, riches, health, and strength, are of the number of things not praiseworthy per se, but for the sake of another, insofar as they are both instruments and insofar as they are referred to things praiseworthy per se. For no one honors or reveres or venerates riches for their own sake, but for the sake of another, insofar as they are a sufficiency promising as a surety of necessity. But friendship is sweet, venerable, and honorable in that it is per se.

Moreover, not only must that which is essentially in the good itself be considered, but also the consequent upon the good. For when there are two goods, and they greatly agree with each other in eligibility, and we cannot look to the eminence of one over the other from those things which are in them per se, one must see which of them is preeminent from those things which follow upon them. For that whose per se consequent is more good is more to be chosen. But I call consequent that which according to reason follows the thing itself when posited in being and existing in effect; for what follows from it in this way is properly as its effect, and of a nobler cause the effect is nobler. But this is so because the consequent which is more good is more to be chosen; and if the consequence of two effects was evil, then that whose consequent is less evil is more to be chosen. For when two things are to be chosen, nevertheless nothing prevents something difficult from following either one or both in the acquisition of it. For consideration is drawn from that which follows in two ways: one thing follows from the positing of it, and another follows as caused by it. For when something has been posited in being, another thing's having been prior to it follows, which follows from positing; and posteriorly another thing follows from it, which follows from it as caused by it. But the preceding follows from it as an accident commonly. Thus if you posit that someone is saying something as a common accident, it follows that antecedently they are ignorant, so that an effect does not follow from it which was posterior. Nevertheless for the most part what follows posteriorly is better, because this follows as caused by it. Yet concerning anterior and posterior things following, one must take, according to this consideration, which force is more useful with respect to the proposed point. But what was said, that some things are better, some more praiseworthy, and some more honorable, is distinguished thus in the Ethics: better things are through the quantity of the goodness of virtue which is from them to act; more praiseworthy things are worthy of the proclamation of virtue; but more honorable things are those to which honor is given, which is the reward of virtue, in denominations and in the magnificence of conferred or to-be-conferred dignity.

CHAPTER IV.

On inspection toward those things which are in the good, such that they accompany it.

Moreover, one must terminate the problem concerning accident through those things which, as concomitants, are in the eligible and good, such as discrete quantity in the number of goods, and good pleasure from agreement with the one choosing, and time which is measuring an example of this. Therefore let us say that more goods, when they are goods according to the same account, are more to be chosen than fewer. But I say more in two ways: either more in number, or when fewer are contained in more as a part of them.

Yet this seems to have an instance, not one that impedes the consideration, but one that teaches the right understanding of the consideration. And this instance is in several things in which both together are not more to be chosen than one, because in that which is for the sake of another there is no condition by which it is chosen except that which is from that for the sake of which it is. And thus the account of choice is one in both and in one, although two are more than one. But this instance does not object, because the consideration proceeds in those things in which one is for the sake of another, as health and becoming healthy are both not chosen more than health, since health is the cause of choice in both, on account of which the thing itself is; and thus there is one account of choice in both and in one, although two are more than one. And in this way, according to discrete quantity, not-goods, that is, two things which both are not goods, can indeed be more to be chosen on account of the preeminence or pre-excellence of one good which is in the non-goods, because good is denied in both divisively, but not in both conjointly, on account of another thing which in the good does not make number in the remaining one. An example of this is that nothing prevents happiness and some other small or indifferent good from being more to be chosen than justice and courage, because happiness outweighs the goods of those, and the non-good joined to happiness does not diminish its good. And on account of this it is said in the Ethics that happiness or felicity is desirative of nothing; nevertheless he says that when joined in the number of goods it is more to be chosen. This consideration also can be referred to the circumstance of times, and that the same goods with pleasure, that is, in the time when they are more pleasant, are more to be chosen than in the time when they are not so pleasant, or when they are with sadness; as to enjoy delights in youth more than in old age, when sense is not vigorous for discerning the sweet or bitter, when pleasures are turned into sadness.

And this is generally extended, that each thing is more to be chosen in the time in which it has greater force, that is, is more useful. An example of this is that justice is more to be chosen in old age than in youth, because justice of old men receives those honoring it on account of a stable age; but the justice of young men is not believed to be stable because of the flux of youth and the motion of concupiscence. According to this, prudence also is more to be chosen in old age than in youth, because stable prudence needs long experience, and therefore it is more believed in old age, and the prudence of old men receives more honor, so that leaderships and magistracies are conferred upon them. But no wise person chooses young men to be leaders, because it is not established that they are wise according as wisdom says the ultimate of prudence and virtue in the best. Courage, however, is contrariwise more to be chosen in youth, because strong works are required from young men on account of the strength of age. Hence Plato also, speaking in the Timaeus about military affairs, says that chosen youth must be taken up for military affairs. Similarly temperance also is to be chosen in youth, because young men are more troubled by concupiscences than old men are; and then temperance is necessary so that the motion of concupiscence may be restrained.

Furthermore, what is useful at every time or in more times is to be considered; and according to this justice is more eligible than temperance and courage, because justice is useful at every time, but temperance and courage only in youth. And this is to be understood of justice and prudence and temperance and courage in civil and political offices and acts. And by looking to the good and the sufficiency of the eligible, that is more eligible which, if all human beings had it, we would need nothing else that cooperates toward this, than that by which, if all human beings had it, we would still need the remaining thing. Thus justice is more eligible than civil courage, which exists in war against enemies for the defense of the commonwealth. For if all human beings were just, such civil courage would be useful for nothing, because no one would move war against the commonwealth. But if all human beings were brave, justice would still be necessary in the distribution and communication of common things. Therefore these things are considered in the eligible as concomitants rather than as consequents upon it, etc.

CHAPTER V.

In which there is inspection toward the good to be chosen through motion toward it and quantity, and from the similar with good, and from the contraries of these, and it is through common loci, not proper ones, according to what has been had before.

Moreover, by considering in motions toward good or from good simply, or as to us, or as to those things from which there are motions and to which these considerations are. For generation of good and corruption are motions toward the being of good; but takings-up and rejections are motions from the acquisition of good as to us; but contraries are those from which and to which motion is. The similar also is in motion as to the term to which, because the generated thing is similar to the generator. Hence it is very easy for anyone to find a generated consequent similar in relation to such genera or differences. Hence from corruptions of good and rejections and generations and takings-up and contraries of good one must inspect the right accounts of things to be chosen; and their consideration is not concerning intrinsic things of good, but concerning things extrinsic to the good itself. For the goods whose corruptions are more to be fled are themselves more to be chosen, because corruptions of such things deprive a better good, whose privation is more to be fled. Likewise also in rejections and in contraries, because the things whose rejections are more to be fled deprive one of a better good, and the rejection of this is more to be fled than if it deprived one of a lesser good; and the thing whose contrary is more to be fled destroys a better good by its contrary, and therefore it is more to be fled on account of the very good that is rejected; and that whose contrary is more fled is better and more to be chosen.

In generations and takings-up it is conversely: for the things whose takings-up and acquisitions and generations are more to be chosen bring a greater good either to us or into being, and therefore they are more to be chosen.

There is another locus toward the same point by considering the generated or brought-in thing itself through relation to the best, which is relation: for what is nearer to the highest good is more to be chosen. But that is called nearer to the highest in whose acts the highest good is more present; and prudence is more to be chosen than courage, according as the act of prudence is civil happiness; and therefore this is called the virtue of a human being, and the best of the virtues in the Ethics.



Conclusion of Chapter V on inspection toward the good to be chosen

Similarly, in the consideration of similars, what is more similar to the good is said to be better, as justice is more to be chosen than the just thing, because it is more similar to good, since justice is a fixed being and standing in the genus of good; but the just thing is not such a being, as was said before; and therefore that which is a genus in morals is more similar to good.

And if two things are compared with two things, that which is more similar to the better of the two is, in this respect, more to be chosen, because this has been informed by the goodness of the better thing, since otherwise in the good it would not be similar to it. In this way they say Ajax was better than Ulysses, because in good things and in heroic virtues he was more similar to Achilles, who was best, than Ulysses was.

But there seems to be a certain instance against this likeness, one which does not bring a sophistical consideration but leads the understanding to the right sense. Yet what was said seems generally true: Ajax was more similar to Achilles in that in which he is best, that is, in heroic virtues, while the other, namely Ulysses, was good, but not similarly in the best virtues. Therefore the consideration is understood of likeness both in more things and in the best virtues, and not in just any things whatever.

Hence also in such matters one must consider whether something is similar to the better thing in more ridiculous respects or to a similar thing; for example, an ape is more similar to a human being than a horse is. For then it does not follow that what is more similar to the better is better, since an ape is not better than a horse and than any brute animal.

Again, through this locus one must consider, in two things compared to one thing better than they are, if the one is like the good in the better thing, while the other thing to which it is compared is like the same thing in the worse; for what is like in the better will be better, because this has been informed by the quality of the better good.

[Marginal label, printed page 341: Objection of the text.]

But it seems that there is an instance also in this, not one that impedes the consideration, but one that leads the consideration to the right understanding: for it is possible that Ajax is little similar to best Achilles in the best things. But I call being similar in few things "little." Yet Ulysses may be less similar to good Nestor in many things and greatly so.

[Marginal label, printed page 341: Solution.]

But the solution of this is that it is understood of likeness in more and better things; and thus the consideration proceeds.

[Marginal label, printed page 341: Another objection of the text.]

Furthermore, there seems to be an instance if one of the things compared is similar to the better in worse things that belong to the better, but the other thing compared is similar to the worse in morals, as a horse is similar to an ass in the better things of an ass, and an ape is similar to a human being in more ridiculous and worse things.

[Marginal label, printed page 341: Solution.]

But, as was said, the consideration does not proceed in that way. And those likenesses, as some say, are taken in the contracted good with respect to the quantity of good. But it must be said that they are taken as was said in their exposition.

The consideration in the accidental quality of the good is this: then that which is nobler according to its origin is more to be chosen than that which is less such and noble, since in origin it is the other from principles and from the principle of goods from which it proceeds, as Victorinus says.

[Marginal label, printed page 341: Why what is acquired with difficulty is more to be chosen.]

Furthermore, in the acquisition or taking-up of good one must consider that whatever is more difficult to take up is more to be chosen. We love more, when we possess them, the things which it is difficult to take up. And the cause of this is given in the third book of the Ethics: among wise men difficulty in acquiring is not posited unless the goodness of the acquired thing in good overcomes the labor of the one acquiring it. And therefore what is acquired with difficulty is more to be chosen according to the prudence of the wise person; and the consideration is understood in this way, because otherwise the choice would be foolish, as is said in the Ethics.

In the same way, according to the consideration of private good, what is more proper is more to be chosen than what is less proper, but is also owed to another; because when the proper thing is put into use it is not contradicted, but the common thing is contradicted.

On the contrary, by comparing to evil, the evil which is more uncommon, that is, less communicable, is more to be chosen than that which is more communicable as evil; and prudence, or cleverness, is an evil that is more communicable. And the reason for this is that what is followed by no difficulty in the process toward good is more to be chosen than what is still followed by difficulty in the process toward good. But the diviner, since he is clever about the things that are toward an end, has difficulty in the process, because he does not have the other virtues joined as the prudent person does. And this is the true intention of the consideration, and it is proved from the sixth book of the Ethics.

Moreover, one must consider in natural good according to excess: if this natural good in that other thing is compared as better, and because the better thing of its good reaches a better virtue, and is better for another, it is more to be chosen; because its own best is better than what in the other is the best of its species. And thus a human being is better in natural good than a horse will be; similarly, a human being is better than a horse. And if the best of one species according to the same comparison of good is better than the best of another species, they too are similarly so; therefore this will be better, as, if the best human being is better than the best horse, likewise a human being similarly is better than a horse.

Moreover, there is a consideration in the communication of a received good: for an acquired good which has been acquired will be, or can be, shared with friends who wish and desire the best things, and is more to be chosen than what cannot be shared with friends. Similarly, that good will be better which we wish to do toward friends according to the law of friendship, which Tullius sets down in the book On Friendship, namely that the first law of friendship should be judged to be that we do nothing for friends except honorable things, than the things which one can do toward anyone at all. For these indifferent things we desire to do toward anyone at all, things that are not of our heart; according to truth we wish more to do good and to act well toward them than, according to appearance, according to the outward human being, to seem to do good and act well toward them, and not according to truth. For this reason acting justly, insofar as friendship consists in just and real communication, as Aristotle says in book IX of the Ethics, is more than seeming to do good and to act well, which we use toward anyone at all by communicating according to the outward appearance, in the opposite way from that in which we go toward friends.

Furthermore, by comparing the natural good which is necessary, without which nature is not preserved, to the moral good which is good from circumstance, or to goods which are from the circumstances of the act, the agent, and the affair, and whether these goods are better in good than the necessary good and the natural things without which nature is not preserved, they are likewise more to be chosen. For in this way living well from circumstances is better than living naturally; and likewise that which is good without circumstances is better, for simply to live is better than not to live. Yet life itself at some time of illness, and otherwise for one in need of life, is more necessary.

And therefore in one way and sometimes it is more to be chosen, and in another way those things which simply are better are more to be chosen, not simply and not for someone, nor for another. On account of this it does not follow that, if some things are better, they are on this account more to be chosen. To philosophize is also simply better than simply to be enriched; but it does not follow that before all things, and more and always, it is more to be chosen for someone in need of necessary things, because a needy person cannot study in liberal studies, as Aristotle says in the first book of his First Philosophy: after all had things for necessity and for pleasure, the priest first granted entry into the school so that they might study liberal things; and on account of this liberal studies were called liberal.

And this is what Aristotle says: the good from circumstance, when necessary things already exist, is not among useful things but among things sought per se and for their own sake, certain things from the parts of the honorable, existing among the number of honorable goods. For if someone considers these things diligently, he will find in almost all cases that what is more to be chosen is when even for someone there is the good that is necessary; yet he will find better simply to be the good which is good from circumstance; and this is honorable and more eligible for its own sake. But I say "almost," not because some necessary things are better than those which are from circumstances, but because one cause on account of which the necessary is sometimes more chosen is the flight from its contrary, which is more harmful. And thus sometimes to live is more chosen than to live well, not simply, but when through living the good from circumstance is endangered; for if that good were endangered through living, then death with such good and brave safety would be more eligible, as Aristotle says in book III of the Ethics.

Moreover, with regard to what cannot be received from another, in that it is such, it is more to be chosen than what can be received from another. Such is what, according to the account of the eligible, justice has undergone in relation to courage. And there is the example of Plato in the Politics, saying that political justice in the republic and in cases cannot stand except through the act of courage repelling the enemies of human beings; and thus courage has its power from itself, but justice has it from courage. Therefore in this respect courage is more and prior to be chosen; and so what is useful without another is more to be chosen, while the other is not useful without this.

And what is useful without another is more to be chosen; and the second case is that political power without prudence is not to be chosen, because an imprudent person abuses received power. Prudence, however, because it is an active habit with reason concerning things to be done, is useful and to be chosen without political power; and therefore it is more to be chosen than power.

Furthermore, when two things of rational and natural acquisition have been compared, and we deny one so that the remaining one may seem to be present, that is better and more eligible on account of which, so that the other may seem to be present, we deny the other, as in talent and study; for we deny study and studying so that we may seem to be talented, etc.
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CHAPTER VI.

On the comparison of good to its absence or presence or abundance.

Moreover, by operating upon the good according to absence, concerning which we grieve and take it heavily: among those goods, the good whose absence or loss, when we grieve less and bear less heavily the absence of that good, makes us blameworthy, and concerning which we strongly blame ourselves because we grieve less over its absence, is a better good and more to be chosen than the good concerning whose absence we are blamed less because we do not grieve over its absence. For unless it were better, we would not be blamed by everyone for its absence. Therefore this is more to be chosen; and it is taken from the comparison of good to its own destruction according to the removal of good, about which it was said before. And similarly, the good whose absence, when we do not bear it heavily, makes us more blameworthy and makes us have to sustain harsher rebukes because we are struck heavily, is a better good for the same reason and more to be chosen.

Moreover, if two or more goods which are under the same special account are compared with one another according to the virtue of their good, that one is better which reaches the virtue of its proper good and species and has it, than that which does not reach it and does not have it, because what reaches the virtue is perfect, while the other is imperfect. And if two goods of the same species are compared, each of which reaches the ultimate of its virtue, that is better which better and more reaches the ultimate of its virtue.

Moreover, according to the same point, if one thing has the act and effect of its proper virtue and makes good the thing to which it is present as to a subject, while the other, not reaching the act and effect, does not make good that which is good, the thing that makes good is more to be chosen than the thing that does not make good; because what does not make a comparison of its proper virtue is destroyed and deficient in itself. For, as Damascene says, nothing except what is deficient is deprived of its proper operation. This is proved from a similar case: in nature, what heats is hotter than what cannot heat. And if each of those two makes good with regard to the same thing, then one must discern from the strength of the action, because then the better among those will be what makes good more than what makes good less as to this. And according to this one must consider, if both make good that to which they are present, that what makes good in a more principal good is better, as in heroic virtue rather than in moral virtue; or if one makes good with respect to the human being around the body, and the other around the soul, that will be better which makes the soul good, which moves, rules, and contains the body, than what acts around the body. But all these considerations are taken from the multiplication or effect of good or from act, by which the preeminence of good over good is understood from the consideration of the virtue of good.
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CHAPTER VII.

On the comparison of good to good from cases, uses, acts, and works.

Moreover, good must be compared to good through the locus from the cases, uses, acts, and works of the good, which we did not do in the preceding matters, because they concern a good more contracted, as some say, than the preceding considerations do; they consider in this way, as some say. Or it may be said better that cases, uses, acts, and works concern the things which are derived from good in some way, while the preceding loci concern good considered in itself. Yet in such matters there is little force, because it can easily be clear to anyone from where the considerations are drawn and from which loci.

[Marginal label, printed page 344: He removes a doubt.]

But this must be noted, that considerations have not been set down from other opposites except contraries, because considerations drawn from other opposites do not have force for choice, but construct being-in simply. And therefore considerations from such things were set down in the second book of this science, as some say, as higher ones; and higher ones, which are properly in morals insofar as they are ordered to choice, have been set down here and not in the second book, because they do not have force for proving being-in. And although here considerations have been treated from the generation of good, from the corruptions and absences of good, nevertheless they have not been treated from generators. What generates per se is understood in generation, but what generates per accidens is infinite. Yet these things in this matter have little force after the multiplication of good per accidens. After action, which has been taken from the efficient cause, it follows to consider in the cases, uses, acts, and works of good. A case, as was said, is what is taken as derived from the principal when it is inflected into an adverb. Use is its utility in another. Act, however, is the proper effect of the action of its form. Operation, however, names that which is its proper effect in that whose good it is or in which it is good. Hence also in the Ethics it is divided into act and product, which is called ἀποτέλεσμα in Greek, which signifies the final intended thing of operation, in which the operation of the acting cause rests.

Thus, therefore, taking the consideration from cases, we say that one must consider from cases, uses, acts, and works according as it descends from those goods whose preeminence is being considered. For these follow one another mutually as conjugates, or cases descend from something; for conjugates and case-forms follow one another mutually. For example, if what is justly done is more to be chosen in actions than what is done bravely, it follows that justice is more to be chosen than courage; and if justice is more to be chosen, it follows that what is done justly is more to be chosen than what is done bravely. And similarly in other goods considered with one another according to cases.

Moreover, if two things are compared to one same thing which is good, and this one of the compared things is more to be chosen than that to which those two are compared, while the remaining compared thing is less to be chosen than that to which both are compared, then what is more to be chosen with respect to that to which they are compared is more to be chosen, because what is more to be chosen than the more chosen is also more to be chosen than the less chosen. But also according to this another consideration is taken: if two things are compared to another and both are more to be chosen than a third, but one exceeds it more and the other less, what exceeds it more with respect to that will be more to be chosen, and so more to be chosen with respect to that, that is, what exceeds more in quantity of good, than what exceeds less and therefore is less to be chosen. Or if something is greater in good than the greater thing, it is also greater than the lesser. According to the same point another maxim is also taken: if two goods exist unequally in some third thing, as what is more to be chosen by the wise person, then what is more to be chosen with respect to that is likewise to be chosen. And this differs from the preceding consideration, because the former is referred to the eligible thing, while this one is referred to the one choosing.

Moreover, concerning the multitude and increase of good, that whose superabundance is good, as friendship in acts and effects, is more to be chosen than money, whose superabundance is not good. Although superabundance and need, when they are turned around the mean of virtue, cause vice and flee it, nevertheless among goods superabundance in works and affection and possession is good and to be chosen. Therefore the superabundance of friendship in acts and affections is more to be chosen than the superabundance of money. But I say in works and affections because superabundance in the number of friends is not to be chosen, as is said in the Ethics. And according to this another maxim is taken: among goods, that is more to be chosen of whose cause the wise person more chooses to be the cause, because true glory consists in this, that someone is the cause of good and of greater good. Thus someone chooses more to be the cause of friends than of money, because this is more a good of nature; for Aristotle says that philanthropy belongs to natural good, and natural friendship toward human beings is perfected when someone becomes a cause of friendship.

Moreover, a certain increase is made from the genus of good by the addition of good to good. Therefore one must consider that, if the same thing has been added to something and makes the whole good or more good, then that to which such a thing has been added is more to be chosen than that to which such a thing has not been added, or the added thing is more to be chosen than that to which it is added.

Yet one must beware in this consideration lest it be extended to all things added to a thing in whatever way. But if one uses one of the added things commonly according to the substantial act of his art or office, and the other thing added to it is in any way cooperative with it and, as it were, helping in something not principal, while he uses the remaining thing and it is not cooperative in the secondary thing but its use is in the principal thing, then the consideration or maxim does not hold. An example of this is if, in the carpenter's woodworking art, it is asked whether a saw added with a sickle, that is, with an instrument that cuts with a sickle and cuts with an axe, is more to be chosen. It is immediately plain that it is. Yet from this it does not follow that, if a saw in the woodworking art is added to a sickle and an axe, and if the axe is more eligible, the saw simply in that art is more eligible than the sickle and axe, but rather the reverse; because the carpenter commonly uses the sickle that cuts in all things, because all the shapes which he induces in wood are shapes of incision, whereas the saw is called in only in certain cases as an aid for one dividing. But the consideration must be understood in those things in which the added thing perfects, according to the account of good, the act of the thing to which it is added, which a saw added to an axe cutting wood does not do.

Again, according to the same point there is this consideration: if something from the number of goods, added to some lesser good, makes the whole more good, in the same account of good it makes the whole more good and of better goodness than it was before, that which is added will be more good and more to be chosen. And thus health is more to be chosen than beauty, because that to which health is added it makes in a better and greater goodness than beauty makes that to which beauty is added.

Similarly, one must consider in the good from the removal of good: if there is something by whose removal from something the thing that remains is of lesser goodness, not in intensity but according to the species of another and inferior goodness, it follows in this way that what is greater is more to be chosen than that to which it is added. An example of this is in the rational: when added to sense it makes the sensible thing of better goodness, and when removed it makes that same thing of inferior goodness; therefore the rational is better than the sensible. But otherwise the consideration is false, because happiness is more eligible even when the number of goods has been added, and when it is removed the thing is less to be chosen; nevertheless the thing removed and added is not more eligible than happiness.
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CHAPTER VIII.

On the considerations of choosing what is related to an end.

[Marginal label, printed page 346: What glory is.]

In the considerations and rules of choosing the good which are drawn from the thing itself related to an end, one must consider this: if one thing is good for its own sake because for itself it is an end in good, but another has the account of good because it is for glory, as in bodily goods health is more to be chosen than beauty, which is desired for the sake of glory, since health is desired for its own sake. But the definition making known what is for the sake of glory, and not a definition of glory, is that it does not hasten to be present when no one is aware of it. For glory, as the wise man says, is clear knowledge with praise, as Augustine has said. But Tullius says that it is far-spreading proclamation, or praise celebrated by the mouth of many. And therefore it is plain that what is done for the sake of glory seeks to become known in the proclamations of human beings in praise; and therefore, if no one were aware of it together with the doer, it would not hasten to be present, because it would not be known and would not be praised. But I call that which is done for the sake of glory "hastening," because glorification hastens with spurs and is urged on to hasten. Hence Ovid says:

"The listener excites zeal, and virtue grows when praised, and glory has an immense spur."

According to this another maxim is taken: if, of two things related to an end, one is done for its own sake and for civil glory, which is not vain nor evil, but the other remaining good is done for the sake of another, nevertheless that one of them is better which is eligible per se. For whatever is more to be honored for its own sake is indeed better and more to be chosen. But that will be more honorable which is good per se, so that nothing else ought to be acquired through it; for when something else is said to be good for the sake of another, by this very fact, that it is for the sake of another, it diminishes the account of good.

Moreover, in considerations of good per se and for the sake of another, one must divide by distinguishing how many times, that is, in how many ways, what is to be chosen is spoken of, and in how many ways it is said to be chosen for the sake of other ends to which it is referred. For example, something seems to be chosen for the sake either of the expedient or the pleasurable, or of the good, that is, the honorable, which is good according to itself, or of the pleasurable which comes from the fittingness of conjunction with the one choosing the good. For what is useful for all these things or for several of them as a cause of good is more to be chosen, as Tullius says of friendship founded upon virtue, which is good per se and has much pleasure and utility joined to it; and this is more to be chosen than what is not useful in this way for all or for several things.

But if there is some good such that the same cause belongs to each of the compared goods, then one must consider in which of the two, or which one, these things are present more among the two or more compared things, and whether it is more pleasurable or better, that is, more honorable or more expedient or useful; for this will be more to be chosen.

Again, according to this a consideration is taken: of two or more goods, that which is for the sake of the better and is concluded toward it is more to be chosen. But if it did not include that better thing on account of which it is present, the consideration would not hold; for example, what is for the sake of virtue is better than what is for the sake of bodily pleasure. Similarly, by the contrary, it is so in things to be fled; for what impedes virtues is more to be fled, as illness, which impedes the exterior act of virtues, because it is more to be fled than ugliness, which consists in the removal of bodily beauties. For pleasure which is from the body or from exterior acts of the virtues is more prevented by illness than by ugliness.

Moreover, in this way it is possible from likeness to show what has been posited as more to be chosen or less to be chosen and to be fled: for what some wise person both chooses at one time and flees at another is less to be chosen than what is only to be chosen and not to be fled, because this is more similar to good and to the eligible, and has a more substantial account of choosing.

Therefore it is summed up by saying that enough has now been said concerning the comparisons of contracted and compared good, which are comparisons of things to be chosen compared with one another, and how comparisons of things to be chosen are to be made, and according to which maxims. In these matters there is no doubt, because all of them are understood not simply, but with respect to this point to be considered, namely that one thing is better than another; and to dispute about such things is superfluous, and the disputations are useful for nothing. But under what aspect they are taken is easily elicited, even if the titles of the chapters are compared with one another, and if it is seen according to what different respect the individual considerations fitting together under one common title are taken; for from this proceeds the multiplication of considerations. And there are still many more things which can be considered in such matters, but these can be understood sufficiently from the things that have been said, and considered easily, etc.
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TREATISE II.

HOW, BY THE SAME LOCI WHICH HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED, A SPECIAL PROBLEM, THAT IS, A CONTRACTED ONE, AND NOT ONLY A COMPARED ONE, IS TERMINATED.

CHAPTER I.

On the determination of a special problem, namely a contracted, not compared, problem, etc.

The same loci which have been introduced for terminating the problem concerning contracted and compared accident are useful for demonstrating that any accident whatever is to be chosen or to be fled, that is, contracted to the form of choosing and without comparison. For in order that the loci previously introduced may terminate the contracted and not compared thing, it is not necessary to remove from the introduced loci of considerations anything except that preeminence which is comparison to another, and the thing simply to be chosen by us apart from its being compared according to more and less. For if it has been constructed that what is more honorable is more to be chosen from the account of honorableness which excels another, it follows from the same point that the honorable simply is to be chosen apart from comparison; and if it has been contracted that what is more useful in something is to be chosen from the account of utility, it follows that the useful simply is to be chosen apart from comparison. It is similar in the other predicates of accident, whatever such predicates have comparison to another in good according to such preeminence, and not in a lesser evil. For although it is more useful, that is, less harmful, to lose a finger than an eye, nevertheless it is not simply to be chosen; rather, in such things the account of choice is in the comparison itself and not in the things compared. Therefore we speak of such things.

But in some compared and contracted accidental predicates it is at once necessary that, according to the comparison which is toward another, choice simply without comparison also follow, that is, what is to be chosen simply, because it is chosen with comparison. An example of this is when one of the things to be chosen is good by nature, while we say that the other remaining thing compared is not good by nature. For what is naturally good, we say openly, is simply to be chosen from its very goodness. And this is so in all things in which the account and cause of eligibility are in the very things compared in good, and not in comparison alone. For in all these cases comparison implies the positive simply. And thus, therefore, the contracted and not compared thing is terminated through the same loci through which the contracted and compared predicate of accident is terminated. I mean dialectical loci, which are similar, because here we are speaking about such loci, etc.

CHAPTER II.

That the compared, not contracted, problem is terminated through the same loci.

For terminating a problem concerning a general accidental predicate, that is, one not contracted and not compared, the same loci which have been introduced are useful for determining this general compared problem; and the loci must be taken as universal as possible, so that the contracted becomes not contracted, and the special becomes general. For loci thus taken in the genus become universals, which concern several things, for several argumentations and propositions; the introduced loci will be useful. It belongs to the same loci which have been introduced to make them more universal, so that those which were introduced for the special may have force for the general, especially loci concerning the greater and the lesser, that is, from the greater and lesser, or, better said, concerning comparison taken from the more chosen and from the lesser or less chosen. For those loci, thus taken, that is, made general and universal, will be useful for several loci and for several argumentations concerning several things. But the mode by which special things become universal is this, which belongs to the same loci that were introduced: to make certain loci more useful than they were when introduced, so that they are transferred according to appellation or name, so that, even while the special comparison remains, it is placed in the general, both contracted and not contracted. For example, as was said, what is good by nature or eligible by nature is said in place of good which states no quality of a determinate accident, so that it is said that what is such by nature is more such than what is not such by nature; and that whatever has as its subject what nature makes more such, rather than what does not make it more such, is more such universally. And this is taken from cause.

Moreover, in another locus, if two things compared in the same thing in something, that is, to the same other thing, are such that one is more such and the remaining one less such, it is plain that what is more such is more such than that which, compared to the same thing, is less such. Furthermore, according to the same point, if two things are compared to the same thing, and if this one of the compared things, compared with something such, is more such, while that which is the remaining one compared with something such is not such, it is manifest that it follows that the first is more such.

Moreover, the same applies in the locus taken from addition: for if by being added to the same thing something makes the whole more such from the addition, it is plain that the added thing is such; or also, if from the addition that which was less such becomes a whole more such than before, it follows that it is more such. Furthermore, it follows from removal: for when something has been removed and the remaining or left thing remains less such, it follows that the removed thing is such and more such.

Similarly, in these considerations which are from contraries, the things which in contraries are more unmixed are more such than the things which are mixed with contraries, as white is said to be more unmixed with black. And this indeed cannot be referred to another under the same comparison, because in the genus nothing is compared, but in the species; and therefore such is not said to be more such, but a species is said to be more unmixed with its contrary, and this according to more and less.

Moreover, besides all those things which have been said, more and less can also be referred to the definitions of accidental predicates which are compared. For the more such is what more receives the proposed account from the more; as, if the same color dispersive of sight belongs to white, the whiter is a color more dispersive of sight, and that will be more such. But when it is accepted in a contracted genus, when the defined thing is intensified, although the genus is not necessarily intensified, because species and genus are not entirely the same, nevertheless, because the defined thing and the definition are the same, when one is intensified as to the difference completing it in the species, the other is intensified. And according to this the introduced consideration is received; and therefore it is not said that the whiter is more colored, or more such, but more dispersive of sight. Therefore these things have been said concerning the problems of the accidental predicate which is as accident, whether compared and contracted, or contracted and not compared, or even not contracted but compared; for other things could be thought from these, etc.
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TREATISE III.

ON THE DETERMINATION OF THE PARTICULAR AND DETERMINATE PROBLEM.

CHAPTER I.

On particular determination.

Up to this point, from the beginning of the second book of this science, it has been said how the problem concerning being-in and accident is destroyed and constructed, whether it is taken as inhering simply and not as contracted and compared, or whether it is taken as contracted and compared. But next one must determine concerning the particular problem. And since the particular problem is twofold, both particular according to the thing and particular according to mode, and particular according to the thing and not according to mode, one must first determine concerning that which is particular according to thing and mode, which indeed inheres in the thing particularly and not universally, and has a particular sign by which inhering particularly is designated, as "a certain human being runs"; and then one will have to speak concerning what is particular according to the thing and not according to the mode determined as particular, which is the lowest. Moreover, what is particular according to thing and mode can be terminated without hypothesis by constructing, whether it is affirmative or negative; it can also be terminated with hypothesis by destroying. In the first way let us say how a problem concerning accident posited particularly and universally is constructed without hypothesis.

Therefore we say that, if a problem concerning accident is posited particularly and not universally, first it must be noted that the common loci previously introduced for a problem concerning accident universally posited, whether they are destructive or constructive, are all useful for terminating a particular problem: for constructive loci construct the affirmative, and destructive loci construct the negative. For we, universally destroying the problem concerning accident and universally constructing it, do so in order that the same problem concerning accident posited particularly may be destroyed. For if it has been proved that it inheres in every one, it has been shown that it also inheres in some one; and if it has been shown that it inheres in no one, it has also been shown that it does not inhere in some one. But the maxims, and thus the common loci for constructing the universal and particular problem concerning accident, suitable for the construction both of the affirmative and of the negative, are loci from opposites, cases, and conjugates. For if the opposite is predicated of the opposite, then the proposed thing is predicated of the proposed thing, because these things are equally matters of opinion and probability both in the universal and in the particular. For if every pleasure is good, it is equally a matter of opinion that every sadness is evil; and if some pleasure is good, it is equally a matter of opinion that some sadness is evil. And in privative opposites it is similar as in contraries. For if some sense is not a natural power of acting according to that sense, it will be equally probable to him that some insensibility is not natural in it; and if something opined among relative opposites is not a disciplined object of knowledge, it follows with equal probability that some opinion is not discipline. And this is through the locus from relative opposites.

Again, through the locus from contraries, by the power of opposites such as privation and habit, if something just is good, it also follows with equal probability that, if it is unjust, it is evil, and that what is unjustly is badly; and if something pleasurable is to be fled, it follows through the locus from conjugates that pleasure is to be fled. According to this, however, because they are from the same locus from conjugates, it also follows with equal probability that, if something pleasurable, insofar as it is pleasurable, is advantageous and good, there will be some pleasure that is advantageous and a certain good.

[Marginal label, printed page 351: Objection against the locus from conjugates.]

Although the locus from conjugates seems to have an instance against it, because it does not follow: the white thing is clear, therefore whiteness is clarity; the white thing is dispersive of sight, therefore whiteness is dispersive of sight.

[Marginal label, printed page 351: Solution.]

But it must be understood that in conjugates the principal and the derived term must be according to the form of the same essence, as whiteness and color, white and colored; and then it never has an instance against it.

Furthermore, in corruptions and generations there are loci suitable for this: for it follows with equal probability that, if something is corruptive of some pleasure, or is corruptive of some discipline, it follows with equal probability that some pleasure and some discipline is an evil or among the number of evils. Similarly, with equal probability, if some corruption of some discipline is among the number of goods, then some generation of some discipline is among the number of evils. An example of this is that to forget the knowledge by which someone does base things, such as stealing or destroying, belongs to the genus of goods, because to know such things is evil. But I speak of practical knowledge, not speculative knowledge. Similarly conversely, to remember the knowledge by which one does evil things is among the number of evils; it follows with equal probability that to know practical knowledge by which someone does base things is among the number of evils. And similarly in other like cases and in all such things, simply or equally, one thing is opinable in the universal and in the particular just as the other.

Moreover, also from the loci for constructing the universal affirmative and negative there has been brought in a locus taken from what is treated from more and less. For if two things not from the same genus are compared, not according to more and less with respect to the inhering accident which is good, and one of them is more such or seems to be, while the other is such that nothing of its genus is such, as some discipline seems to be more among goods than bodily pleasure is, so that if some discipline seems more to be good than pleasure seems to be good, then if no discipline is good or among the number of goods, it follows that neither is any pleasure good or among the number of goods. And according to what Aristotle says 1, this is understood of practical discipline of evils, which is called dunatic, and of tormenting pleasure, which is not natural from genus nor even from species, but is called diseased in book X of the Ethics; for concerning these the understood consideration is general. But from the similar and from the less, being-in seems to occur in the same way, and it will be to construct the particular problem both affirmative and negative. From considerations accepted from the similar, indeed, it will be possible to do both things, to destroy and to construct; but from the less, or from the lesser, only to construct and not to destroy, because an argument from the lesser has force affirmatively only and not negatively. For if power stands thus toward good, and some discipline is a power, and some power is good in politics, it follows that some discipline will also be good; and this is to construct from the similar. But if no power is good, that is, if some power seems good less than discipline seems to be good, if no power is good although it seems less, it will not on this account be necessary that no discipline is good, because an argument from the lesser has no force by denying. Therefore it is manifest that through the locus from the lesser there will be only construction, and not destruction. But not only from things taken from one and another genus and compared by some people to the same accident is there destruction of a particular problem through the locus from the lesser; rather, also from certain things taken from the same genus and compared to the same accident by the one who takes them. What seems maximally to be such in that accident, if the accident does not inhere in it, then it follows that it also does not inhere in that in which it seems to inhere less. Thus if it is posited by some respondent that some discipline is good, then some discipline is taken which seems most of all to be good, such as prudence, which seems most of all a good, so that it may be shown that prudence, which is most of all good, is not good; it follows that no other discipline which seems less to be good will be good. For if it seemed more to inhere in something and does not inhere, it follows that it will not inhere in that to which it seemed to inhere less. But discipline and prudence are of the same thing, namely intellectual virtue.

[Marginal label, printed page 352: Objection against the locus from the similar.]

But what was said, that the locus from the similar is constructive and destructive, seems to have a cavil, because it seems that it does not universally belong to a thing to be destroyed or constructed through a locus from the similar. For it does not universally follow, if A and B stand similarly to C, that if A is the genus of C, B is similarly the genus of C, because several genera of the same thing cannot occur. Similarly it does not follow, if A and B are ordered to C, that, if A is the definition of what C is, B is the definition of the same thing, because several definitions of the same thing cannot occur.

[Marginal label, printed page 352: Solution.]

But to these things it is answered that, in truth, the locus from the similar in essential predicates is not constructive, as has been objected, but it is constructive in accidental predicates. Yet some object, saying that if A and B are similarly ordered to C, if A is not a definition, neither will B be a definition; therefore, from the consequence from the contrary, if B is a definition and A is a definition, it has no force, because consequence from the contrary does not hold in contraries except in essential predicates and things essentially ordered, as, if whiteness is color, that which is not color is not whiteness. But if it is asked how the particular problem is terminated in this third book, since the particular is in the universal and is terminated from it, as was said before, either it is from the particular sign which is not opposed to the universal, and the particular according to the thing, and this is opposed to the universal and inhering and is founded in the nature of contracted accident; we are speaking here of such a particular, and therefore it is determined with contracted accident in the same book.

Moreover, it is possible to prove from hypothesis: if an accident inheres in some one, through hypothesis it follows that it also inheres in every one; and if it does not inhere in some one, it follows that it inheres in no one. For example, if the soul of some human being seems to be immortal, it follows through hypothesis that also the other souls of other human beings are immortal. But if it is granted that the soul of this human being is not immortal, it follows from hypothesis that neither are the other souls of human beings immortal. Therefore, if some accident has been posited to inhere in someone, it must be shown by the opponent when it does not inhere in someone, and from this it follows for the opponent by hypothesis that it inheres in no one. But if it has been posited by the respondent that it does not inhere in someone, and this must be destroyed by the opponent through hypothesis, then it must be shown by the opponent that it inheres in someone; for if through hypothesis being-in nevertheless follows, the particular negative, namely not inhering in someone, is destroyed through this.

Therefore it is plain from what has been said that the one who uses hypothesis in the termination of a particular problem makes a universal problem out of a particular one, because he confesses that as it is in one, so it is in all the others, or as it is not in one, so neither is it in any of the others. And thus the one who particularly grants that something inheres or does not inhere will prove that it must be confessed universally, because he proves similarly concerning one and every one; for he says that as it is in one, so it is in all the others.

Notes

	In books 6 and 7 of the Ethics. (In 6 et 7 Ethicorum.) ↩
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CHAPTER II.

On the determination of the indefinite.

But when the problem is indefinite according to thing and mode, so that it has not been determined by a universal or particular sign, but holds itself indefinitely between two, and is determined to neither, it can be destroyed in one way, whether it is affirmative or negative. But I call indefinite the case in which someone says that pleasure is good, adding nothing to determine the subject by which it may be drawn to stand for the particular or the universal, as if he were to say negatively that pleasure is not good. But that is destroyed in only one way, and so that it may be verified in the particular. For if he says indefinitely that pleasure, or some pleasure, is good, if the proposed statement ought to be destroyed, it must be shown that no pleasure is good. Similarly, if he says indefinitely that pleasure is not good, or particularly says that some pleasure is not good, if the proposed statement ought to be destroyed, it must be shown that every pleasure is good, because one cannot destroy an indefinite problem except through its contradictorily opposite. For if, in order to destroy the indefinite, we were to show that there is some pleasure that is good, or that there is some pleasure that is not good, the proposed statement is not yet destroyed by that, because subcontraries, in contingent matter in which an accidental predicate can be or not be, can be true at the same time. Therefore it is plain that the opponent is said to destroy such a problem in one way and through the contradictory.

But construction can occur in two ways: for whether particularly, or whether we have shown that it inheres in every one or in none, or inheres in some one or does not inhere in some one, the indefinite problem has been constructed, as is clear from the examples of the Philosopher.

It must be noted that in the syllogistic course the indefinite is comprehended under the particular, because it posits no quantity concerning the subject, so that there can be a syllogistic course concerning the indefinite as concerning the particular. Nevertheless, in problems it has a special termination, because in this it differs from the particular: the particular is said to be determined according to being, reason, and sign; but the indefinite is determined to a part according to the thing, yet not according to a reason that is shown by a sign. And because they differ in this way, they also have different doctrines of their termination. Therefore the indefinite problem must be terminated in this way.

There is also a determined position of the respondent through some determination of the subject by way of a multiplication restricting the subject, and it must be seen how such a position ought both to be constructed and destroyed by the opponent. But I call determined the case in which it is posited that good inheres in some one pleasure, that is, if it is said that some one pleasure is good and that some other is not good. And thus then the proposed statement would be destroyed in two ways: for whether it is shown that no pleasure is good, the proposed statement will be destroyed, because this one good pleasure, by reason of determination, is opposed to every pleasure if one is posited formally; for then it has as much force as a single predicate-reason that is affirmatively rendered to the subject, and it is opposed to no pleasure and to every good pleasure. But if he determines through two things, both through one and through an exclusive diction, "only" or "alone," in this way, "one pleasure alone is good," then this position will have to be destroyed in many ways, because it has more than two causes of truth. For if we show that every pleasure is good, as Epicurus says, or that no pleasure is good, or if we show that more pleasures than one are good, we will always be destroying the proposed statement; and thus what is determined with an exclusive diction is destroyed. But they determine doubly, with "one" or with an exclusive diction. But if some position determines more than three for this, by specifying both the subject, and the universal, and the exclusive diction, as if it is said thus, that prudence alone, as one virtue of the moral virtues, is science, it can be destroyed in four ways: for by showing that every virtue is science, as Socrates says, or by showing that no virtue is science, or by showing that some other virtue is science, as justice, which is in the rational part of the soul just as prudence is because of the science of destroying or communicating, or if it is shown that the same virtue which is prudence is not science, by any of those ways the statement that prudence alone of the virtues is science will be destroyed.

It is useful also to make the opponent suitable and abundant, and to inspect in individual cases what the subjective parts of subjects are, in which and in which subjects something else is said universally to inhere or not to inhere, because this is useful for constructing the particular.

Moreover, in the predicate which is said to inhere, one must inspect the genera of the predicate, in some one of which the predicate is contained; and this is useful to the one composing and dividing the predicates which inhere according to species down to individuals, as was said earlier in the book of this science in which the universal problem according to inhering was discussed. For whether it is said affirmatively to inhere in every one, or negatively in none, when the opponent either brings forward those things through which the universal affirmative or negative to be proved is proved, the respondent must universally confess that it inheres affirmatively, or universally that it does not inhere negatively, or must bring an instance in something in which it is not so, if it is proposed universally in this way.

Moreover, it is useful to determine that which inheres as an accident through the subjects in which and how it inheres, so that it may be determined by time and number, so that it may thus be seen whether according to none of these it is in the subject, namely those which are under the accident itself in species and number. An example of this is: if we wish to prove that time is not moved and is not motion, as some have said, it is valid for the opponent to inspect the predicate and, by division, how many species of motion there are. For if none of these things that are species of motion inheres in time, it is manifest that time is not moved and is not motion. Similarly, if it must be proved that the soul is not number, as Plato said, this is valid for the opponent who divides numbers into species in which every number is contained, namely that every number is either abundant, or perfect, or diminished. For if the soul is none of these, it is plain that it follows that it is not number; and thus the problem will be destroyed. Therefore concerning the predicate which is accident one must argue through loci of this kind, as was said, and from things similar to these, and so forth.
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BOOK IV

OF THE TOPICS.

TREATISE I

ON THE PROBLEM OF GENUS AND PROPERTY.

CHAPTER I.

Proemium of the Book.

In this fourth book of the Topics, after the things that have been said about the determination of the problem concerning accident, which is not predicated convertibly and is the first and most remote element of definition, one must look into the loci and considerations pertaining to genus, that is, to inhering as genus or not inhering, and into the loci and considerations pertaining to property, or to the problem concerning property to be determined. Genus is required for the goodness of property, and property, because of the mode of predicating convertibly, is a more immediate element of definition than genus. For these predicates are elements of those loci which pertain to definitions, because inhering as definition is composed elementally from these: for what inheres as definition both inheres simply, and inheres in what a thing is, and is predicated convertibly; of these the first belongs to accident, the second to genus, the third to property. Therefore before definition this consideration is necessary, because in that which inheres as definition it is presupposed in that way.

There is also another cause why this is useful: for concerning these same predicates, as they are taken according to inhering as genus and inhering as property, considerations are rarely made in disputations. And Boethius gives the reason for this, as concerns genus, in the book On Divisions: some of the Ancients wished to comprehend inhering as genus under inhering as accident, on account of this feature common to them, namely that inhering as accident and inhering as genus are not predicated convertibly. But as concerns inhering as property, they wished to comprehend it under inhering as definition because each is proper, and each is said to be predicated convertibly. Therefore it is useful to distinguish these things, lest one be believed to be contained under the other, but each of these be a predicate distinct from the other according to its mode of inhering. For this will be shown from considerations and loci.
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CHAPTER II.

On genus insofar as it is assigned as the genus of some species.

Therefore first we shall set down the proper considerations taken according to the particles logically placed in the definition of genus. Then we shall set down particles taken according to those things which follow upon the particles placed in the definition of logical genus not contracted to the matter of genus. And let us consider genus itself insofar as it is assigned as the genus of something, and not insofar as it is genus simply or of every thing; and this is to compare genus to what is proximate also, or remote, and not to the remote.

Therefore if a genus, or something as a genus of one of existing things, is posited which signifies an existing being. But what exists is properly a composite, because every genus and species are composite. First, then, one must inspect all things that are cognate to that which has been posited as genus, that is, of the same coordination in the predicable line of that which is said to be genus. For all things that are in it are of its coordination as originated according to essence from it, and therefore it is predicated of all of them. Hence one must inspect whether it is not predicated of some one of them in the way said about accident in the second book of this science; for if it is not predicated of some one of those cognates, it will not be the genus that was assigned as genus, and the proposed problem must be destroyed. An example of this is: if the genus of pleasure is posited to be good, as Epicurus posits, one must consider whether some pleasure is not good, such as diseased pleasure, as has been predicated in book X of the Ethics. And if this is granted and found, it is manifest that good is not the genus of pleasure. And this is taken according to the fact that, in the definition of genus, being predicated of all species and individuals is posited. But I say "of the same species," because the most general genera are species of being, as Aristotle says in the First Philosophy 1, and one species is the genus of genus, and another is the genus of quality, and so concerning the others.

Next another consideration is taken according to the fact that in the definition of genus there is being predicated in what a thing is. Hence finally one must consider whether that which is taken according to the fact that it has been assigned as genus is predicated of all cognates in what they are, or not, but rather in what sort of thing they are. For example, if white is said to be the genus of snow, or if mobile or moving is predicated of soul as genus, as Plato says that soul is what is mobile or self-moving, just as in the genus we say that soul is what is movable per se, that is, by itself, or what moves itself. For although Plato says that soul is number as the genus of soul, nevertheless, because mobile-by-itself posits a difference, and a general difference must be placed together with the genus, he also posited mobile-by-itself as the genus of soul. And since neither white is predicated of snow in what it is, nor mobile-by-itself of snow and soul in what they are, it is clear that neither is the genus of that of which it has been posited to be the genus. For snow is not white according to what it is, nor does it receive the predication of white; nor is soul, according to what it is, that which is moved. And for this reason white is not the genus of snow, as Empedocles said, nor is soul something that is moved, as Plato said. For being moved happens to soul and is not predicated of it in what it is, just as it often happens to an animal to be moved, as to walk or to be walking.

Moreover, this indeed is proved, that being mobile is not the genus of soul, because being mobile by itself does not signify what is in the very thing of which it is predicated, but signifies something else, either acting or suffering. For to move signifies something acting in the genus of action; to be moved by itself signifies something suffering in the genus of passion. And similarly also white: for white does not signify what snow is, but indicates what sort that what, or something of which it is predicated, is. Therefore neither of these is predicated in what a thing is of that of which it is predicated.

There is also another reason for the same point, one which must chiefly be inspected in the definition of accident: whether the definition of accident and the things that are in the definition are suitably adapted to that which has been said to be genus, as is clear in these things that have been said, white and mobile. For it can happen that the same accident moves itself and at some time does not move; similarly, it can happen that something white is at some time white and at some time is not. And thus white will not be genus, but inheres as accident, whose definition is that it can inhere and not inhere in the same thing. Therefore neither of these is as genus, but each is as accident to those things of which it is predicated, because, as we have said, each of those can inhere and not inhere.

Moreover, if the consequence to the particles placed in the account of genus is attended to, then the first is the one which is being predicated of several things, according to the rule given in the Categories, which said that when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, whatever things are said of the predicate must all be said of the subject. And from that it follows that all things of which genus is said are of the same coordination with the genus according to a straight line. Therefore if the genus is not in the same division or coordination with those things of which it is said to be the genus, and similarly the species of which the genus is predicated, but this as genus is substance, that is, in the genus of substance, while the other of which the genus is predicated, that is, the species, is quality, that is, in the genus of quality, then it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. For example, snow and swan, which according to Empedocles are species of white, are substance; but white, which is said to be their genus, is not substance but a quale. Therefore white is not the genus of snow, nor the genus of swan, because they are not of the same coordination or division.

Again, next to the same consequent it is taken that discipline is relative, that is, relative to the disciplined or disciplinable thing; but they say that good or beautiful is a quale. Therefore neither good nor beautiful is the genus of discipline, because they are not of the same coordination and division. For of those things that are relative according to species, the genera must be relative, as is clear in double, which is a species from the number of relatives, and multiple, which is the genus of the same, and is also relative. Universally in such matters one must indeed say, and as a maxim, that the genus must be under the same division and coordination of predicables as the species, or inserted with the species according to a straight line. For if the species is substance, the genus predicated of that species is also substance; and if the species is some quale, the genus also will be some quale. An example of this is if the genus is some quale and the species is not, as if white is some quale, then color will be a quid. And similarly also in the others.

The second consequent toward the same point is that, if genus is predicated, it is always predicated, because it is an essential predicate of several things; and it is taken according to the consequent. Hence again one must consider, since genus is said to be predicated of several things, whether it is necessary or possible for genus to participate that which has been placed in the genus, just as an inferior essentially participates its superior, and to participate is to receive univocally the account and name of the participated superior. For it is manifest that species participate genera according to the predication of the name, and in this way genera do not participate species; but if a species receives the name and account of the genus, the genus does not receive the name and account of the species.

Hence one must consider whether the assigned genus, or that assigned as genus, can participate the species according to name and account, because then it will not be the genus that was assigned as genus. For example, if someone assigns something as the genus of being or of one: then, since being and one are said of all things, they are also said of that which is assigned as their genus; and thus it happens that what has been assigned as the genus of being or of one, which are said to be its species, will participate their account, which is unfitting. And the cause of this is that one and being are predicated of all things, and also of that which is assigned as their genus. Therefore their account also, namely the account of being and one, is predicated of those things by participation. But I call an account an exposition that is of greater declaration than a name, because being and one have no other account.

Moreover, to the same thing, namely being predicated of several things, it is consequent that the genus is predicated of all those things of which the species is predicated, and of more. Hence if one true species according to predication is predicated of someone or some things of which the genus is not truly predicated of the same, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. For example, if being or knowable is said to be the genus of the opinable: for the opinable is predicated of non-being. For many non-beings are opinable, as that the sun is one-footed, or that fauns or satyrs exist; but being or knowable are not predicated of non-being. And the reason is that being is not non-being, and that which is known or knowable is, that is, is one. Therefore being and knowable are not the genus for the opinable, because the species would be predicated of more things than the genus; for of the things of which the species is predicated, the genus also must be predicated of the same. But now opinable is predicated of things of which being or knowable is not predicated.

Furthermore, in the fourth place it follows upon being predicated of several things that all things of which the genus itself is predicated will participate that genus.

But the definition of what it is to participate is to receive the account of the participated thing. But we call participated that whose predication the inferior receives according to part of its power and according to part of its commonness, as a human being receives the account and predication of animal. Hence if none of the things that are species placed under the same genus can participate what has been placed as genus, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. For it is impossible to participate a genus which participates none of the species, unless it is one of the first species of the first division of its first genus, in which the first genus has been immediately divided. For this participates only the first genus and participates none of the species; but all other subaltern species that are in the first genus participate the genus according to some one of the species, because whatever is in a genus is in some species of that genus except the first species.

Therefore if motion is posited to be the genus of delight or pleasure, concerning which Plato said that every delight is a generation into the sensible soul, one must consider whether it participates some species of motion. For if it is neither generation nor corruption nor any special motion from the number of all the species of motion, it is manifest that it is none of the species of motion. Therefore it does not participate the genus, because it is necessary and must be presupposed as a maxim that what participates the genus also participates some species. Therefore it follows that pleasure will not be a species of motion, nor will motion be the genus of pleasure, nor will it be another of the individuals that are under motion. For all individuals participate the species, and through the species they participate the genus, as another undivided human being participates both human being and animal, which is the genus of human being.

But what has been said here, that genus and species ought to be of the same coordination or division of a predicament, is not contrary to what has been said in the Categories in the chapter on relation. For nothing prevents the genus from being relative while the species is not relative, just as science is relative but grammar is not. For the essence of the genus and the essence of the species are always in the same coordination, although that which is added over the essence is sometimes in another coordination. And this is clear because science, according to what it is, is a habit or disposition, although it happens to it, from comparison to that of which it is, to be in relation.

A consideration is also posited, accepted according to this consequent which is being predicated of several things differing in species. For it follows from this that genus is predicated of more things than species. Furthermore, from this it follows that it is not predicated of things equal with the species. Therefore let us say, in further inspecting this beyond the considerations already introduced, that if that which is placed as species in the genus is said or predicated of more things, it will not be the genus of that species which has been assigned as genus; as if opinable is said to be a species of being, as Pythagoras said, who posited that the opinable which is outside the soul is more being, just as a cause is more being than the caused. But since opinable is said both of being and of non-being, and is predicated of more things than being, therefore opinable is not a species of being, nor is being the genus of the opinable.

But this was almost posited in the preceding matters of this chapter; yet that differs from this, because what precedes destroys the assigned genus through the fact that the species is predicated of something of which the genus is not predicated; but here destruction occurs through the fact that the species is predicated of more things differing in species and number than the genus. For genus is always predicated of more things than species.

Again, another consideration consequent from that one is taken according to the same point, being predicated of several things; and it is this, that if the assigned species and the genus are said of things equal in number. An example of this is: if of those things which follow all things and into which all things are resolved as into first things, which, as Avicenna says, are being, one, thing, and something, one is posited as genus and the other as its species, either per se or in that which happens to inhere in these things. For example, if being is posited as genus and one as species, both being and one are said of all things. Therefore neither, compared to the other, can be genus, because they are said of things equal both according to number and according to species. But in that which happens to them, there is an example in that these first things are also principles. Hence if first and principle, compared to each other, are posited as genus and species, the same unfitting result happens, because both things that have been named are the same, and therefore neither is predicated of more things than the other, and thus neither is genus with respect to the other.

But the element or foundational principle for all those things that have been said is that genus is predicated or said of more things than species and than difference. For difference is said of fewer things than genus, because otherwise it would neither divide the genus when it is divisive nor contract the power of the genus when it is constitutive, according to the same consequent which is being predicated of several things differing in species and in what a thing is.

Furthermore, a consideration is taken: one must inspect whether something else assigned as genus is the genus of one of those things which do not differ in species from those things that are contained in the species whose genus is assigned. For if it is not the genus of those things that are indifferent in species from them, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus; or even if it does not seem to be the genus of them, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. And this consideration, just as it has force for destroying, so too it has force for constructing. For if it constructs that the same genus belongs to those things which do not differ, it will be concluded that it truly is a genus through this maxim, that of all things which do not differ in species, the genus is the same.

Therefore if it is shown that something is the genus of one such thing, but that what was assigned as the genus of one such thing is not its genus, it is manifest that it follows that it is the genus of none of them, because there is one account in one and in all with respect to being a genus or not being a genus. An example of this is: if someone posits that there are indivisible lines from which divisible lines are composed, as Aristotle says in the little book On Indivisible Lines, since every divisible thing is composed from indivisibles, as Democritus and Leucippus said. Plato, in positing indivisible lines by this sign, when he says that indivisible is the first genus of lines, clearly sinned. For that which he assigned to be genus cannot be the genus of indivisible lines, because indivisible is not predicated of indivisible, although divisible lines and indivisible lines are the same, or indifferent according to species; for all straight lines are indifferent, whether they are divisible or indivisible. But I say straight lines because straightness is a simple form and in one mode, which belongs to first lines that are the principles of composite lines; for straightness is of one form and simple. But a curved line is composed from two forms, namely convex and concave; and therefore curvature is in many modes, straightness in one mode. And therefore indivisible cannot be a genus for straight lines. And this is the true exposition of that consideration; and one should not care about what others say concerning this.

Notes

	And also in the Metaphysics, text comment 10, and book X, comment 6, and book II of the Physics, comment 4. (Et etiam in Metaphys., tex. com. 10, et X, comm. 6, et II Physic., comm. 4.) ↩
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CHAPTER III.

On considerations accepted by considering several genera.

After these things have been had, which ought to consider inspection toward one assigned genus, one must consider several genera: if someone has posited another genus of the assigned species, one must see whether there is another genus of the same species which neither contains the assigned genus, nor subalternates it, nor is contained under it as subalternated. For if he finds such a genus other than the assigned one, that which was assigned as genus will not be genus. The example belongs to Socrates: if someone, as of an assigned species, posits that the genus of justice is the science of things to be communicated or distributed, yet it immediately occurs to one considering that there is another genus of justice, namely moral virtue, and neither of these contains the other. Therefore science cannot be the genus of justice; for although the genus of science is virtue, nevertheless it is not moral virtue, because science is speculative, and moral virtue is a habit, consonant with reason in the manner of nature, as Tullius says. And in this way they are not contained under one common thing, but are under diverse orders of predicables. And the mean of virtue is between excess and defect; but the mean of science is right reason, as Aristotle says in book VI of the Ethics. And if each is called virtue, this will not be by one account; and therefore virtue is not one genus under which both are contained. But what is not predicated of the things contained under one account is not a genus, nor is it predicated as genus.

But what has been said seems to have a cavil and an instance. For it seems that when, or at some time, one assigned species is under two genera, the one of those genera is contained under the other, as in many cases; nevertheless it has doubt in some cases and does not seem to be generally true. For to some it seems that prudence, which is the assigned and due species, is both virtue, or in the genus of virtues, and science, that is, to be in the genus of science; and neither of those genera seems to be contained by the other. And thus the consideration introduced seems to have an instance against it.

But to this I answer that it is not granted by all that prudence is science. For although its example is right reason concerning things to be done, nevertheless it belongs only to those things that are toward the end to which they tend, as no moral virtue does; and therefore it is not science absolutely, which considers nothing except the true and is toward the end of truth as science is. And if someone admits that what has been said is true, that prudence is science, nevertheless it is not necessary, nor does it seem necessary, that science is virtue, or that they are like subaltern genera of which one is contained under the other, as science under virtue, which are said to be genera of the same thing, that is, of prudence. But it is enough that both are under the same genus subalternating each, as happens in virtue and science; for each is under the same genus, since each of these according to the predication of genus is a habit and a certain disposition, as has been said. Let the consideration be proposed thus: one must consider whether another genus of the assigned species has been found besides the assigned genus, so that those two genera are related in such a way that neither of those which have been named inheres in the genus that has been assigned, and that neither one is under the other, nor are both genera under the same genus. Then the genus that has been assigned as genus will not be genus.

Furthermore, whether genera are not subaltern must be considered, and one must inspect the genus of the assigned genus; and thus one must always ascend by ascending in the same predicamental line and see whether all the superior genera are predicated in what a thing is, through this maxim: when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, all the things that are said of the predicate are said also of the subject, and they must be said by the same predication. And therefore if the assigned genus is predicated in what a thing is, all the superiors will be predicated in what it is of the same species. For every superior above the assigned genus must be predicated in what it is of the assigned species; and if some other of the superiors of the assigned genus is not predicated of the assigned species, the genus that has been assigned as genus will not be genus.

Again, in several genera placed subalternately, one must inspect according to this, that the inferior must participate its superior, and not the reverse. Therefore one must consider whether the assigned genus, or another genus, is in the straight line above the assigned genus, because nothing that is superior participates what is inferior. And therefore if such a genus has been assigned that either it itself or some other of the superiors participates the assigned species, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. This consideration must be used by one destroying, as has been said. But for one constructing, or wishing to construct the problem, if he grants that that which has been assigned as genus inheres in the species of which it has been assigned to be the genus, even by positing inhering, and still doubts whether that which has been assigned as genus inheres in the assigned thing as genus, although he does not doubt that it inheres as predicate, it suffices to show that some one of the superiors in the straight line to the assigned genus inheres in the assigned species in what it is, just as genus inheres. For when one of such superiors is predicated in what it is of the assigned species, all things that are superior to that are predicated in what it is of the same species; and this is true if they are superior to the things of which they are predicated according to a straight line. For all such superiors are predicated in what a thing is, just as genus inheres in its inferiors. Therefore the assigned genus will be predicated in what it is, if another of its superiors is predicated in what it is, and if one thing has been assigned as genus.

But because, when one such superior is predicated in what it is of the assigned species, all the others are predicated in what it is, one must therefore take this also by induction in all the genera of the predicaments, although this has been determined in the Categories. And thus it must indeed be done when one does not doubt, but it is certain without doubt, that what has been assigned as genus inheres in the species and is predicated of the species. Then it is not enough to show only that some other of the superior genera of that which is doubted to inhere is predicated in what it is and of the assigned species; rather, two things must be shown, just as there are two things in doubt, even when it is doubted whether it inheres and whether it inheres as genus. For one must show that some other of the superiors inheres as genus, and that no genus divided from the opposite against the assigned genus is predicated of the assigned species, because of diverse genera not placed subalternately there are diverse species and differences. An example of this is: if locomotion, or change according to place, is assigned as the genus of walking as of an assigned species, it is not enough to show that walking is motion and that motion is predicated of walking in what it is, because there are motions other than locomotion. Rather, one must show that walking participates none of the things contained under motion from the number of those things that are according to division, except locomotion alone. And therefore, because it is necessary that what participates a genus also participates some one of the species that is in that genus, since it is predicated participatively of the genus and is predicated participatively also of the species, whatever things are participated by inferiors according to the first and straight division must be predicated, except locomotion alone. And then one must argue thus: if walking participates neither increase nor diminution nor any priorlation of the other motions, then the middle term is that it will participate locomotion and genus; and therefore it follows that locomotion will be the genus of walking.

Furthermore, in subaltern genera one must consider whether that which has been assigned as genus is predicated in what a thing is of the same things of which the assigned species is predicated in what a thing is. Similarly one must consider whether all things that are directly above the assigned genus are predicated of the same and of the same things, because if they are discordant for someone in one of those things which are superior, it is plain that it is not the genus that has been assigned as genus. For if it were genus, all the superiors, both this and also the further superior which has been assigned as genus, would be predicated of the assigned species in what it is; and when it is not so, it is not the genus that has been assigned as genus. Therefore for one wishing to destroy, it is useful to consider whether the genus, or some superior of the thing assigned as genus, is not predicated in what a thing is. For in all coordinations it happens that genus and species are predicated of the same thing in what it is. But for one wishing to construct, it is useful to see whether some predicate or some superior to it is predicated in what a thing is. For then it happens, that is, it follows, that both the assigned genus and the assigned species are predicated of the same thing in what it is. Therefore also, since that very thing which is the assigned species is under two genera, those genera must be subaltern, of which one is contained under the other, if it is shown that that which we wished to be genus is not contained under the species. Then it is plain that it follows that under this the other will be as species under genus, because since they are subaltern, and that which is not contained under that must be contained under the remaining one, and the remaining one contained under the other. Therefore one must consider in genera both subaltern and not subaltern, because if that is not the genus which is taken in addition to these, then it is clear that neither is that the genus which has been assigned as genus.

Furthermore one must consider the whole account of genera, and not only the particles which are placed in the definitions of the genera of those things which have been assigned, or which are their superiors. One must also consider the account of those genera, whether they are adapted by substantial agreement to the assigned species. For all accounts of superior genera must be predicated of the assigned species, and of all those things which participate the species, just as inferiors participate their superiors. Therefore if there is discord in something, so that the account of the superiors is not adapted to the inferior, it is plain that it is not the genus that has been assigned as genus. Therefore one must consider in this way both the particles of the definition of genus and those things which follow the particles, as also the whole definition of genera, both non-subaltern and subaltern, which are all considered in the straight ascending predicamental line. These considerations are for the most part destructive, though some are constructive, and in some cases mixed. But what was said, that of diverse genera not placed subalternately there are diverse species and differences, is so because, if there were one genus of such species, this would be in the definition of each, and thus one thing would be definitive of two opposites, which is unfitting.
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CHAPTER IV.

On considerations taken from the comparison of genus to difference and species, etc.

After the considerations by which genus is discerned and sometimes constructed through inspection of things intrinsic and essential to genus, which are particles of its definition or things consequent upon the particles, and through inspection of the whole definition, because genus in some way contains differences, at least in power, and contains species as its subjective parts: now considerations must be taken through inspection of those things which are accepted from the comparison of genus to differences and to species. Therefore first we shall inspect these matters by comparing that which is genus through substance to differences and species; and then we shall give the considerations that are taken from the comparison of genus to differences and species through those things which follow genus as its properties, and which follow upon it from such a comparison as is made to difference and species.

Therefore let us say that, for one wishing to destroy an assigned genus, one must consider whether someone has posited a substantial difference to be predicated as genus. For example, if he posited immortal, which is a difference of animal, to be the genus of God: for immortal is a difference of animal, because some animals are mortal and some immortal. Therefore it is plain that he has sinned, because the difference of nothing is a genus.

And that this is true is proved in this way from the fact that the mode, through the instruments of universals that have been discussed, is that no difference, in its mode of predicating, says what a thing is standing per se in the nature of the thing as the foundation of forms, but rather signifies what sort of thing through an essential quality. That quality perfects the potency of genus, just as form perfects the potency of matter; thus able-to-walk and two-footed say what sort of animal something is, and do not say what it is in the animal itself.

But another consideration is also destructive if someone has placed a difference in a genus, in such a way that he says that the divisive difference of the genus is in the genus. For example, if he said that abundant, which is the divisive difference of number, is in number, which is the genus divided by differences: because then it follows that the difference would be a species, and abundant is a divisive difference of number, but the constitutive essential quality belongs to the species.

Nor does it seem according to truth that difference participates genus in the way in which what is directly contained in a genus participates the genus, because everything that thus participates genus is, with respect to name and account, a species or individual and not a difference. But difference, with respect to this, that it is consequent upon the being of the genus, has the mode of predication of a proper passion concerning the genus, and not of a genus-participant. All these things have been proved in the science concerning Universals. Hence when it is said, "animal is rational," it is not a predication of the difference concerning its genus as of something that belongs to the account of animal, nor as of a species which is said to be predicated particularly of the genus as a species participating genus, because animal is not of the account of rational; rather it is a predication of something consequent upon animal according to being, just as a passion is predicated of a subject. But it does not follow on account of this that difference is a property, because it is a quality essentially perfecting the potency of the genus and constituting the species. But property is consequent upon the being of the species, and is of the nature of accident insofar as it is consequent upon the perfect being of the species. Hence since absolutely everything that participates genus is a species or an individual, therefore it is plain that difference does not participate genus. Therefore abundant is not a species of number, but a difference, because it does not participate the genus which is number.

Moreover, through the comparison of genus to species there are considerations by which the problem concerning genus is destroyed, as if someone has placed genus in species, so that the same thing is said to be genus which is contained under the species. An example of this is that contiguation is said to be a species of continuation. For continuous things are those whose terminus to which continuation is directed is one. But contiguous things are those whose terminus of continuation is not indeed one, but the termini of two contiguous things are together; nevertheless they are not one, but are bound by another. For, as is said in book V of the Physics 1, continuous is said in many ways according to prior and posterior, if things touch one another at their extremities, which are contained by collar or by glue, which are fixed into one another, and are encaustred. Because they are contiguous, and continuous is common to these, there is not a true commonness of genus, but nevertheless a commonness changed from the commonness of genus. Therefore the one who says that continuous is contiguous places genus in species; and thus species is predicated of more things, or of as many things, as genus is predicated.

In the same way the one who says that mixture is the same as temperance sins. Temperance is not mixture simply, but is a certain mixture said posteriorly, because mixture or mixing is the union of mixable things that have been altered. For mixed things are mixed in this way through the least of each one with the least of the other, each acting and suffering into the other and from the other, and thus each receding from the excellence of its quality and being reduced to the mean. But temperate things are in some way mixed; and thus temperance is less than mixing.

With this sin Plato sinned when he said that locomotion, which is the same as conveyance, as that which is carried is moved, is change of place. For conveyance or locomotion is a certain change according to place, and is less than change of place. In all these three examples there is the same impediment and sin: for it is not necessary that contiguity be continuity, but conversely continuity is necessarily a certain contiguity. For not every contiguous thing is continuous, but conversely the continuous is some contiguous thing or in some way contiguous, because things whose extremities are one have their extremities together, and not conversely. And similarly not every mixture is temperance; for the mixture of dry things, such as grains, is not temperance, because one does not alter another to the mean. Nor is every change according to place locomotion or conveyance; for walking is change according to place and does not seem to be locomotion or conveyance. For locomotion or conveyance is said to be a certain motion of wheels or carts or vehicles; for nearly in the case of those things that are moved involuntarily, it is called conveyance, as happens in carts or vehicles which do not have their own motion but are carried for loads. But I say "nearly," because others, such as human beings, are sometimes carried involuntarily; but then they are moved by the motion of another. It is plain, however, that in the assigned examples the species is said of more things than the genus, although according to the definition of species and genus the contrary ought to happen.

Again, there is a sin and the problem is destroyed by comparing difference to species if he has placed the divisive difference of genus in species, that is, contained under the species. An example of this is if he said that immortal is the same as God, since immortal is a difference of rational animal, and the difference of the genus is constituting the species, which is God. For thus by this position it happens that the species is predicated of things equal to, or of more things than, the difference: of equal things indeed if he said that the difference and the species are the same; of more things if he placed the difference in the species; and this

Notes

	Aristotle, on book 5 of the Physics, text comment 25. (ARISTOTELES, In 5 Physic. tex. com. 25.) ↩





Continuation of Chapter IV and Chapter V. On considerations accepted from things consequent upon genus, etc.

is unfitting; for if difference is divisive, it is said of more things than species. But if it is ultimate and constitutive, then it will be said of things equal with the species; for the divisive difference regards species according to aptitude, and thus it is more extensive than constitutive species, while the ultimate difference is constituting species according to act, and therefore is equal. But in neither way is it in species, because what is posited in another is less than that other; and therefore the genus of that difference is much less to be posited in species. But how and what difference of animal is general has been said in the preceding matters.

Moreover, from the comparison of genus to difference there is a destructive consideration accepted next to the preceding one, as when one has placed genus in difference; for instance, if someone says that color, which is a genus, is congregative of sight by substantial predication, or says that number is odd, although odd is a difference which is not predicated as genus of number.

[Marginal label, printed page 365: What sort that predication is: number is odd.]

But what sort of predication this is when it is said, "odd is number," or conversely, "number is odd," seems already to have been determined before. For what follows the whole being of a genus cannot be something of its account; and therefore it is not predicated of it as genus or as proximate or remote property, as the difference constituting it can be predicated of it, since the whole being of the genus follows. Therefore it is predicated as a passion, which would certainly be an accident, except that it is the act determining and perfecting the potency of the genus. Therefore it is an essential quality.

Furthermore he sins if, in responding to the species, he has said that genus is as difference. For although this does not often happen, nevertheless it is possible for someone to receive or concede such a predication, because of what we said, that since difference is general, it must be placed together with the genus; as if someone said that mixture is the difference of temperance, although it is its genus, or said that change according to place is the difference of locomotion or conveyance. For thus it would happen that difference is more extensive than genus, which is unfitting; therefore what is assigned in that way is not genus.

But all things of this kind, from the consideration of genus compared to difference and species, can be compared through the same maxim: for all these loci share in this, that genus must be predicated of more things than difference, and that genus must not participate difference in that mode of participation which has been determined in the preceding matters. But by assigning genus in this way and placing it in difference, neither of the things that have been said can happen, because both genus will be predicated of fewer things than difference and it will participate difference as a substantial predicate.

Again, by looking to several or all differences of the genus, if such a genus is assigned of which no difference is predicated of the assigned species, since species is only from genus and difference, the genus has thus been badly assigned; because, when none of the differences of the genus is predicated of the species, neither will the genus be predicated, since such a genus does not belong to the species. For every genus in its species is determined to species through the narrowing of some difference; but genus is predicated only through the fact that it is in species through substance, as concerning soul. But neither abundant nor perfect is predicated in numbers; therefore neither is number predicated of soul, as Plato said.

CHAPTER V.

On considerations accepted from things consequent upon genus, etc.

Moreover, considerations for terminating the problem concerning genus are accepted from those things which follow genus, as essential properties accepted either on the part of the thing or on the part of speech. For on the part of the thing the first property of genus, which follows it insofar as it is compared to species, is that genus is prior in nature to species. Hence if what is assigned as species is prior in nature to what is assigned as genus, and if the assigned species, when destroyed, simultaneously destroys the genus, then it is clear that species is prior in nature to genus, although the contrary seems ought to occur, namely that the destroyed genus simultaneously destroys the species, and not conversely. And it is certain that what has been assigned as genus is not genus.

Moreover, a second property consequent upon the nature of genus is that genus, because it inheres substantially, always inheres. And therefore if it can happen that the genus is lost, so that at some time it does not inhere in the species or can fail to inhere, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. An example of this is if someone says that soul is moved, or is in the genus of things moving themselves, or if someone says that opinion is through true or false as through differences. For neither of the things said can be a genus or a difference, because species loses neither genus nor difference. For soul exists without moving itself, because it sometimes rests; and sometimes opinion is neither true nor false, but doubtful; and a true opinion becomes false, as also has been said generally in the Categories. But if it were a difference, true opinion would not become false according to the change of the thing opined, because difference is not lost by that of which it is the difference. And this is the first mode of losing genus or difference.

But the second mode is that it seems to be presupposed that genus and difference always follow species as long as it is species, that is, for as long as it is species. Hence one must also attend to that which has been placed in the genus: for if it participates something else which is from the number of things contrary to the assigned genus through that very genus, and participates it through substantial predication, then it follows that it is not the genus assigned as genus. For if it were genus, the assigned species would not participate both that and its contrary which is in it; and thus the same substantial thing would participate contraries substantially, which cannot be, because the assigned species never loses its genus, since it inheres in it both in act and in understanding. And if the same thing participated the contrary to the genus together with the participated genus, thus the same thing would participate contraries.

[Marginal label, printed page 366: Objection.]

Nevertheless, this seems to happen in a mixed thing, which participates contraries and does so substantially.

[Marginal label, printed page 366: Solution.]

But to this one must say that the mixed thing does not participate contraries according to the simple and pure acts of the contraries, but according to the middle and the acts of the middle.

Moreover, the third mode of loss of genus or difference is if the assigned species communicates, that is, communicably receives, something with that which has been assigned to it as genus, which it is impossible to inhere; and thus it can happen to inhere in all those things which are under the same genus, because it is repugnant to the genus. Nor will what has been assigned as genus be genus, because in this way disparate things would agree in the attainment of the same thing, which is impossible. For example, soul communicates life, since through its definition it is the principle and cause of life, as is said in the second book On the Soul 1. But no number, that is, no species of number, can live, that is, communicate in the principle of life. It is certain that no species of number is soul; and thus number assigned as the genus of soul is not its genus. But what Plato's reason was in these matters is not to be shown in this science, because one cannot dispute to this from common and probable things. Furthermore, on the part of speech there are three properties of genus: that it is said univocally of the species, that it is said of several things differing in species, and that it is said properly and not by metaphor. And next to these there are three destructive considerations of genus.

Therefore one must consider whether the assigned species is equivocally in the genus, that is, whether the genus is predicated of the species in name and not in account. But in order that this may be found, one must use the elements, that is, the principles, which were discussed in the first book of this science concerning the discovery of multiplicity and concerning the distinction of the equivocal.

[Marginal label, printed page 367: Being is equivocal with respect to the predicaments.]

But genus is univocal with respect to those things of which it is the genus, and species is univocal; and that is not truly genus which is indeed essentially in the species and yet not altogether through one account, as being is in the species of the predicaments.

But because every genus has several species and not only one, one must diligently inspect whether there can be another species of the genus named besides the one that has been assigned. If this cannot happen, then what has been said and assigned as genus is not genus.

[Marginal label, printed page 367: Why genus must have several species in act, but species need not in this way have several individuals in act.]

But attend that it is otherwise with species: because although any species is predicated of several things differing in number, nevertheless a potential multitude suffices it for commonness, even if only one individual is in act, as in the sun and the phoenix and in all those things which are from their whole matter. And this is because form in such things is not multiplied except by multitude of matter. But species is multiplied from the formal division of genus, which cannot occur except through differences or opposed forms, of which there will be at least two, each of which, joined to the genus, constitutes a species according to act; and thus there will be at least two species of the genus. Hence that which has only one species is not genus.

Thirdly, one must consider whether someone says of the species the name of the genus metaphorically and not properly, namely what he has assigned; as if someone says that temperance as a virtue is consonance, or is in the genus of consonance or harmony. This cannot be except through likeness and metaphor to the tempering of acute and grave in sounds; and therefore it is said metaphorically, and therefore it cannot be the genus of the assigned species. For every true genus is predicated properly and through substance of its species, and not through a metaphor of likeness. But consonance is not said properly of temperance, but metaphorically; for every consonance is properly in sounds. For this reason also consonance has received its name from sounds; for this reason also to use metaphor in problems is a sin, as was said in the second book of this science 2.

[Marginal label, printed page 367: Why metaphor removes genus.]

[Marginal label, printed page 367: What metaphor is.]

For Boethius says that consonance is a proportion of acute and grave in sounds; and this was the saying of Pythagoras. But this is because genus is the essential likeness of species, just as species is the likeness of individuals. But metaphor is the bringing over of a name to an accidental likeness; and thus metaphor removes genus, just as essential likeness is repugnant to accidental likeness, as is clear in the example given: temperance, which is a proportion determined according to right reason toward the nature of food or drink, is transferred to the proportion of sounds, which cannot belong to genus compared to species. Therefore genus not contracted to matter must be determined through intrinsic loci.
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Treatise II. Chapter I. On considerations accepted from contraries

TREATISE II

ON LOGICAL GENUS, OR GENUS NOT CONTRACTED, THROUGH EXTRINSIC LOCI.

CHAPTER I.

On considerations accepted from contraries.

With the problem concerning genus thus determined through intrinsic loci, one must see how the same problem is to be terminated through extrinsic loci. But first we shall consider in contrary opposites, first saying and setting down destructive considerations; afterward we shall also set down constructive ones for the sufficiency of the doctrine. Therefore we teach how to discern genus compared to its species when the species has its contrary. And then we shall set down considerations from contraries when the species does not have a contrary, by speaking of them.

Moreover, besides all the things that have been brought intrinsically to genus for the destruction of genus, one must consider whether something is contrary to that which has been assigned as species. This consideration is multiple, because it is varied both by inspecting the extremes of contraries and also by inspecting the middles. The extremes are inspected according as they are in the same genus, according as they are in a diverse genus, and according as they are in one genus; and thus inspection concerning the extremes is varied. First, then, one must consider whether the contrary of the assigned species is in the same genus with the species itself, because contraries are those things which, placed under the same genus, are maximally distant from each other. Furthermore, because true contraries have to occur concerning the same material thing to which the genus responds, therefore the contrary of the assigned species must be in the same genus if nothing is contrary to the genus but only to the species; and if the contrary of the species is not in the same genus with the assigned species, it is not the genus that was assigned as genus.

But by a second consideration one must consider whether both the assigned species and the genus have a contrary. One must inspect whether the contrary of the species is in the contrary genus, just as the assigned species is in the proposed genus; for the contrary of the species must be in the contrary genus, since it is contrary to the assigned genus. Each of the things that have been said is plain by induction; and if the contrary in species is not in the contrary genus, the genus said to inhere as genus has not been well assigned.

Again, if both have contraries, both genus and species, one must consider in the contrary of the species whether it is in a genus, or the genus is in a genus, as good is. For good and evil are genera of other things, especially in morals, because all other things are referred to them through predication, and it is not converted. But they are contraries according as they are taken in habits and acts. Therefore one must consider whether the contrary of the species is not in a genus, but the genus is. For if this is not in a genus but is a genus, neither is the contrary to the genus in a genus, but is a genus; and if what exists in a genus has been assigned, it has been badly assigned, as happens in good and evil: neither of these is in a genus, but each is a genus.

Next, in contraries having a middle, one must consider by inspection of middles. Therefore one must consider whether there is a contrary to something both in genus and in species, so that genus and species have contraries, and there is some middle of contrary genera or species, while of the remaining things there is no middle. Then genus has been badly assigned. For if there is some middle of contrary genera, there will be some middle also of contrary species; and if there is some middle of contrary species, there will also be some middle of contrary genera, as is clear in virtue and vice, which are contrary genera, and justice and injustice, which are contrary species. For of each pair there is some middle: of virtue and vice, the indifferent which is neither vice nor virtue, or good in genus, but is potentially each; and of justice and injustice the middle is that which is neither communicative nor distributive.

[Marginal label, printed page 369: He removes a doubt.]

For we are speaking of special justice, and not of general or heroic justice, because justice and injustice spoken of in that way do not have a middle.

Yet there seems to be an instance against this consideration, since of health and sickness in bodily things there is no middle, but of good and evil there is a middle. But the solution of this is that good and evil are not taken in one way insofar as they are genera in morals and insofar as they are genera of health and sickness. For in morals they have a middle, in which there is good simply and evil simply or per se. But insofar as they are consequents upon health and sickness, they are not genera, but transcendent things which are in every genus and not in one genus of quality; and as in logical genus, in this way they are not contraries, but are opposed as privation and habit, which have no middle. And therefore the instance does not impede the consideration. Hence some say that it is understood of moral contraries and not of natural contraries. The first statement is better.

Furthermore, if both contraries, both genera and species, have middles 1, one must consider whether the middles of each are posited similarly or uniformly, or not uniformly; but whether some middles of these are posited through negation of the extremes, while the middles of those are posited as a subject in the extremes, that is, through participation of the extremes, because that which the extremes participate is subjected to the same extremes as principles constituting it. Although this is not necessary, nevertheless it is probable and true in the majority of cases that the middle in both, that is, in contrary genera and contrary species, is similarly or uniformly present, as in virtue and vice, between which there is a middle through negation; and justice and injustice, between which there is a middle similarly through negation; for in both of these there is a middle according to negation.

Moreover, thirdly, one must also inspect the middle of contraries: for when there is not anything contrary to the assigned genus, but the assigned species has a contrary, then one must consider not only the contrary but the middle which is between the contraries, so that then not only the contrary with the contrary ought to be in the same genus, but also the middle which is between them ought to be of the same thing in the same genus. And if not, genus has been badly assigned, because in the genus in which the highest things, that is, the extremes, are, in the same genus there is the middle between them, especially if the middle is said by participation of the extremes, as is clear in white and black, extremes in color, because color is one genus of these middle colors.

Nevertheless, there also seems to be an instance against this consideration, because poverty and abundance in vices are distant from the middle, and rashness and timidity are extremes, and fortitude, which is a middle, is not in the same genus with the extremes, since the extremes are in the genus of evil, but virtue, the middle, is in the genus of good. Nor does there seem to be an instance against this consideration in middles, because that consideration concerns that which has a contrary in the genus. But the instance concerns the same thing which it has in the genus, because poverty and abundance are contrary genera; and therefore some say that it is an instance which seems to be one and is not. And thus at least it is an instance against what has been said, that extremes and middle are in the same genus. But it must be understood that the extremes, superabundance and defect, are extremes in evil, and therefore are in one genus; for each both abounds and falls short from the genus of good, which is in the middle. And in this way virtue is in the middle, since it neither abounds nor falls short from the middle; and therefore in the good, virtue is an extreme, not a middle. But the consideration concerns those things which in every way are a middle through participation of extremes, as happens in colors, in which the middle participates the genus just as the extreme of color does. This cannot be so in poverty and abundance, because the middle is the cause that it cannot be in the same genus with the extremes, since being an extreme in the good is caused by the mediation itself, which causes the negation of the genus of the extremes. And this is the true meaning and cause of the instance. But if the middle were nothing except a middle and not an extreme, it follows that if the species and middle and genus had a contrary, not that the middle would be in the same genus with the extremes, but because by it a middle is made through circumstances and an extreme in the good, therefore it must be in another genus than the extreme. But a middle color is constituted by its very mediation only in the very nature of the same genus and is determined to species in it; and therefore it must be in the same genus with the extremes.

[Marginal label, printed page 370: Objection.]

And if someone objects that then the consideration is not general,

[Marginal label, printed page 370: Solution.]

it must be said that it is enough that dialectic itself holds in the majority of cases; and if not in all, nevertheless it is general in such middles about which it has been said.

Moreover, by inspecting the middle contrary to the introduced consideration: and if indeed some genus is contrary to the assigned genus, but the assigned species is not contrary to any species, for if the genus is contrary to something, the species must be contrary to the same thing considered in species and brought down to species, just as virtue and vices are contrary genera, and justice and injustice are contrary species; and if justice is virtue, injustice will be vice. Hence if the assigned genus has a contrary, but the assigned species does not have a contrary, what has been assigned as genus is not genus. But an example of this is through the opposite: just as virtue and vice are contrary genera, and justice and injustice are contrary species, so also in this way human being as species does not have a contrary, as justice and injustice are contraries. Similarly also in other examples a middle seems to exist to one considering.

Nevertheless, there seems to be an instance in some cases: for in health and sickness, and simply and universally, health is contrary to sickness. But a certain sickness is a species of sickness having no contrary in species, although health and sickness are well assigned genera. But a certain sickness has no contrary, such as fever and ophthalmia, which is an abscess of the eye. And understand that this instance does not impede the consideration, because in truth contrary genera have contrary species. But when a species is caused by privation of the middle which constitutes the genus, then it has a name only in the genus, as ophthalmia is called sickness, because health is a middle in complexion and due proportion of composition and figure of the whole body and of all members, and ophthalmia is a dissolution of figure in due proportion, and fever a dissolution of the middle in due complexion; and this in this or that special case has only the genus in which it is said, as such an infirmity specially so called. And since the first habit of health in the whole body, and the middle contrary, is not present according as it is in this part but according as it is in the whole body, because the part is in the whole and not the whole in the part, sickness of the part dissolves the account of the middle; for not all these considerations from contraries and middles are destructive.

Therefore, by epiloguing, we add that one who intends to destroy a problem concerning genus by inspecting contraries and middles must inspect in as many ways as have been stated. For if they belong to the genus or species according to inspection of the contraries or middles that have been named, it is plain that what has been assigned as genus is not genus.

But one who wishes to construct the problem concerning genus must consider triply in these matters. First, when the genus does not have a contrary but the species has a contrary, one must consider whether the contrary of the species is in the genus named. For if the contrary is in the assigned genus, then the middle is that the proposed species also is in the same genus, because contraries are in the same genus; and thus the assigned genus is true. Moreover, if the middle between the contraries of the species is in the same genus, then the genus has been well assigned, speaking of the middle by participation of extremes, as was said a little before. Again, in a third way, when both genus and species have a contrary, if the contrary species is in the contrary, and the other contrary in the other genus contrary to it, then it is plain that just as contrary is in contrary, the proposed is also in the proposed; and then again the genus has been well assigned.

Notes

	From this it is clear that according to the Philosopher the middle is twofold, namely through participation and through negation. P. J. (Ex quo patet quod duplex est medium secundum Philosophum, scilicet per participationem et per negationem. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER II.

On considerations accepted from cases and conjugates.

Again, through extrinsic loci having cognition with the proposed thing, such as from cases and conjugates, and through those things that are similarly related as cognate to the proposed thing, which similarly follow one another, as cases and conjugates do, one who wishes both to destroy and to construct a problem concerning genus must consider. And this indeed is not difficult to consider: in such things, if the name is a genus in one conjugation, the case will be a genus in the coordination of cases. For these inhere as genera according to one and the same likeness; for example, if justice is some discipline or science, or if discipline is the genus of justice, then also to be done justly will be to be done disciplinately, so that case will be the genus of case, and in conjugates the just will be the disciplined, so that the derived term will be the genus of the derived term, just as the principal genus is the genus of the principal. But if some one of these is not the genus of the thing coordinated with it, neither is any remaining one the genus of what responds to it among things coordinated according to cases and conjugates.

Again, one must consider in similars according to proportion, in which two things are compared to two in those things that stand similarly to one another according to proportion, as if sweet or delightful stands similarly to pleasure as perfective, that is, useful, stands to good, that is, honorable. And the account of the likeness is that each is effective of each, that is, this of that and the other of the other: because the sweet is effective or inductive of pleasure, and the perfective is effective of the honorable, just as what is toward the end is inductive of the end. Thus the proportion is ordered in this way: as the sweet stands to pleasure in effecting it, so the advantageous stands to good in effecting it; and with the proportion changed, as the second stands to the fourth, so the first stands to the third. Therefore if pleasure is some honorable good, the sweet will be something perfective. And the consideration is destructive, because neither is pleasure the genus of good, nor is sweet the genus of the perfective.

Similarly, one must inspect in generations and corruptions of some things, as if to build, that is, to generate, is a certain working; then according to the locus from conjugates, to have built according to genus is to have been worked. And in the same way, if to learn is to remember, as Socrates says in the Meno, as Plato said, according to genus, then it follows that to have learned is to have remembered according to genus. And similarly in corruptions: for if to be dissolved is to be corrupted according to genus, then to have been dissolved is to have been corrupted according to genus, and dissolution according to genus is corruption. And the same is true in generative and corruptive things, and similarly in those things that name a power or faculty toward another, and in uses or in those things that name use according as use is an unimpeded act arising from having acted frequently. And altogether or universally, when things are accepted according to any proportional likeness and follow one another, all these things must be considered both by one wishing to destroy a problem concerning genus and by one wishing to construct it, as we said a little before concerning generation and corruption according to cases and conjugates. For if the dissolutive according to genus is corruptive, it follows that to be dissolved is to be corrupted according to genus, and generation according to genus is making.

[Marginal label, printed page 372: What use is.]

Similarly also in conjugate cases taken according to power or faculty and use: for if power or faculty is a disposition according to its genus, and if the use of something is an act according to genus, then it follows that to use according to its proper genus is to act, and to have use according to its genus will also be to have acted.
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CHAPTER III.

On inspection in opposites according to privation and habit.

But by inspecting opposites according to privation and habit for constructing and destroying the problem concerning genus, let us first posit destructive considerations and then constructive ones. And first, the first destructive consideration from comparison of two to one is such: for if the opposite of the assigned species is to destroy the problem concerning genus in two ways. For one must consider whether another opposite of the assigned species has been posited, and whether that which is opposite to the assigned species is in the same assigned genus in which the assigned species is; then the genus that was said to be genus has been badly assigned. For privation either is simply or universally in no same genus with habit, or with habit it is in the ultimate genus, that is, the proximate genus. An example is that sight, which is the assigned species, is in the ultimate or proximate assigned genus, which is sense; blindness, which is the privation of sight, will not be sense in such a way that sense is predicated of blindness itself as genus, but either is in no genus simply, because it deprives the form of the genus, or it is not in the same ultimate genus, if privation leaves the genus and deprives the form of the species, as blindness does.

Secondly, it is compared destructively if it is considered by comparison of two to two, that is, by comparison of the habit of the genus and the habit of the species and their opposite privations; and one must consider whether the opposite in the genus is opposite in the opposite, just as the proposed is in the proposed. For if it is not so, the genus has been badly assigned. Therefore one wishing to destroy the problem concerning genus must use inspection into privation and habit, as they say. But one constructing, or wishing to construct the same problem, must use the same inspection next to the consideration stated second, according as the opposite, as privation of the assigned species, is in the opposite as in genus, and the proposed is in the proposed as in genus; then the genus has been well assigned.

[Marginal label, printed page 373: He removes a doubt.]

Nor is it an obstacle that it was said before that privation either is in no genus, or is not in the proximate or ultimate genus, because there genus there means the general form in nature, insofar as it is genus, and privation does not posit that form. But here genus means a common thing from which consequence is not converted, whether it is affirmation and negation, or habit or privation. Thus if blindness is a certain insensibility, so that it is in it as in a genus, it follows that sight according to its genus is sense, and so forth.

CHAPTER IV.

On inspection in affirmation and negation.

Again, for determining the problem concerning genus, one must consider in the negation of contradictories through consequence made from the contrary, because the process from genus to species has force only by denying, as was said in the second book of this science in the problem concerning accident and inhering simply. For example, if sweet or delightful is what is, or is some, good as genus, so that sweet is in the genus of good, through consequence made from the contrary it follows that the not-good is not-sweet. For it is impossible, if good is the genus of sweet, that something not good be sweet. For of the things of which genus is not predicated, indeed is removed from them, no species is predicated either, because when the superior is denied according to the whole range of its commonness, every inferior under it is denied. Therefore one destroying must use it in this way. But for one constructing, it must similarly be completed in contradictories. For if the not-good is the not-sweet, as negation is the genus of negation, it follows that sweet is good by the predication of genus, because if the negation of the antecedent follows upon the negation of the consequent, the position of the consequent follows upon the position of the antecedent; and this holds if the antecedent is species and the consequent is genus. Nor must force be made here in the fact that good is called the genus of sweet, since it is not truly genus, but a common thing said by prior and posterior of sweet, useful, and honorable, as we have said. For we call this genus, namely what has the mode of genus with respect to the consequence made from the contrary, because this inheres as genus; but inhering as genus is terminated in this book.
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CHAPTER V.

On inspection in relatives or things toward something.

But by inspecting in things toward something, the same problem is terminated by considering the assigned species. For if the assigned species is toward something truly, not only according to being said so, but according to being, then one must consider whether the assigned genus is toward something. For if the species truly according to being is toward something, the genus also will be toward something, as is clear in double and multiple: for the genus of double is multiple, and each of these is toward something. Conversely, however, it does not seem necessary that, if the genus is toward something, the species also is toward something; for discipline, which is a genus, is toward something, but grammar, which is a species of discipline, is not toward something. Therefore in considering relatives one must speak in this way.

But neither will that which was said earlier in the consideration seem to be generally true, namely that if the species is toward something, the genus is toward something; for virtue, as a good, that is, a species of good, and as beautiful or in the genus of the beautiful and honorable, is indeed toward something, but good is not in the genus toward something, nor is beautiful, which are in the genus of virtue. But attend that good is the genus of virtue insofar as virtue is honorable. But beautiful is its genus insofar as it is of laudable goods. But virtue is toward something insofar as it is a perfection toward act. The instance that is posited is in those things in which what they are is said of both, which are relatives according to being said; but there is never an instance against the consideration in those things which, as to what they are, are toward something.

Again, by inspecting relative opposites in those things which are relatives according to being, one must ask whether genus and species are said toward the same thing, because if they are not said toward the same thing, it is not the genus that has been assigned. For species must be said toward the same thing according to itself and according to its genus, as if double is called double of half, and multiple, which is the genus of double, is called multiple of half. But if multiple is not said toward the same thing in that way, multiple will not be the genus of double. Moreover, one must consider the superior genera, because if the species is not said toward the same thing both according to itself and according to the proximate genus, and according to all the genera of that coordination proximate to the genus, the genus has been badly assigned. For if double is a multiple of half with this transcending or exceeding, then the genus of multiple will be the genus of double transcending the proportion of half; and thus simply and universally, according to all superior genera according to the same coordination, it is said toward half.

But there seems to be an instance against this consideration, that it is not necessary for something according to itself and according to its genus to be said relatively toward the same thing. For science is called science of the knowable, and the knowable is knowable by science. But habit and disposition, which are the genus of science, are not of the knowable, so that they are called a dependence toward the knowable; rather, they name something else that implies dependence by position toward act, by which the position is perfected toward act. Hence habit is called a habit of the soul according to a position ordered to act. And the cause of this is that science adds over habit a relation to that of which it is, which habit does not do, since habit posits relation only to that of which it is the habit as subject, and does not posit relation to that of which it is the habit as object. And therefore there is not an instance, because science names dependence on the knowable, but habit names dependence on the thing having it.

Again, still by inspecting relatives, one must further consider in true relatives whether the species and genus are said toward something similarly, that is, according to the same case, so that they are said similarly according to cases, as if the species is said to something according to the dative, or of something according to the genitive, or in any other way. For as the species is said toward something according to some case, so its genus will be said toward the same thing according to the same case; and if not, then it is not the genus that has been assigned as genus. This may be seen in double and in the superior genera of double; for all those are said toward something according to the dative: it is said double to something, and multiple to something. Similarly it is also so in relatives according to being said toward something according to comparison to a subject, as in science, which is called science of something; and similarly the genera in which, as in superiors, habit and disposition are, are said of something according to the genitive, as of soul or of human being.

But there seems to be an instance in this, because sometimes it seems not to be so. For differing and contrary are said toward something according to the dative: something is called differing from something, and contrary to something. But diverse, since it is the genus of differing and contrary, is said toward something according to the ablative: something is said to be diverse from something. This instance is not found in those things which truly are relatives, for these are referred according to the same case in genera and species. But differing and contrary and diverse, although they are truly relatives, nevertheless do not have a relative in the same way; for differing says that some things differ by whatever difference, while contrary is posited with respect to an extreme, and diverse is a middle between these, and they are opposed to the same thing. And because they state diverse relations and dependencies, therefore they are referred according to diverse cases.

Again, still in relatives one must consider, according as they are said toward conversion, whether those things that are said toward something in species and in genus are converted similarly, that is, according to the same cases. For if they are not converted similarly, it is not the genus that has been assigned as genus, as is clear in double and multiple. For each of these is said toward conversion as of something according to the genitive; and thus the same is said: for the same is said of something, and similarly half is said of something, which also according to conversion is said in the genitive toward conversion of double; and submultiple of something, which according to the genitive is said toward conversion with multiple.

Similarly it is also so in relatives which are relatives according to being said, as is clear in discipline and opinion: for they are converted as being of something, that is, they are said according to conversion. Similarly, the disciplined thing, of which discipline is said to be, and the opined thing, of which opinion is said to be, is called the disciplined thing of some discipline, and the opined thing of some opinion. But if the assigned species and the assigned genus are not similarly converted in species and genus, it is plain that one is not the genus of the other as assigned as genus.

Again, still in relatives, one must consider when they are compared to several things according to several cases. For if then genus with species is not said toward equal things, it will not be the genus that has been assigned as genus. For similarly, that is, according to similar cases, and equally, that is, in as many modes and cases as the species seems to be said toward another, the genus also is said. This is the case in gift and giving, which is the genus of gift: for a gift is said to be of something by reason of that which is given, and to someone by reason of the one to whom it is given; and thus it is said toward something both according to the genitive and according to the dative. And giving, which is the genus of gift, is said similarly, both of something by reason of that which is given, and to someone by reason of the one to whom it is given.

[Marginal label, printed page 375: Giving is the genus of gift.]

But giving is the genus of gift: for a gift is not every giving, but is a certain irreddible giving, that is, of what is given freely and no return is expected. Giving, whatever giving it may be, is giving whether it is free or made in hope of return.

Nevertheless, there seems to be an instance against this, because in some cases the species and its genus do not happen to be said toward equal things. For double is called double of something, but exceeding and greater are called exceeding or greater than something; and yet exceeding and greater seem to be genera of double, according as genera are taken here, because greater follows upon double, and also exceeding is said without conversion to exceed something and in some respect, that is, according to something in which it exceeds. For every exceeding and greater thing exceeds something and exceeds toward another. Therefore one must say either that the things named are not genera of double, because genus and species are not said toward equal and similar things in species, or that what has been said is not universally true, that genus and species are said toward equal and similar things. And through this it is clear that the instance does not stand, because double states a comparison of proportion to excess, that is, to that which is exceeded. But greater states excess without proportion; and exceeding states it indefinitely on the part of the one exceeding, and therefore they are referred toward something according to diverse things. The consideration concerns those things which are compared in proportion according to the same thing.

Furthermore, one must consider in relatives by looking to several species and opposite species, and to several and opposite genera. For one must consider whether the opposite genus belongs to the opposite species, because then also the proposed genus will belong to the proposed species. Thus, if multiple is the genus of double, then submultiple will be the genus of subdouble; for in such things that are truly relatives, the opposite genus must be of the opposite species. Therefore if someone posits that science is the same as sense, that is, a certain sense, so that sense is genus and science species, then also in their correlatives it will be necessary that the knowable be something sensible according to genus. But this is not true; for the knowable is not sensible, since genus is predicated universally of species. That the knowable is not sensible is proved in this way: of intelligible things, that is, of intelligences, some are knowable which are not sensible per se. Therefore sensible is not the genus of the knowable. But if this is not the genus of that, it follows that neither will sense be the genus of science. But it was a saying of Pythagoras that sense was the genus of science, and that all knowing is sensing in some way.

[Marginal label, printed page 376: How the sensible is knowable, and how not.]

But whether the sensible is knowable or not, one must know that sensible is said in two ways, also according as sensible is accepted from sense and according to form and power, and sensible accepted in sense; and according to this it is said in two ways, as accepted in sense according to act, and as accepted with sense made according to act. In the first way the sensible is not intelligible or knowable. But in the second way, accepted in sense, it is intelligible, because the universal is accepted in sense and, according to sense, is better known insofar as it is confused in the sensible, although according to this being by which it is in the sensible it is not intelligible or knowable. In the third way in which sensible is accepted, it is joined to the intelligible through comparison to the harmful and the fitting, as being friendly or hostile is what is received by sense; and this is estimable in brute animals, but rational in human beings. Nevertheless, in such matters there is not great force with respect to the present intention, because Aristotle does not use these examples here except so that the doctrine may be easier for the learner.

[Marginal label, printed page 376: Relatives are threefold according to comparison in the subjects in which they are.]

Furthermore, for terminating the problem concerning genus one must inspect relatives according to comparison to the subjects in which they are. For this we shall give such a three-membered division, namely that even of those things that are said toward others, some are necessarily in those things as in subjects toward which they are said; others are about those things toward which they are said and are not in them as in subjects; and others can sometimes be in them as in subjects and sometimes can fail to be in them. An example of the first is habit and disposition and the middleness of virtue, which cannot possibly be in anything else except in those things toward which they are said. For habit belongs to one having it, and disposition to one disposed, and every middleness is with respect to us; and therefore that which is in us is the measure of the middle of virtue, and thus these things are in those toward which they are said. But the things that are of the third member indeed need not be in the same subject toward which they are said, though sometimes it is fitting, as the knowable and science are sometimes in the soul, and the knowable and science are said toward each other because nothing prevents the soul sometimes from having science of itself. And then science and the knowable are in the soul, yet not as a relative is in its correlative as in a subject. For the same science can have being also in another when the knowable is not in the soul; and then science will not be in the knowable as in a subject, but in another than in the knowable, because then science is in the soul which then is not the knowable. But the things that are of the second member concerning subject simply and universally cannot be in those things as in subjects toward which they are said, as contrary is said toward its contrary and is not in it, because a contrary is not in its contrary as in a subject, nor can it be; nor can science be in the knowable except only in the first way, if the knowable is the soul or a knowing and known human being.

With this division thus premised, one must consider whether someone places in the genus, with respect to a relative of this from one of the three members, something that is not truly of this; because then the genus that has been assigned as genus is destroyed. An example is if he said, according to genus, that memory is abiding, so that abiding is the genus of memory, because, as Damascene says, memory is the abiding and preservation of knowable species: for every



Conclusion of Chapter V on inspection in relatives

abiding is properly in the one abiding, or in that which abides; and this abiding is nothing other than the delay of the one abiding, and abiding is about that in which it abides. For since abiding belongs to something as abiding, therefore the abiding of science is also in science as in a subject. Therefore memory too, which is a species of this genus which is abiding, would be in science, because memory by definition is the abiding of science. But according to this it does not happen that memory is in science as in a subject; for every memory is in the soul as in a subject. Therefore abiding is not the genus of memory. But one must know that abiding belongs properly to the one abiding; preservation is the genus of that in which there is the abiding of the one abiding, just as circumscription is the act of the one circumscribing and of the thing circumscribed. But this is more evident in abiding, because abiding is nothing except the continued delay of the one abiding in that in which it abides.

But the locus of this consideration which has been stated is common for destroying, because it makes no difference to say that the genus of memory is abiding, or for another to confess that it happens to memory to be abiding, so that abiding inheres in it. For if, by either of the two, memory is the abiding of science, either as genus or as accident, the same account of the destructive consideration introduced will be adapted to it. For it looks both to the fact that it does not inhere as genus and to the fact that it does not inhere simply; and thus this locus is useful both for the problem concerning accident and for the problem concerning genus.
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TREATISE III

ON THE DETERMINATION OF CONTRACTED GENUS.

CHAPTER I.

On considerations taken from habit, potency, and act.

With the problem concerning logical or non-contracted genus thus terminated, because there are three differences of problems, logical, natural, and moral, one must say how the problem concerning genus contracted to natural matter is terminated. But by inspecting moral matter, we shall first give considerations from habit, act, and potency, which are in the soul; and thus afterward we shall proceed to the others.

Again, therefore, besides all the things that have been said concerning logical non-contracted genus, in terminating genus contracted to moral matter, one must consider whether, by assigning the genus of the assigned species, someone has placed habit, which is a species, in act as in its proper genus, or conversely has placed act in habit as in genus. For in that way he has badly assigned the genus. For example, he said that sense according to habit is in the genus moved through body; but he assigned badly, because sense is a habit or habitual potency perfected by a natural habit. Motion, however, is an act or operation; and thus the species would be in the genus of quality and the genus in the genus of action, which cannot be, because of diverse genera not placed subalternately there are diverse species and differences. Similarly, by this same sin he sinned if he said that memory, an act or operation, is a habit containing or conserving opinion, or things assigned through opinion; for no memory is called a habit, but is rather an act. For thus he placed the species which is act in the genus which is habit, and thus the genus of quality will be the genus of a species of the predicament of action; and the same unfitting thing as before follows, that there will be one and the same species of diverse genera not placed subalternately.

[Marginal label, printed page 378: How memory is always act and habit.]

But what we said, that memory is always act and not habit, must be understood of the memory of the rational soul, which cannot be a potency or part of the rational soul, as has been predicated by us in the book On the Soul; nor can it be a habit of the rational soul, but it is its act according to the turning of reason or intellect toward those things which are in memory, which is a part of the sensitive soul. And this turning of reminiscence, which belongs to the rational soul, is an act, as has been said.

But next to this sin there also sin those who order habit, that is, a species that states habit, into abstinence as into a genus, although abstinence from anger is not the genus of meekness, but a consequent upon its genus and upon meekness in the passion and act concerning which meekness exists; and it is not the what of meekness. Thus those sin who say that fortitude is abstinence from excessive fears, and say that justice is abstinence from gains, which are to accept less in losses and more in gains, as Aristotle says in book V of the Ethics. For these things follow fortitude and justice and are not the what in the account of those virtues, as genus is the what in the account of species. And therefore Aristotle, in the book On Laudable Goods, distinguishes consequents from virtues and from the works of virtues.

But the proof of the things said in the examples is that the brave and meek person is one who does not suffer passion, and therefore abstinence from anger and passion follow the brave person as a proper accident. But the abstinent person is one who is continent, and in book VII of the Ethics he is called one who suffers and feels illicit passions but is not led away from the mind measuring the right by the force of passion. Therefore the abstinent or continent person with respect to anger is not the genus of the meek and brave person. For the meek person is one who neither provokes someone by his own anger nor is provoked by another's anger. But the brave person is one who does not feel danger by the perfection of virtue. The just person is one whom illicit gains do not move. But the continent or abstinent person in all these is one who indeed feels by suffering much, but is not led by passions away from the dictate and measure of reason. Therefore such abstinence or continence from act and not from passion is called an imperfect virtue by Aristotle, although it is imperfect by not having the mode of virtue in this, that the abstinent person rejoices in it, since it is a general continence of the members from all illicit things, lest they break forth into act, and thus from the boundary of the mind into acts of concupiscence or another passion. And on account of this perhaps such a potency or faculty follows both of the things mentioned, the meek and the brave, namely that if it has suffered by the motion of passion moving toward something illicit, it is not led away, but holds itself and its members so that it does not complete in illicit work what it suffers by desiring, and thus abstains or has abstinence. Nevertheless, because of this continence, that which is abstinence from anger or fear does not inhere in the meek or brave person as the genus of a species. And therefore it does not follow that one abstaining from fears is brave, nor that one abstaining from anger is meek; rather, it follows that he is brave and meek who suffers nothing from passions of fear or anger of this kind.

And sometimes they sin next to the same point in that which we say follows in any way according to consequence of reason, so that when this is posited, another follows from it, although perhaps it precedes according to cause and time. Thus those sin who posit sadness as the genus of anger and opinion as the genus of faith; for each of these in some way follows and is converted to the assigned species, anger and faith, yet neither of them is the genus to which it follows, as has already been proved a little before.

[Marginal label, printed page 379: Sadness is the cause, and conversely not the genus, of anger.]

The reason for this is that one who is angry is saddened; he is saddened by a sadness made in him prior according to cause and time. And that sadness is also the cause of anger; for anger is not the cause of sadness, but conversely sadness is the cause of anger. For genus is the cause of the nature of the species. Therefore, similarly, sadness is not the genus of anger according to the same account, nor is faith right opinion in such a way that opinion is the genus of faith.

[Marginal label, printed page 379: Opinion is not the genus of faith.]

The proof of this is that the same opinion can be held both by one believing and by one not having faith; this would not happen if faith were a species of opinion, because a species cannot be changed from a genus into a non-genus, since genus is the what in the account of species. For it cannot happen that the same thing remain in the account of a certain thing if that which is according to the species has been changed; just as it cannot happen that the same animal sometimes be a human being and sometimes not be a human being, the same subject remaining.

But if someone, objecting against these things that have been said, says that every one opining can at the same time believe along with the fact that he opines, then it follows that opinion and faith are said according to an equal range of predication. Therefore it follows that opinion will not be the genus of faith, because then opinion and faith are said of equal things. But it has already long since been shown that genus must be predicated of more things than species.



Chapter I continued

But in moral things one must consider by comparing them to those things according to which they are naturally apt to inhere in the soul: for if the species belongs to the soul according to some potency, and the genus does not inhere according to the same potency, the genus is destroyed and has not been well assigned. One must also see, besides the considerations introduced, whether species and genus are naturally apt to come to be upon one thing; for in that in which the species is as in a subject, the genus is in the same, as is clear, because in that in which white is as in a subject, color is in the same and according to the same, and in that in which grammar is as in a subject, discipline or science is in the same and according to the same. But if another says that shame, as a species, is of fear, so that shame is a species and its genus essentially predicated of it is fear, or if someone says in this way that anger is a species and sadness a genus, things occur not in the same and not according to the same in which genus and species are. And thus it is certain that he has badly assigned the genus. For shame is not in the soul except in the rational potency; on account of this Avicenna says that the first sign of reason is shame, and therefore no brute animal is ashamed. But fear, which is a figure of the heart according to systole, since it is in the soul according to spiritedness, that is, according to the irascible, is moved by spiritedness, because in that potency is courage, which is contrary to fear. It is similar with sadness and anger, because sadness, which is constriction of the heart from absence of the delightful and presence of the contrary, is in the concupiscible power, in which there is also pleasure or delight or joy. But anger occurs in the soul according to spiritedness; and therefore fear and sadness are not the genera of shame and anger assigned as genera, because they are not naturally apt to come to be in the soul in the same powers and according to the same power with the assigned species. Similarly also one sins if he has placed friendship in the concupiscible power; then friendship will not be a certain will, because friendship is a certain will according to the predication of genus concerning species. For every rational will inheres in the soul, and thus species and genus do not inhere according to the same.

But this locus is useful not only for genus, but also for accident compared to the subject to which it happens, because it follows that, if it does not inhere according to the same, it similarly does not inhere, and similarly inhering or not inhering is determined in accident.

[Marginal label, printed page 380: Objection.]

But here it must be noted that fear is certainly posited by the Authorities as the genus of shame; for Damascene says that shame is fear in a base deed committed.

[Marginal label, printed page 380: Solution.]

But fear is said equivocally according as it is flight from the base and according as it is flight from danger. But in this mode, in which it is flight of the heart in danger, it cannot be the genus of shame; and thus what is said here is understood.

Again, by inspecting species and genus together and the mode by which species participates genus, one must consider that, if the assigned genus participates the species according to part, although genus ought to participate the species according to the whole. But I say according to the whole because according to the whole, both material and formal, which is in the genus. For the whole genus is in the species with respect to being; genus does not seem to be participated by species according to something, for a human being is not animal according to something, nor is grammar discipline according to something; it is similar in other species participating their genera. Therefore one must consider in which species genus is participated according to something and not as a whole. An example is if animal is called visible or sensible according to genus; for animal is called sensible or visible only according to something or according to part, because animal is sensible or visible according to the body alone and not according to the whole by which animal is animal; and therefore sensible or visible is not the genus of animal.

But sometimes others lie hidden and are deceived by placing the whole, that is, the whole species, in a part as in a genus; and therefore they sin as those who posit that animal according to genus is a sensible body, that is, what is sensed and is particular. For in no way is a part predicated of the composite whole or composite species. Therefore body is not the genus of animal, because it is its material part. Yet one must know that Porphyry posits body as the genus of animal; but this is not this particular body, but universal body abstracted from this or from that.

Furthermore, by gathering natural things with moral things, one must see whether they place something from the number of blameworthy or avoidable things as a species in potency or the possible as in a genus, that is, in a power. For the one able to act or do something is made one of the blameworthy or avoidable, as they posit act as genus. For then, by placing the act of something blameworthy in the potency of acting as in a genus, they sin, because the potency of acting blameworthily is not blameworthy, nor is it essentially predicated of the blameworthy as genus. Thus one says that a sophist, a detractor, or a thief according to genus is one who has power, that is, can or has faculty, secretly to steal foreign things: the sophist steals sciences, the detractor reputation, and the thief gains. For it is not necessary from the number of the foregoing that someone exist in this as such, namely that he is sophist or detractor or thief, because he has the potency of doing some such things, but rather from the act. For from potency which is before act 1 and not joined to act, someone is not necessarily called evil or good in some operable thing, but rather from act, as Aristotle says in the ninth book of the First Philosophy 2. Otherwise every human being would be called both good and evil, both laudable and blameworthy; for according to this potency both God and the studious, that is, virtuous, human being can do base things, yet they are not denominated as base, sophists, detractors, thieves, or God as studious. For all who are called base take the name according to the actual appetite of baseness and not according to the potency of doing baseness, because the soul itself is rational nature. And I call a sophist one deceiving in words, a detractor a whisperer toward someone's infamy, and a thief one actually willing to handle human wealth in the furnace, that is, in blackness. I speak of God according to the definition of gods, who cannot will anything base, because willing the base is not potency but impotence and defect. But I call studious the one who, by the mobility of his honesty, wills nothing base according to act, yet can do base things, because, as Damascene says, every created thing is turnable at least according to choice and will; but the uncreated is in no way turnable.

Toward the same point there is still another reason, that nothing is called laudable or blameworthy according to power, because every power or faculty of doing something else, since this belongs to making, is truly from the number of things to be chosen. For the power of doing well and the power of doing badly are numerically one in the radical principle of reason, because reason differs from natural potency in this, that rational power is valid for opposites and is not bound to one thing, as Aristotle says in the ninth book of the First Philosophy. For in this way powers for base things, that is, powers of doing base things, are to be chosen, not insofar as they are powers of base things, but according as they belong to the perfection of the power of acting in rational nature, because we say that both God and the studious have them. For gods and studious persons can do base things, that is, they have such powers by which base things are sometimes done. For this belongs to the commendation of the good, when he does good not from necessity but although he can do base things. Hence the power of doing base things is a sign in the good that they freely do good, and thus they are commendable, because they do good while having such powers. Therefore it is clear that those sin who place something blameworthy in act as a species in the power of doing as in a genus; therefore the power of doing it will be the genus of no blameworthy thing according to act and species.

Notes

	Therefore no one is called good or evil in some operable matter from the power which is before act, but rather from act. P. J. (Nullus ergo dicitur bonus vel malus in aliquo operabili a potestate quae est ante actum, sed potius ab actu. P. J.) ↩

	Aristotle, in book 9 of the First Philosophy, text comment 10. (ARISTOTELES, in 9 primae philosophiae, tex. com. 10.) ↩





Conclusion of Chapter I and Chapter II. On contracted genus when assigned as difference, or conversely

Furthermore, there is another reason for this, leading to an impossibility: because if it were said, which is not so, as has been said, that the power of doing something is the genus of something blameworthy according to act and species, by consequence of the argument it would happen that some blameworthy thing is to be chosen, because the power of doing is to be chosen. Therefore the power of doing will according to this be blameworthy, because the genus of what is blameworthy is universally blameworthy according to the whole scope of its commonness. The same sin occurs if someone has placed something from the number of things honorable for their own sake and intelligible in power as a species in a genus, or has placed it in the possible, that is, in one able to do this, as in a genus; or even has placed it as the effective genus of that, because this too is determined according to the power of effecting. For every power and every possible or potent or effective thing of something is choiceworthy for the sake of another and for the sake of that to which it is ordered, and what is choiceworthy for the sake of another cannot be the genus of what is choiceworthy for its own sake.

Furthermore, one must consider that the problem concerning genus is destroyed not only with respect to one genus, but with respect to a multiplying genus. For one must consider, especially in moral matters, whether something assigned in species, which is from the number of things that are in two things as in a genus, has been placed in one of them alone as in a genus. For two or more things circumlocute one genus only; and if it is posited in one of them alone, since the power of the genus consists of two or more, the genus is badly assigned. For this cannot be placed in one as in a genus, because the perfection of the genus consists in two or more, as in seduction or detraction. In species and act, what is detracted cannot be placed in one as in a genus, since a seducer is one who desires and can do impossible things, that is, unfitting things for which power has not been given, since every power is given for good; a seducer or detractor is named from both of these at once. Hence one who is able but not desiring, even if he is called able, is nevertheless not called a seducer or detractor, but only the one who has both together, that is, power joined with the act of appetite. Therefore only one of those is not to be posited as genus, but both these together which have been named.

[Marginal label, printed page 382: He removes a doubt.]

For we do not intend to say that something one in species is in two genera not placed subalternately, but that there are two things which integrate one genus and circumlocute it; and this must not be placed in one of them as in a genus.

CHAPTER II.

On the consideration of contracted genus when it is assigned as difference, or conversely.

It can also be destroyed from the fact that genus is assigned for difference and conversely difference for genus. Moreover, beyond all the considerations of habit by which genus is destroyed, sometimes genus is destroyed because someone has posited, contrary to how it ought to be done, genus as difference and difference as genus of something; and then the problem is destroyed, because genus is not difference, nor is difference genus. An example is if someone, defining wonderment as a species, says that it is superabundance of admiration, that is, that wonderment through definition, which is from genus and difference, is superabundance of admiration. For then in the definition superabundance is predicated directly of wonderment, and admiration obliquely as difference, although wonderment is rather superabundant admiration, so that admiration is genus and superabundant is difference. For wonderment is admiration which by its abundance and greatness makes the sensible organ insensitive for knowing sensible qualities, since if the thing that is wondered at is sensible, the member is stupefied so that it may be changed by the sensible thing toward knowledge of the sensible quality. Another example is if someone said that faith, by defining through genus and difference, is vehemence of opinion, whereas it is rather vehement opinion, so that opinion is genus and vehement is difference. For neither superabundance nor vehemence seems to be the genus of wonderment and faith, but they are differences: superabundance together with admiration constituting wonderment, and vehemence together with opinion constituting faith. For wonderment seems to be superabundant admiration by a definition given through genus and difference; and in this way faith is called vehement opinion. Therefore both admiration and also opinion are the genus, while superabundance and vehemence are differences. Therefore the genus has been badly assigned, since it is not genus but difference.

This is also proved by reason: because if someone says that superabundance and vehemence are genera, it follows that inanimate things will make faith by having the same thing, and inanimate things will be stupefied by having wonderment, which is impossible. This follows by this reason: that of which there is superabundance, and that of which there is vehemence, will be denominated from them. Therefore if wonderment is superabundance as genus, wonderment will be denominated superabundance; and for this reason it follows that admiration, of which there is superabundance of the superabundant thing, will be stupefied, which is false, since admiration is an inanimate thing. Similarly, by the same reason faith will be opinion, if faith is vehemence of opinion and faith is vehemence, as the one who says that vehemence is the genus of faith posits. Therefore it also follows that vehemence is of opinion; therefore opinion is having or making faith, because where the species is predicated, the genus is also predicated. But this is impossible, because opinion is an inanimate thing, to which it does not belong to have faith.

Moreover, similarly another unfitting thing still happens to follow: for it happens to the one assigning difference as genus and genus as difference in this way to say that vehemence is vehement through denomination of itself from itself, and to say that superabundance is superabundant. For faith is vehement, and by hypothesis vehemence is the genus of faith. Therefore if faith is vehemence and faith is vehement, it follows that vehemence is vehement. Similarly, by the same reason wonderment is superabundant superabundance. Therefore if wonderment is superabundance as genus, superabundance will be superabundant. But this does not seem to be true, for neither of these will be well said, because the same thing does not denominate itself, just as neither is discipline denominatively called disciplined, nor is motion denominated from itself called mobile.

[Marginal label, printed page 383: He removes a doubt.]

But when something is sometimes denominated from itself, as unity is called one, this must occur according to diverse aspects: unity is spoken of as a certain being, and unity is spoken of as a disposition of being; and unity taken as a disposition of being denominates unity taken as a certain being. But these things have been determined in the preceding books of logic. In this way, however, it cannot be in superabundance and vehemence, which, if they are taken as genera, cannot be dispositions of being. Therefore it is clear by these reasons that those sin who assign difference as genus and genus as difference. For faith will not be vehemence, but faith is vehement opinion, as has been said, because genus is the what of the species, and difference is its essential quale, which together with that which is the potential what constitutes the species, which states a quale quid. But here genus has been considered as in the preceding matters, though compared to difference, and difference to it. And one must understand this of the ultimate difference which is the act of the species, because general differences must be placed together with the genus, and so forth.



Chapters III-IV. On contracted genus in natural matter; on genus taken in common

CHAPTER III.

On the consideration of genus contracted to natural matter.

Sometimes, beyond all the things that have been said, they also sin against the problem concerning genus by placing a passion of the species in or for the genus. But I generally call a passion an accident of the subject, whether convertible or not convertible; for example, they say that immortality is everlasting life. For everlasting is the same as always eternal. Immortality seems to be a passion of life, which is the assigned species, or a case, that is, an accident of life, and does not seem to be the genus of life, but an accident. But that what is said is true, that immortality is a case and accident of life, will become plain. For if someone grants that someone has been made immortal from being mortal, no one says that such a person, made immortal in this way, takes up another life according to species, but says that he has or has received some accidental case of life, or will say that some passion of life has been generated in this same one, that is, continuity of life. Therefore life is not the genus of immortality, because if immortality were a difference, it would make another life and not merely a different life.

Again, by considering a passion of the genus, they again sin in assigning genus if they assign the passion of that genus, of which it is the passion, as genus for genus. An example of this is that certain persons defining and placing wind in a genus say that wind is mobile air. And this is an example from the position of Democritus, who says this: for motion of air is more truly wind, because the essence of wind is nothing except motion of air.

[Marginal label, printed page 384: What wind is according to Democritus.]

[Marginal label, printed page 384: Definition of wind according to Avicenna, saying what it is and why.]

The definition which says what wind is and why is the one Avicenna posits, that wind is an earthy vapor transcending up to the air and strongly driving it, and an impulse of air made from earthy vapor driving the air. Hence the passion of it, which is posited as genus, is a genus which is sharp motion, and air is not the genus. For air, which is assigned as genus, remains the same in substance and species, and sometimes is moved and sometimes remains; and therefore it loses nothing substantial when it is moved and when it is not moved. And wind is not altogether, or in no way, air according to the predication of genus. For if wind were air according to genus, since it is a substantial predicate of the species, it would be necessary that there be wind even when the air is not moved, because when air is not moved, air is air; and wind is said to be air according to genus, as the hypothesis says, if indeed the same air remains as when it was wind. Similarly it is so in all other things of this kind in which a passion of the genus is posited for the genus. Hence it cannot truly be said, mobile air is wind. And if perhaps someone said that, since wind is not the genus of the mobile or moved, how is moved air wind? I say that wind can be predicated of mobile or moved air, but it is not predicated as genus, but as passion or effect. Therefore one must grant in this way that mobile or moved air is wind; for this must be granted in all such things in which the effect is predicated of the material cause. But when the matter is remaining in the thing made of matter, as iron in a knife, then it can truly be said, this iron is a knife. But where it is truly assigned, as when it is transient matter, it will not be true. What has been said is not true of all things, but is true of those things of which the genus of transient matter is truly predicated, in which the assigned genus of non-transient matter is truly predicated of the effect.

For in some things in which there is transient matter it does not seem to be true, as in mud and snow, in which there is transient matter. For they say that snow is water frozen by cold; and it does not follow, therefore snow is water, because it has passed over to matter terminable by its own term, because it is not water. But they say that mud is earth or soil tempered with moisture; and therefore it does not follow that mud is earth. For neither is snow water nor mud earth, as we have already said. Therefore neither of the assigned genera is genus according to the true account of genus, for a true genus must always be predicated of the species, since it is an essential predicate existing in the account of the species; and thus one predicate must always be predicated of all its species.

Similarly and by the same reason wine is not water putrefied in the vine, as Empedocles says, because it would follow that wine is water putrefied in the wood of the vine. For wine taken simply without addition is not water; but this would be necessary if water were the genus of wine, because genus is always predicated of species.

CHAPTER IV.

On the determination of genus taken in common with respect to both natural and moral matter and through common loci, etc.

With it thus considered how genus not contracted to moral or natural matter is considered, one must consider how non-contracted genus common to each matter is terminated. Therefore by the first consideration one must inspect whether that which has been assigned as genus is altogether, that is, universally, the genus of nothing; because thus it follows that it also is not the genus of the proposed thing. But that it is altogether the genus of nothing, neither a moral genus nor a natural genus, must be considered in the fact that the things of which it is predicated differ in no way by species, although genus is predicated of several things differing in species. But all species of a genus, that is, the things of which genus is predicated, are different in species and in number alone. Therefore white is the genus of nothing, because white is predicated only of white things, and white things, insofar as they are white, do not differ from one another in species.

Again, something will not altogether and universally be the genus of anything if someone has said that one of those things which follow all things is genus or difference; and let us first show this in genus, where there are several things that follow all things, as being and one are from the number of those things that follow all things. Therefore if we assign that being is genus, it is plain that being will be the genus of all things, because it follows all things, since being is predicated of all of them. For genus is predicated of nothing except its species; but it is predicated of one; therefore one will be a species of being. But being and one are converted; therefore by consequence of reason it happens that being and species are predicated of all things of which the genus is predicated, because being and one are similarly predicated of all things. And this is unfitting, because species must be predicated of fewer things than genus. Therefore what has been assigned as genus is the genus of nothing; therefore neither is it the genus of the proposed thing or proposed species.

But if, by inspecting not genus but the general thing that is difference, someone has said that what follows all things, as one and being do, is difference and not genus, then it is plain that from this it follows that difference is said of things equal to or more than genus. For then difference will be predicated of all things, as one, according as it states a disposition of being, is predicated of things equal with being if being is said to be genus; or it will be predicated of more things than genus if true genus is posited to be substance or quality. Hence if genus follows all things just as difference does, then difference will be predicated of equal things; but if true genus is posited which does not follow all things, genus is said of more things than difference. And both are unfitting, because since genus is divided through opposed differences, the genus contains each difference within its range.

One must also inspect the mode of predication, that it is predicated in what a thing is and not in what sort of thing it is, as a denominative. Hence one must consider whether the assigned genus is said to be denominatively in the subject species, as white adjectivally and not substantially, and not as a what but as a quale in snow. For then the genus is destroyed, and what has been assigned as genus is not genus; for genus is said only of the species subject to it, and is not said to be like an accident in a subject.

One must also consider the mode of predicating in the word or name of the genus. For one must inspect whether the genus is not univocal to the species, since genus is predicated univocally of all its species. Therefore if the assigned genus is not predicated univocally of the assigned species, what has been assigned as genus is not genus.



Chapter V on compared genus; Treatise IV Chapter I

CHAPTER V.

On the interpretation and construction of compared genus.

Moreover, from the consideration of compared genus, genus is destroyed, and first from the consideration of the comparison of two to two. For when something contrary exists for the genus and something contrary exists for the species, and these are compared to one another according to better and worse or more base, if then someone has placed what is better between the species and its contrary in the worse genus, or in that which is worse, between the genus and its contrary, then by consequence of reason the remaining thing which is worse happens to be in the remaining, that is, the worse in the better as in genus. And then genus is destroyed, because contraries according to better and worse are in contrary genera; and this is true in morals insofar as good and evil are in a genus according to the genera of other things existing according to what is better. Therefore it seems to be in the worse as in a genus, which is unfitting. It seems that the genus of better species is better.

But by comparing one species to two genera, one must consider whether someone has placed the same species also toward each genus, and, when the better is equally related, places that species in the worse and not in the better; he sins and has placed an undue genus, and thus the genus is destroyed. For example, if someone posited soul as what is moved, that is, as something moved or mobile and existing in the genus of mobile. For the same soul both will stand and will be mobile, that is, it is related similarly and equally to motion and rest. Therefore if standing or rest is better than motion, then soul ought to be placed in the genus of the resting more than in the genus of the mobile; and thus the one assigning soul in the genus of what moves itself sinned.

[Marginal label, printed page 386: Note how rest is taken in two ways, namely for privation of motion and for perfection of the mobile thing.]

But standing or rest is also considered in two ways: as privation of motion, and thus it is considered according to its essence, because in this way privation is of motion, and motion is the habit or deprived act, and rest is privation. It is also considered as the end in which the mover rests from moving and the mobile thing from motion; and thus rest is not a privation but the perfection of the mobile thing intended by the mover, and rest is better than motion, and it is better for soul to rest than to be moved by itself 1. And one must note that all contraries participate one common nature of genus; and that which participates it more is as habit, and that which participates it according to less is as privation. And that which participates according to more is better; and that which participates according to less in the same nature is worse.

Moreover, because more and less similar is caused from the comparison of contraries, on this account one must consider from more and less for destroying the assigned genus. For one wishing to destroy must consider whether the genus indeed receives more and less, while the assigned species which is supposed under the genus does not receive more and less, neither itself nor that which is said denominatively according to it. Then it is plain that what has been assigned as genus is not genus. An example is that if virtue, which is a genus, receives more and less, then also its species, such as justice, and also that which is denominated from it, such as just, receive more and less; for in denomination there is more and less, but in the abstract one is not said to be more just than another. Therefore if the assigned genus receives more, but the species supposed under the genus, neither itself nor what is denominatively said according to it, receives more, it will not be the genus of that species which has been assigned as genus.

Next to this, genus is destroyed through the locus from the greater and through the locus from the similar. For if between two genera compared to one species what seems more to be genus, and similarly or equally seems to be genus, is not genus, it is plain that neither is the proposed thing, which has been assigned as genus, genus, because the proposed seems either less or equally to be genus than that. This locus of consideration is useful and seems especially so in those things in which several things seem to be predicated in what a thing is of the assigned species, and it is doubted which of them is genus, because that has not been demonstrated. For through the reason showing it we have to say which of them is genus. Thus, for example, concerning anger, sadness and opinion seem to be predicated in what it is. For the angry person, insofar as angry, seems to be saddened because of an inflicted injury and to opine that an injury has been inflicted on him; and therefore in such matters the consideration is useful for destroying what seems to be genus and is not genus. From the same things there is also a consideration in the assigned species, if something is compared to it which is as a species according to more and less and similarly; for if what seems greater and similarly as a species in the assigned genus is not in it as species in genus, it is plain that it follows that neither is the assigned species in that as in genus. Therefore, by capitulating and epiloguing, we say that enough has now been said about how loci and considerations of opining must be used for destroying the assigned genus.

TREATISE IV

CHAPTER I.

By which considerations genus is constructed.

But for one constructing, or wishing to construct the assigned genus through constructive considerations, one must first inspect that this locus which was said a little before is not useful here, although it is useful for destroying; and that, if genus and species receive more and less, although it follows that what does not receive more and less is not genus when the species receives more and less, nevertheless genus does not seem to be inferred if the species receives more and less. And similarly with the genus that would follow upon that being the genus of the assigned species: for good and white each receive more and less, and nevertheless neither is the genus of the other. For nothing prevents both things that receive more and less from not being related to one another in such a way that, if two or more genera are compared to one species and one seems to be genus similarly to the other, it follows probably that if one is its genus, the other also is its genus.

Similarly, with two genera compared to one thing as to a species, it follows, if one seems less to be genus than the other and is genus, that the other which seems more to be genus also is genus. For example, if the power of continence, insofar as continence is the holding of the members lest they be moved toward the illicit, seems more to be the genus than virtue, and virtue seems less to be the genus, and virtue is the genus, therefore power is the genus of that of which it seems to be.

But the same can be said according to more and less and similarly: for similarly, according to reason, this and this, or two species, are compared to one genus; and if one is similarly a species of the proposed and assigned genus just as the other is, and one of them is a species of the assigned genus, by the same reason it follows that the remaining one also is its species. Furthermore, it follows through the locus from the lesser that, if what seems less to be a species of the assigned genus is a species, then also what seems more to be a species is a species.

Moreover, for constructing the problem concerning genus, one must inspect those things that are in the definition of genus: and whether, of those things of which the assigned genus is predicated, it is predicated in what a thing is, so that there is not only that assigned species, but several things of which the genus is predicated in what a thing is. For one must consider whether the assigned genus is predicated in what a thing is of other species which differ in species from the assigned species. For then it is plain that what has been assigned as genus will be genus, because genus is what is predicated of several things differing in species in what they are; and this consideration is also useful by considering the species. For if something else is assigned as species of the assigned genus, one must also consider whether it is predicated in what a thing is of other things besides the assigned species. For then again, as before, it happens that genus is predicated of several things differing in species in what they are; and therefore, as before, genus is constructed, and so forth.

Notes

	This is gathered from book 2 of the Physics, comment 15. See the place. (Hoc colligitur 2 Physic. com. 15. Vide locum.) ↩





Treatise IV. Chapters II-IV

CHAPTER II.

How genus is separated from difference.

But since it seems to some that general difference too is predicated of several species in what a thing is, because difference is substantial and in substantial being perfects the species as to what it is, therefore, lest anyone be deceived in this, perhaps thinking that difference is genus, genus must be separated from difference.

[Marginal label, printed page 389: He posits three differences between genus and difference.]

And first we shall give three differences. The first is that genus is always said of more things than difference; this has been proved in the preceding matters. Then the second is that genus is more predicated according to the assignment of the mode of predicating in what a thing is than difference is; for such predication belongs more to genus than to difference, because it belongs to genus to be predicated in what a thing is as something taken as formable by difference. But it does not belong to difference to be predicated in what a thing is except through its effect, because it is the cause of that which is the what. For the one who says that a human being is animal indicates more in the predicate what a human being is than the one who says that a human being is capable of walking, or who predicates another difference of a human being. The third difference is that difference signifies the essential quality of the genus, which determines and perfects the potency of the genus; but genus does not signify the quality of the difference, but signifies a what distinguishable and determinable through difference. For the one who says that an animal is capable of walking signifies what sort of what an animal is; but the one who says that the walkable is animal does not say what sort of what the walkable is, but says what the walkable is, standing and fixed in substance. Therefore he epilogues by saying that, as has been said, difference has been separated from genus by three differences.

CHAPTER III.

How genus is constructed through the locus from conjugates.

But through the locus from conjugates genus is constructed: because musical, insofar as it is musical, seems to be a knowing what, as genus predicated of it in what it is; for otherwise he would not be musical unless he were some knower. It follows from conjugates that music is a species and science is the genus. And if the one walking, insofar as walking, is moved or is some moved thing, from conjugates walking seems to be motion, and walking seems to be a species of motion, because if the derived is predicated of the derived, and the principal of the principal, as genus. Therefore in whatever genus someone wishes to construct some genus according to the aforesaid mode drawn from conjugates, he must consider; for in this way genus will be able to be constructed. But if he shows that the one knowing has faith according as he knows from conjugates, it follows that science will be a certain faith. And in the same way it will be in the others.

CHAPTER IV.

How genus is proved and is not constructed of necessity.

Moreover, for the construction of genus one must further consider that, when something follows upon another always and is not converted, it is difficult to find a separation of it from the account of genus, so that it may be shown not to be genus, since genus is a common consequent from which consequence is not converted, especially if this predicate follows that subject and every accident universally and always and without conversion, in that it in no way precedes to it, and so that being is not consequent upon every instance of it, as every human being is animal, but not every animal is human being. Thus rest follows upon calm, and being divisible follows upon number. For every calm is rest, but not every rest is calm; and every number is divisible, and not every divisible thing is number, nor is every rest calm, because calm is rest only in the sea. And therefore what is thus always consequent upon that can be used by the opponent as a genus, as such a predicate which always and universally is consequent upon such a subject, since that predicate in such consequence is not converted to the other, which is subject or species. For it is probable that it is genus, but it is not necessary, since such a predicate can be an accident. For every snow is white, but not every white thing is snow, although white is not the genus of snow; and similarly it is with white and swan and many others. Hence this consideration must be used cautiously, or with caution, so that we disputing may use it for ourselves; but when another has introduced the same consideration, or proposed it against us when we are sustaining a disputation, we must not obey him in such a way that we receive it as true in all cases and universally, for it has an instance, as we have said.

And an instance of this consideration is that what comes to be, generally at least in permanent things, follows upon not-being, because what comes to be is in that way not; and it is not converted, because not everything that is not comes to be. Nevertheless, on account of this, non-being is not the genus of that which comes to be, so that it is simply made its genus. The reason is that of non-being there are no species or differences; but genus must have species and differences. Nevertheless, in problems this can sometimes be accepted as a genus, as has been said; hence also in the preceding matters we often gave instances which we can use for ourselves. But when we are sustaining such a disputation, we should not receive them against us.

But what is said, that there are no species of non-being, is understood simply of that which is simply non-being, and not of non-being which is not simply non-being but being in potency, which is being in a certain respect. Such a thing, however, seems able to have differences and species. But one must say that such non-being is not being in act; and this does not have species or differences, because species are only those things that are in act, and differences only those which are acts.

But very many of the considerations introduced, whether they are destructive or constructive of genus, are founded on this general consideration: that one must inspect those things which define genus and the things consequent upon them. For if all those things belong to some predicate, that predicate is without doubt genus; and if one of them is discordant, then it follows that it does not inhere as genus.

Therefore he epilogues by saying that, in the disputation and determination of problems where it is asked whether something inheres as genus, one must pass through, as has been said, both with respect to predicates, and with respect to what inheres as accident, not compared or compared, what inheres as genus or general, and what is difference. As much as pertains to the present intention has now been sufficiently said. And it has also been said about the predicate which follows as genus, although according to truth it is not genus. For this reason also in the book On Divisions it is said that some of the Peripatetics truly thought such a predicate inhered as genus and used it as genus, although according to truth it is not genus, and so forth.
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BOOK V OF THE TOPICS. ON THE DETERMINATION OF THE PROBLEM CONCERNING PROPERTY.

TREATISE I. ON THE MODES OF PROPERTY.

CHAPTER I. On the intention and division of property.

Whether something is a property or not a property, and what has been stated and assigned to belong as a property, must be examined in this fifth book of the Topics. For predicables are ordered according as they are elements toward belonging as a definition, from which belonging simply and as accident is most remote; and next to this, by one degree drawing near, is belonging as genus, which agrees with accident because accident is frequently predicated not conversely, as genus also is. Therefore in the first book the method was set forth beforehand as to the matters about which there is a method, and in the second it was determined concerning belonging simply and as accident according to its first definition, and in the third concerning the adjunct predicate of accident; in the fourth, however, there is determination concerning belonging as genus, and also concerning the adjunct predicate which is difference. But because in this fifth book determination is made concerning the problem about property, which for this reason, because it is predicated conversely, immediately precedes definition: for property simply is predicated conversely according to totality of time, and belonging as a definition adds to this that which is substantial according to the totality of the substance predicated. And because from addition it is related to the predication of property, therefore the method concerning property is fifth after the preceding methods, and is before the sixth method concerning definition. Thus, therefore, the intention of this method is held.

Now the division or distinction of property which is assigned by the Philosophers is twofold. Property is either through itself property and always, which in no part of the subject and at no time leaves the subject, and which as to essence flows from the essentials of the subject and is an accident through itself of the species. Or it is assigned toward something else outside the subject, and this is property when, that is, at some time. For example, a through-itself property of man is that he is an animal tame by nature. But through itself property is so called because it belongs through itself, in the second mode of saying through itself, and never abandons the species of which it is, nor the very subject, nor its acts. And therefore it is called naturally belonging. Yet it is an accident, because it follows the whole being of the species; but being which is not of the being of the thing but follows it, is of the genus of accident. And because it flows from the essentials of the species, therefore it is called an accident of the species and not of the individual. And because species is the common and essential likeness of individuals, therefore it belongs to every one. And because it flows from the essentials of the species and belongs to the species as it is alone constituted in itself, therefore it belongs to it alone. And because substantial things do not abandon, for they are substantial as long as the thing is, therefore it belongs always.

Property toward another, however, exists also in the same thing composed from diverse things, as property belongs to soul in relation to body and to the composite when these are considered, as Plato says in the Apology, because this certain thing which is soul is imperative, and it is proper to body because it is ministerial through the presenting of members for the acts which the soul commands; and according to Plato this is nothing except the perfection of soul, because the sensible part is a part of soul, and the vegetative part is a part of a part of soul. And therefore, as Plato says, they are acted upon by nature more than they act; nor do they command properly, because they are not raised above matter, but are properly commanded.1

But property always is that which does not abandon the subject in itself, nor in aptitude, nor in potency toward act, as it is said to be proper to God to be an immortal animal, according as God is called a divine intellective substance not having aptitude for motion, because of the corruptibility of substance, as Plato says. Hence Apuleius in the book On the God of Socrates says that demons are by nature animals, airy in body. And Orpheus said this, that the air is full of gods. This, therefore, is property through itself and property toward another.

Through-itself properties are consequences of the natural being of the species; but property always is assigned according to Plato's position, because, speaking through itself concerning God, it cannot be assigned, since nothing accidental is in him.

Sometimes, however, property exists through defect of that which is through itself, as an act of a man which belongs at some time, for instance walking in the theater, when he alone walks in the theater. This is not called a property except when it belongs to him alone, and it is caused by an accident of the individual and not by principles of the species; and therefore it does not belong to other individuals of the same species, for which reason it belongs neither to every one, nor to the species alone, nor always.

And therefore a property is either from the nature of the species or from an accident of an individual. If from the nature of the species, then either in itself or toward another. If in itself, it so belongs to every one, to it alone, and always, and this is property simply. If toward another, it is said only as compared to that which does not have that nature, but another nature from which another property flows in an opposite mode, just as commanding and ministering have opposite modes. But property when is something belonging to individuals from accident.

Here, then, property is described and divided, and the divisions are described according as they belong to the subject, because in this way it is determined in problems through the dialectical syllogism, about which the present intention is. But by Porphyry it is described, and is called property according to its substance, because in that way it is one of the universal predicates; nevertheless it is easy to reduce that determination of property to this one.

But this division of property which has been set down here will be reduced to the division of Porphyry, so that member is reduced to member. For the property which belongs to every one and not to it alone, insofar as it belongs to every one and not to it alone, is reduced to property toward another. But the property which belongs to it alone and not to every one, insofar as it belongs to it alone, is reduced to through itself; insofar, however, as it belongs not to every one, it is contained under property toward another. Again, the property which belongs to every one, to it alone, and not always, insofar as it belongs to it alone and to every one, is reduced to through-itself property, because it is caused by the same principles of the subject; but insofar as it is not always, it is reduced to property when. And in this way three members of Porphyry's division, namely that which belongs to every one, to it alone, and always, contain two members of this division, both property through itself and property always; for each of those belongs to every one, to it alone, and always.

It must also be noted that property through itself is so called because of the cause of inherence which is through itself; property, however, is called every because of the totality of the subject; property belonging alone is so called from the mode of the act of property, which separates from every other; but property always is so called from the universality and totality of time in belonging to the subject. And thus properties differ. But property when, which is deficient in all these respects, is called a predicate from an accidental act of property, which is to distinguish from all things accidentally as now inhering. Such, therefore, is the division of properties when property is considered according to itself.

But in the previously treated method it was not necessary for genus to be divided in this way. For genus, according as it is taken by the Philosophers, is taken only according to one of its significations; and therefore multiplicity could not cause error, and for that reason it would have been distinguished and divided to no purpose. But property is taken in several significations; and therefore it had to be distinguished, lest confusion cause error in determining the problem. Nor was this distinction set down so that the problem concerning property might be wholly determined by this method, but so that the mode of property in which the problem concerning property is determined might be taken, and the other modes set aside, because they have to be determined by the method concerning accident, etc.

Notes

	Therefore, according to Plato, it is proper to soul, compared to body, to be imperative; and this is not to be understood of every soul, but only of the intellective soul. P. J. (Ergo, secundum Platonem, proprium est animae comparatae ad corpus esse imperativum, et hoc non de omni anima intelligendum, sed de intellectiva tantum. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On the reduction of the four-membered division to a two-membered division.

But how that four-membered division is reduced to a two-membered division, so that it may be known how each problem concerning property has to be determined, must now be stated, first concerning what belongs to each of those properties. Now the property which we assign to some subject toward another, namely toward another subject or toward another species through something in which they differ from it, is determinable by either two or four problems, that is, by two problems or four. For if one property is compared with two subjects, by affirmation to one and by negation to the other, then that property is two predicates. But if two opposite properties are compared through affirmation and negation with two subjects or species, then there will be four problems by which it is determined. The proof of this is that, if one property has been assigned affirmatively of this subject taken on one side, but denied of that subject taken on the other side, that one problem concerning property becomes two problems: one by affirmation concerning the property, the other by negation concerning something. For example, as man is compared to horse, it is proper to him that man is two-footed, but horse is not. For someone will attempt to show that man is not two-footed; and in a second way he can attempt this, that horse is two-footed. But whether dispute is directed to the first or to the second of these, the property is always destroyed. And so it is clear that it is destroyed by two problems.

But if two properties have been assigned to two subjects, so that each or both has been assigned affirmatively of each and denied of each, the problems of property will be doubled and there will be four problems. For example, if we speak thus: it is proper to man in relation to horse that man is two-footed, but horse four-footed; let these be assigned to two subjects, namely to man and to horse; then for destroying this someone can use four problems. For in disputing to this end he will attempt to show that man is not two-footed, and that man is by nature four-footed, and thirdly that horse is two-footed, and that horse is not four-footed. And thus by four problems it is possible to attempt through disputation the destruction of the problem; for by any one of these modes, as was shown, the property that was proposed is destroyed and is shown not to be a property. This, therefore, is what belongs to the property which is called property toward another.

But that which belongs to property through itself is this, taking property through itself in this way: it is assigned to all things which are assigned to the subject as subjective parts, and belongs to every one, and according to the act of property separates from every other; therefore it belongs to it alone. In this way it is proper to man to be a mortal animal capable of discipline, and it separates him also from brute animals. Although some brute animals are indeed said in the book On Animals to be more teachable than others, still they are not capable of discipline through judgment or discretion of reason, because they do not have reason comparing things received through sense to a containing true end; but certain of them in things to be done imitate discipline through memory of what was earlier heard and seen. But property toward another is that which does not separate from every other, but determines, or separates and distinguishes, from some established subject or species to which that cannot belong according to aptitude. For example, of virtue compared to discipline it is proper that this, namely virtue, is in many, but that, namely discipline, is only in the rational and is naturally apt to come to be in beings having reason. By natural virtue I mean that which is the ultimate term according to the best act of each subject or species, according as the virtue of horse is one, that of man or lion another; and in the same species it differs according to act and offices, as the virtue of a citizen is one, of a soldier another, of a leader another. Thus virtue has very much to be concerned with many things, and is not naturally apt to come to be in one thing only, but in many, according to the diversity of the nature of offices and proper acts. But by discipline I mean that which is speculation concerning things received through sense for the end of truth, whose middle term is right reason. Since this act exists only in beings having reason according to rational nature, therefore it has the ultimate of its good only in beings having reason. But if a property is always, it belongs according as it is true for every time and never leaves the subject, as that property of animal, that animal is composed of body and soul, although for animal it is essential to be composed of body and soul. For body and soul are essential components belonging to the composite animal; nevertheless to be composed of these follows upon the composite itself already constituted in being, and therefore it is accidental and proper.

But when, or property when, is that which is true according to some time and not of necessity, as property through itself and toward something and not always is as property, and therefore it follows the subject neither of necessity nor always; for example, it is proper to some man to walk in the forum when he alone is walking in the forum.

It must still be noted beforehand that, in property toward another, there are still two causes to be assigned, so that the sufficient division of that property may be known. For when it is assigned toward something, either it belongs in all the supposits of the subject to which it is assigned to belong according to the perfect totality of itself, or because it belongs more often and in more things according to the perfect totality of time and subject. In all and always, for example, there is the property of man toward horse, because he is two-footed; for man is both always two-footed and every man is two-footed, and in this way property toward something is reduced to property through itself; but no horse by nature is two-footed, and never. More often and in more things, however, as when the rational power is compared to the concupiscible and irascible, it is proper that the rational itself commands, while that which is concupiscible and irascible is commanded. For this belongs neither to every case nor always, for the rational does not always command in act, although it has commanding in the incontinent man; for it does not command also in the soft man who is corrupted according to reason, as appears in Ethics VII. For in those persons reason is commanded, when they are incontinent and soft. Nor are the concupiscible and irascible powers always commanded, but sometimes they command, as when the soul has become perverse according to reason and corrupted through passion, as in the incontinent and the soft man. For in the corrupted continent man reason indeed commands, but the command is struck down by the force of passion so that it does not arrive at effect. And in this way property toward something is reduced to property both when and to some one.

From the things that have been said, a two-membered division results, according as property is determinable by reason and is effected by dialectic, according as some properties are rational and some irrational. But I say that properties are rational as lines are called rational by Euclid, because when they have been posited we reason with them; and thus a property is said to be rational in whose assignment many things are posited, from which, through dialectical reasonings, it can be constructed or destroyed. The irrational is that which, through the things posited in its assignment and through dialectical and proper reasons, nevertheless cannot be destroyed.

Accordingly, among properties those are especially rational which are through-themselves properties and always; and afterward come those rational properties which are rational toward another, and not toward this. Indeed the problems concerning property toward another are several, for they are two or four, as we said a little earlier. But reasons or dialectical syllogisms are more numerous or many. Two or four problems can also still be made. But concerning that which is property through itself and always, one must argue by a dialectical syllogism toward many things or through many things; and such properties themselves must be observed with respect to the many things to which they can be considered, even with the particles set down in its definition. And this is clear, because a through-itself property must be considered with respect to many definitory things. For first, and this is clear by considering it, that thing must belong to the subject with respect to each thing contained under the subject, because of considering what belongs to every one. Further, if something is assigned as a through-itself property and does not separate from every other, it will not be a well-assigned property. But that which is a property always is referred to several times, and one must observe whether it belongs at any given time. For if it is not in the present, or was not in the past, or will not be in the future, the property is destroyed, because it always belongs in every present, has belonged in every past, and will belong in every future. But that which is property when, or is called when, we consider only by referring it to time according to the present, because now it belongs only to that one to which that belonging happens, and we do not refer it to several things. Therefore there are not, nor can there be, several dialectical reasons for determining it; and therefore it is irrational. That problem is rational for whose determination dialectical reasonings are made many and dense and good, or efficacious for enclosing the proposed point. But they are dense when confirmed by many and good middle terms in principal and preternatural propositions; for by such things, as is said in the Posterior Analytics, syllogisms are made dense, and especially dialectical syllogisms, which have many such things. Therefore, with such a division posited, the matters for determining property are chosen in this method.

Therefore, in determining property, let it be said that property called other is determined sufficiently, and can be determined sufficiently, from these topics and considerations which were stated in the second book of this science concerning accident or concerning belonging as accident, if it is considered how it happens to this subject, and how at some time it does not happen to belong to this subject. But concerning property when one need not speak, because this has already been reduced to accident in the first book of this science, and it is irrational in this respect, that it is not determinable by reason through a proper method. Therefore, concerning those properties which are properties always and through themselves, it remains to be considered in the first book by a proper method, with respect to the considerations determining these properties, etc.
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TREATISE II. ON THE DETERMINATION OF PROPERTY ACCORDING TO THE GOODNESS OF PROPERTY.

CHAPTER I. On the inspection of property with respect to those things which are, that property must be posited through better-known things.

These things having been stated beforehand concerning the division of property, the art must now be handed down through the suitable topics by which the problem concerning property is determined according to belonging and not belonging. Therefore first that which is easier must be handed down, namely how another belonging as property is both constructed and destroyed, by considering the goodness of property according to its well-being. And afterward, how it is constructed and destroyed by considering it according to its own being.

First, then, we shall give considerations taken from this, whether a property has been assigned badly or well, and we shall inspect the conditions of property taken absolutely. And afterward we shall inspect the conditions of it as compared to another. Therefore one point in the conditions of property considered absolutely is that it neither exceeds nor falls short of the subject, if it is equal with it. And if this is so, one thing must be considered in a property assigned to some subject: first, whether it has been assigned through things not better known, or whether it has been assigned through things better known to the subject, or posited.

Therefore, one destroying it must consider whether it has been posited through things not better known, because from that the property is destroyed. But there are two modes of the property being posited through things not better known. One is with respect to the being of the property, and the other with respect to the well-being of the property. The first mode is this: if, altogether with respect to being, that of the property which has been proposed is less known than the subject of which it has been said to be the property, the property is destroyed. For as certain persons have said, then it will be well posited if it is better known than the subject, and it will be assigned according to the well-being of the property. For property and definition are rendered so that that of which it is the property and that of which it is the definition may become known. For just as through definition we know the whole substance, so through property as through a second proper accident we know the potency of the substance itself or subject, because, as is said in the first book On the Soul,1 the science of proper accidents contributes most of all to knowing what a thing is. From this it is clear that a property must be rendered through things better known than the subject, and thus the property will not be badly assigned. An example of this is in the position of Democritus and Leucippus, who posits as the property of fire that it is most like the soul among bodies or between bodies. For in the assignment of property which speaks in this way, soul is posited, which is less known than fire by sensible cognition; for with respect to us we know scientifically what fire is more than what soul is. Therefore it is not well posited as a property of fire that it is most like soul among bodies or between bodies.

But the other point, which must be considered secondly by consideration toward what is better known, is to inspect whether that which has been assigned as property to this subject to which it is assigned to belong is not better known than the subject is according to itself. For one who does not know through better-known things that this which is the property belongs to this subject, and does not know whether it belongs to it alone, does not in that way know whether it is a property, because it is of the substance of property that it belong to it alone; and thus he does not know that it is property according to itself. Therefore, when either of these two modes happens, the property becomes obscure, and thus through it the subject cannot become known, and so it is badly assigned. The example of this second point is this: one who posits that the property of fire is to be that in which soul is first naturally apt to be, uses something less known for the property as to being than the subject is, either what it is or what it is in itself, or whether soul belongs in this, and whether it first belongs in fire. For this reason the property will not be well posited by saying that this is the property in which soul is first naturally apt to be. This was said because of natural heat, which has the property of fire. And because the mobility of fire was thought to be from round atoms always in motion, and from the same atoms the soul was thought to be, which is the principle of the motion of life through the motion of the heart.

But if someone objects that property has its own cause in the subject, and thus is always less known than the subject, it must be said that the subject is better known in cause and nature, but the property ought to be better known with respect to us, and as a sign which is taken from that which is a consequent being. And in this way what is said here is understood; and a dialectical syllogism proceeds from such signs.

A constructor must use this consideration in the opposite mode. For if he has signified or posited the property through better-known things according to both modes, namely according to being and according to belonging, then according to this, or with respect to this, the property will be well assigned. For affirmative topics or considerations concern that a property be well assigned according to the goodness of the property and not according to its entity. The others indeed do not prove that a property is well assigned simply, but they prove that it is well assigned with respect to what is inspected in that consideration; and with respect to this they demonstrate that the property has been well assigned. For example, one who said that it is proper to animal to have sense assigned the property through better-known things and through something better known according to both modes, both as to being and as to belonging; and therefore according to this the proposition that it has been posited as proper to animal to have sense will be well assigned.

And it must be noted that although it belongs to the demonstrator to know the cause of the inherence of the property in the subject, as is shown in the first book of the Posterior Analytics, nevertheless it belongs to the dialectician to know the inherence itself of the property in the subject; and so the problem concerning property is determined, because that inherence itself is determined through common and probable things. It must also be noted that in this method the chief constructive considerations are placed next to the destructive ones, because property is convertible, and by whatever things it is constructed as to belonging, by the opposite of those same things it is destroyed as to belonging. This is not so in accident, nor in genus, nor in the other predicates. It must further be noted that considerations of property with respect to well-being do not destroy it simply, but destroy its well-being with respect to this, and not simply; because from many things the well-being of property is constructed and destroyed, and any given consideration does not inspect in itself with respect to one of those things; and therefore it does not construct or destroy well-being simply, but constructs or destroys with respect to that which it considers from many things.

Notes

	Aristotle, On the Soul I, text/comment 12. (ARISTOTELES, In I de Anima, tex. com. 12.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On the determination of property destructively and constructively by looking to multiplicity on the side of speech both in the property and in the subject.

But because a property must be assigned through better-known things, and multiplicity on the side of speech causes obscurity, then, after the consideration toward what is better known, one who is destroying, or who wishes to destroy, the problem concerning property must inspect whether any thing or any of the names which are assigned in the property for circumlocuting the property itself is said in many ways according to equivocation; or it must also be considered whether the whole expression signifies several things according to amphibology or some other multiplicity. And if so, the property is not well posited according to this. An example is that to sense signifies many things equivocally. In one mode it signifies to have sense in habit. In one mode, or rather in another mode, to sense signifies to use sense according to act. And therefore the property of animal is badly assigned as being to sense. The reason why one must not use the multiple in the assignment of property, nor a name which is said in many ways, nor an expression which signifies many things, is that what is said in many ways makes obscure that which has been stated for the circumlocution of the property. For the opponent, who ought to argue for determining the property, doubts whether perhaps it says sense, or intends to say, one of the things which are said in many ways; and therefore a property is badly assigned through something multiple. For a property is assigned for the sake of teaching; the multiple does not teach but obscures.

Furthermore there is still another reason for this: because some rebuke must always arise for this if a multiple property is assigned. For such things are bad companions, hindering the common work and transferring dialectical disputation to sophistical disputation; because by assigning a property in this way, the opponent, in a dissonant sense which the respondent does not intend, makes a syllogism about it or toward something else that is said in many ways. And in order to avoid this rebuke, one ought to assign property through things said simply.

But one who establishes or wishes to establish the property must, on the contrary, inspect whether it does not signify several things, neither anything, that is, any of the names, nor the whole expression; for then according to this the property will be well posited. An example is that, because neither body said in many ways signifies several things, nor most noble toward an upper place, nor the whole thing composed from these, which is the expression circumlocuting the property, according to this the property of fire will be well posited, namely that it is a body most mobile toward an upper place.

Then, next to the same consideration, one destroying must inspect the subject, whether that subject whose property is assigned is said in many ways; and let it not be determined by distinguishing the multiple which of those meanings, that is, with the subject taken in which sense, the property is posited. For then the property will not have been posited. For what causes this happens is not doubtful, because a little earlier it was said that multiplicity generates obscurity, since the subject is referred to the property as the cause of becoming known. For the same inconvenience must necessarily happen which happens from multiplicity of the property. An example is that this scire signifies several things as the subject pronoun. But scire one property, that is, according to one sense in which the pronoun is of the nominative case, is to have science itself in habit; another, that is, in another sense, in which it is of the same nominative case, is to use science according to act. But another is in another sense in which the pronoun, that is, of the accusative case, is to be science, that is, concerning the very being of it. And therefore the property whose circumlocution is this scire is not well posited when it is not determined to which of these, that is, in which sense of the things said, the property is posited.

But one who establishes must use this consideration in the opposite mode, considering also with respect to the subject of which the property has been assigned. For if it is not said in many ways, but is one simple thing according to speech, the property will be well assigned according to this. An example is that, since man is said simply as subject, according to this the property of man will be well posited, that he is an animal tame by nature. And it must be noted that body, posited in the earlier example, is said in many ways of natural and mathematical body; and man is said in many ways of a painted man and an animal man; nevertheless in the examples the terms are taken as restricted to a natural body, mobile and natural, and to a man.1 It must further be noted that the multiple is considered in the fallacy in diction, and not obscurity according to a fallacy outside diction, because a fallacy outside diction occurs in argumentation through which the circumlocution of a property is not made. But the multiple in diction is in the name or expression through which the circumlocution of a property is made.

Notes

	Body and man can be taken as multiple, and also as univocal, and this with respect to diverse significates. P. J. (Corpus et homo sumi possunt ut multiplicia, et etiam ut univoca, et hoc respectu diversorum sunt significatorum. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER III. On destructive and constructive considerations through inspection of what is superfluous in speech and understanding and the commonness of a name.

Next, one destroying a property must consider and inspect that which is superfluous in the property, first explicitly, secondly implicitly, and thirdly also in a plurality of properties. Therefore first among these, one who wishes to destroy a property or the account circumlocuting the property must consider whether the same thing has frequently been said explicitly. For these things are often easily hidden, and nevertheless they destroy the goodness of the property. Those who do this are hidden in a property, just as they are hidden in definitions and frequently hidden when they say the same thing; and according to this the property will not be well posited, since a cause of manifestation and not of hiddenness is being assigned. And therefore that which has undergone this, that is, repetition of the same thing, is not well posited. For repetition of the same, although it is not judged to be nugation, since if it were nugation it would destroy the entity of the property and not only the goodness. But nugation is impeded in this first consideration, because on account of the partitive consideration one is taken as a part of the other, as will immediately be clear in the example. Nevertheless it confuses and impedes the manifestation of the property, because it cannot be of the essence of property, since property, as Boethius says, is of the nature of accidents, because it is among those things that follow the whole being of the subject; and so it frequently disturbs the hearer, because from what is frequently said the property necessarily becomes uncertain; and against this the opponents seem to be exercised and anxious.

Now it happens that the same thing is frequently said in two ways. In one way, when someone explicitly names the same thing frequently, for example if someone, in positing the property of fire, assigns it by saying that it is proper to fire to be the thinnest body of bodies. For one assigning it thus has frequently or twice said body by signification and word, although by the mode of signifying of the participative construction it seems to be diverse. Secondly, it happens that the same thing understood is frequently said in an explicit word; and then it is clear that the same thing is frequently said if someone, in place of names improperly posited, assigns definitions of the things which are placed in the expression circumlocuting the property. For example, if someone renders or posits as the property of earth that earth is a substance which among bodies is especially borne according to nature to the lower place, namely the center; then, in place of that which he says, bodies, he assumes the definition of bodies, he says the same thing, because the substance of this is one of corporeal substances. For thus species is posited with genus in the same assignment, as if he says that earth is a corporeal substance which among corporeal substances is especially borne to the lower place. Here indeed it is clear that the same thing is frequently said, which was also repeated in this way for the understanding of the prior expression: for one thing as to the signified according to understanding is body, and the substance of this, that is, corporeal substance. Therefore it is clear that substance in this way will be frequently said according to understanding; and thus confusion arises in the hearers. Therefore neither frequently said in word, nor frequently repeated according to understanding, is a well-posited property.

The constructive consideration is taken alongside this: because one establishing a property must consider whether he has used no same term frequently in the name which is placed in the assignment of the property; and thus according to this or with respect to this, the property stated will be well assigned, as when someone said that it is proper to man to be capable of discipline. For speaking in this way, he has not frequently used the same name; and according to this the property of man will be well assigned.

With regard to superfluous convertibility of property, one destroying the problem concerning property must consider whether he has assigned such a name in its proper signification, or such a property, which as a transcendent belongs to all things, as one and being do. The reason for this is that such a name will be useless for a property, since it is contrary to the proper account of property. For property is that which separates from all and belongs to one alone. Therefore what does not separate from anything is uselessly posited in the assignment of a property; just as also the particles which are posited in a definition, each of which separates from something. Thus the particles posited in a property ought to be separating from something. Therefore, if an uncontracted transcendent is posited in the assignment of a property, the property has not been well assigned. An example is one who posited the property of science by saying that the property of science is to be an opinion or irreprovable concept existing as one under reason, that is, that science is one thing existing under a reason which is irreprovable opinion. And I say existing as one under reason because it is confirmed and proved by a most certain and irreprovable reason. But opinion is so called from the one opining and not from the opinable; for in this case, in that which he used in the property, that is, in the assignment of the property, he used one, which is an uncontracted transcendent. Therefore it is present to all things and separates from nothing, and therefore with respect to this the property of science will not be well posited.

Alongside the same consideration, in the opposite mode, one must inspect whether, in the assignment of property in the expression circumlocuting the property, he has used no common transcendent term not restricted, each of which separates from something; and thus then, according to this, the property will be well posited. An example is that, if someone said that it is proper to animal to have soul, he has used no common term in the restricted expression; therefore according to this the property of animal, which is to have soul, will be well posited.

And note that in the definition of an adjoined difference to genera which have genus in another way, if they are taken according to being, there is no nugation, because the repetition is not useless, since they are for specifying; nor is there nugation unless species is joined with genus in the same account. It must also be noted that a restricted transcendent does not destroy the goodness of a property posited in the expression circumlocuting the property; otherwise what is said in the predicamental category of substance would not be a property, namely that it is proper to substance that, although it is the same and one in number, it is susceptible of contraries according to its own alteration. For there one is contracted by the adjunct which is also the same in number.

Then further, for one destroying the problem concerning property by inspecting the property, it must be considered in many ways whether someone assigns several properties of the same subject or species, while not determining something posited in the speech; because the properties which he posits are several. For then he posits several as one, which cannot be, since they are caused by diverse principles of the subject; hence then the property will not be well posited. For just as in definitions one must not add anything more beyond the expression which indicates the substance of the thing defined, anything which is not of the substance of the definition, because a definition contains nothing superfluous nor diminished if it is to be the term of the defined thing; so also it is necessary that nothing superfluous be added in properties, because property is rendered as the power of a cause for making the property known. Hence it ought to contain nothing more beyond that expression which makes the property; for nothing must be coassigned with the property, because the property of this thing is made useless through the addition of what is superfluous. An example is that one who said the property of fire to be that it is the thinnest and lightest body assigned several properties. For each of these can truly be said of fire alone, and so each will be a property of fire; and because he assigned them as one, the property of fire will not be well posited, namely to be called a body that is most subtle and most light.

Next to this, however, the constructive consideration is formed. For it is useful to one establishing by the opposite to consider whether he has not assigned several properties but one only; according to this the property will be well assigned. An example is that one who said that it is proper to the wet to be in every figure, because it is badly terminable by its own term and well by another, assigned this to be not several properties; and therefore, according to this, the property of the wet will be well posited.

It must be attended to that one subject has many properties, but caused by diverse principles and powers of the subject; and with respect to those diverse principles the subject enters into the definition of the property. And when no distinction and determination is made concerning them, the properties will seem to be referred to the same principle; and therefore it generates confusion and does not declare the subject, etc.
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Next, for one wishing to destroy the problem concerning the goodness of a property compared to some other thing as to a subject, and in these conditions of the compared property, first one must inspect the subject proper to that same property, whether he has assigned its well-being. Therefore it must be inspected whether he has used the same subject in the property, of which he assigned the property, together with one of those things which belong to the same subject or are essential parts, as genus and difference; or a subjective part, as man is a part of animal. For then the property will not be well posited. And the reason for this is that property is assigned as a cause of learning and making known the subject. Therefore, if he assumes the same thing, he will assume that which is similarly or equally unknown, and thus he cannot declare the subject. But if he assumes something of those things which belong to the subject and are a part of the subject, he will assume in the property what is posterior to the subject, and thus again he will not be able to declare it, because it is not better known than that subject. For this reason through such a property there is not made, or it does not happen, that one learns something more, as through something declaring the subject; and thus the property is uselessly assigned. An example of this is if someone said that the property of animal is that it is a substance whose species is man. He used something of those things which belong to animal, namely substance with adjuncts, and he used something which is a part of animal, namely man; and therefore the property has not been well posited.

But for one establishing, it is useful to use this consideration by the opposite, namely that he inspect whether he uses neither the same subject nor any of those things which belong to it in the assignment of the property. For then the property will be well posited. An example is one who posits that it is proper to animal that it is from soul and body: he uses neither the same subject

of which the assigned thing is the property, nor has he used in the assignment of the property anything which belongs to the subject as a subjective part; and therefore according to this the property will be well posited. In the same way one must consider, in the case of other things posited in the assignment of a property, those things which do not make the subject better known.

Hence, for considering the problem concerning the goodness of property, one must consider whether in the assignment of the property someone has used either the opposite of the subject, or that which is simultaneous in nature with it, or something which is posterior to it with respect to cognition. For then the property will not be well posited, because opposites are simultaneous by nature and neither is better known than the other insofar as they are opposites. Then, therefore, the property will not be well posited, because what is simultaneous by nature with the subject, or posterior to the subject, cannot make the subject better known. An example of this is one who said that it is proper to good that it is most opposed to evil; he used the opposite of good. Therefore according to this the property of good will not be well assigned.

But one establishing must use this consideration through the opposite, by inspecting whether he has used nothing opposite, nor something simultaneous by nature, nor something posterior; for according to this the property will be well assigned. An example is one who posited as the property of discipline that it is an opinion or concept most making faith; he used nothing opposite, nor anything wholly simultaneous by nature, nor posterior; therefore according to this the property of discipline will be well posited. By discipline, however, I mean that habit accepted in things capable of discipline and in demonstrations of conclusions, which opinion is in the one opining and is not named from the opinable; because it receives the demonstrable through a middle term not proper and proximate, but through an effect or remote or common cause.

Here, however, one must beware, because privation and habit are opposites, and yet they are not simultaneous by nature, because privation is made known through habit. But to this it must be said that opposites are simultaneous by nature insofar as they are opposites; and that habit makes privation known is not from the fact that it is opposed, but from the fact that it is a principle, material and natural, toward privation. For there is no privation except of a habit, and privation is in aptitude toward habit. Hence the statement that opposites ought not to be posited in a property must be understood insofar as they are opposites.

And as to what has been said, that what is posterior ought not to be, although property is of the genus of accidents, and similarly the particles which are placed in the expression circumlocuting the property are accidental and thus posterior to the subject: this must be understood with respect to that cognition by which the property makes the subject known, and this is with respect to cognition. Similarly, property makes the subject known when the subject falls in its definition. And as to what some say, that species can be considered according to essence or according to substance and with respect to being, and if according to substance, then it has nothing prior except genus and difference, but if it is considered with respect to being, then property is prior because it states aptitude to being, which is prior than being: this is not to be cared for, because it is false, since Avicenna says that property is posterior to the very being of the species, as that which flows from the being of the species, and is not an essence that exists before being. And this is clear, because the subject taken according to being falls in the definition of property; nor can there be a subject except according to perfect being.

Next, one destroying must inspect whether someone has assigned as property that which does not always follow and does not conversely follow the subject itself. For this is posterior and not prior according to some mode; nor can it be a property except when and in the particular, concerning which there cannot be cognition through reason. Hence this at some time becomes not a property; hence the property of this thing will not be well posited. The reason for this is that, concerning that in which we comprehend the same property to belong as in a subject, property is not said of it of necessity and through itself, since sometimes it does not belong. And thus the property predicated of the subject will not always be true, because the name of the property is sometimes not predicated of the subject according to act. Nor do we comprehend property as now not belonging; rather, the name negated of it will not be said to belong necessarily to that same thing, but when it belongs contingently and when it is absent contingently. Since property ought either to belong of necessity or not to belong of necessity, because it does not preserve the maxims and rules of property, the property will not be well posited.

Furthermore, there is another reason for this: because when someone has assigned such a property, if indeed it is such that it sometimes belongs and sometimes does not belong, or if it is not manifest whether it belongs or does not belong, yet such a property is or can be lost, then such a property which does not always belong will not be plain and known. An example is one who posited as the property of animal both to be moved and to stand still. For sometimes it is moved and sometimes it stands still, and therefore the property will not be well posited.

But one establishing must use the same consideration through the opposite, and one must consider whether someone has assigned such a property as belongs of necessity always and follows the subject; for according to this the property will be well posited. An example is one who posited the property of virtue in comparison to the subject, or to him whose virtue it is, namely that it makes the one having it studious or virtuous. He assigned a property which always follows that whose property it is, and therefore with respect to this the property is well posited.

Then, according to the same consideration, one destroying must consider whether someone, assigning that which is a property as now, has not determined by something else placed in the speech that it is as now and not simply; then such a property will not be well posited. The first reason for this is that such a property is made outside the manner or custom of assigning a property; for such a thing is customarily assigned according to all time. And what is done outside the manner or custom of assigning a property needs determination, because otherwise it is understood according to the manner of other properties. For the most part all the Philosophers are accustomed, according to custom, to assign as property that which always follows the subject. The second consideration or reason is that it is obscure whether such is the case if the one assigning such a property has not determined that he wished to assign a property as now and not simply.

But the same consideration inspected through the opposite mode is useful to one establishing, if someone, assigning a property as now, has determined in speech that he assigned it as a property as now. For he did not speak inconveniently by determining it in this way, and therefore according to this such a property as now will be well posited. An example is one who said that it is proper to some man to walk now, or as now, separating this property as now from property simply by this term; and therefore according to this such a property will be well posited.

Next, one destroying must consider whether he has assigned any such property whose belonging is not manifest in another way than by sense. For then the property will not be rightly assigned; for a sensible thing which has been made manifest by sense alone, and is not known from elsewhere, is uncertain, since a little later, when sense concerning it has been lost, we also lose cognition of it. For then, when sense concerning it has been lost, it is doubtful whether it still belongs to that to which it previously belonged, because it is known by sense alone. But this will be true in those things which we know to follow not of necessity or always. For if we knew that they follow of necessity, even when sensation about them has been lost, we would still know that they belong to those to which they previously belonged. An example of what has been said is if someone posited this to be the property of the sun, namely that it is the brightest star borne over the earth. For he used such a thing as property, namely being borne over the earth, which, as is clear, is known by sense; and therefore by this the property of the sun has not been assigned, because it is unknown with respect to sense, when the sun has gone into its setting, whether it is still borne over the earth, since then we have lost sense concerning it.

But through the opposite, one wishing to establish a property must inspect whether such a property has been assigned which is not manifest by sense alone; but if it is sensible, whether together with this it is also clear that it belongs of necessity. For in this way the property has been well posited and rightly assigned. An example is if someone posited this to be the property of surface, that it is the first colored thing. For surface is the immediate subject of color. Then indeed he used something sensible as the property; but he used such a property that, although it is sensible, nevertheless it is manifest that it always belongs to surface even apart from sense. Therefore in this way the property of surface will suitably be assigned.

Afterward this consideration is useful to one destroying, namely if he has assigned a definition as property. For the property itself ought not to indicate what-it-is-to-be or the essence of the thing. An example is this: one who said that an animal walking and two-footed is the property of man, by assigning the what-it-is-to-be of man, assigned, that is, believed that he assigned, the property of man. Therefore the property of man has not been well assigned. But we have said that property ought not to indicate the what-it-is-to-be of a thing, because property is twofold, as was said in the first book of this science. One kind indicates the what-it-is-to-be of the thing, as definition does; another does not, as the property about which we are speaking here. We have also said that walking, two-footed animal is the definition of man and indicates his what-it-is-to-be, not caring about the example, although the truth of the thing is otherwise.

But one wishing to establish must look whether he assigned as property that which is predicated conversely and does not indicate the what-it-is-to-be of the thing; and if it has itself in this way, then according to this the property will be well assigned. For example, one who posited being an animal tame by nature as the property of man assigned such a property of man as does not signify what-it-is-to-be; and then according to this the property of man will be well assigned.

Next it is advantageous to one destroying if the one assigning the property has not posited it in what it is, that is, in its genus. For in accidental properties one ought to assign the genus of the property in the same way as also in definitions, and afterward to add the remaining things that distinguish, and thus to separate. And therefore a property which has not been posited in this way will not be well assigned. An example is this: one who said that having a soul is the property of animal did not posit every animal in what it is; and therefore this will not be well posited as the property of animal.

But if someone has assigned that of which it is the property by positing what it is, and adds the rest that separate and distinguish, this profits one establishing, and according to this the property will be well assigned. Thus one who assigned as the property of man an animal capable of discipline assigned the property of man by positing him in what he is, that is, in his genus. For animal, existing as the genus of man, is also called the genus into which, that is, the genus subject of the property of man, although it is not the adequate subject; and according to this mode the property of man will be well posited.

Therefore through these things, so that we may conclude about what has been said, one must examine whether the property has been well or not well assigned. From these things, therefore, one must also consider whether what has already been said to be a property is wholly a property, or is not. Nor are these distinct considerations, because the topics which establish property simply, since it is well posited, will be the same as those which make it wholly a property. Therefore in those, namely in the first topics, the second topics are said, that is, contained, as though we should say that, because the topics through which we can examine whether the property has been well assigned are topics that immediately make known whether what has already been assigned is wholly a property, therefore they are not to be handled separately; for in the stated topics concerning the construction and destruction of property there are also contained the topics concerning the cognition of that which has been assigned, whether it is a property or not.

Therefore first the one destroying, that is, wishing to destroy that something is a property, must inspect each inferior thing of that whose property he has assigned, whether it belongs to none, or whether this property is not true according to this, that is, whether it does not belong to some one of those inferiors, that is, whether that which has been assigned as property does not belong to one of those inferiors, although perhaps it belongs to others; or, given that it belongs to the superior, because it belongs to all those inferiors, nevertheless it is not the property of each of them according to that common thing of which it was assigned as property. For if it has itself in any of these ways, what was posited to be a property will not be a property. An example is this: if it is assigned as the property of one knowing to be infallible under reason or argumentation, one must inspect whether this belongs to every knower, as by seeing whether the geometer who is knowing is always infallible in his argumentation; and when it has been seen that this does not belong to the geometer, because he is sometimes deceived by falsely describing the figures about which he argues, then this is not the property of the knower, what was stated, namely to be infallible under expression, because it does not belong to every knower.

Next to this consideration, one establishing or wishing to establish must consider whether the property is true of every one; because if it is true of every one, then it would also be simply true of the thing itself, because what belongs through itself to every one belongs according to the thing itself, both simply and to it alone; and thus what was posited to be a property will simply be a property. An example is that, since animal capable of discipline is true of every man, therefore what is true of each will be the property of man. But so that someone may be fit to discern when it belongs to every one and according to the thing itself, we say that this topic of this consideration is useful to one destroying, namely that he inspect whether the account which describes the property is not said of every thing of which the name of the subject is said. Likewise, if of whatever the name is said, of that same thing the account which belongs to the property is not said; and conversely, if neither the proper account nor its name is said, so that they would be predicated conversely of one another, then it will not be a property. But for one establishing it is useful by considering in the opposite mode, if of whatever the name is said, the account of the property is always said of the same; and conversely, if of whatever the account is said, the name or subject is predicated. But it is called the account of the property because it is posited for determining, just as the account which is definition is. And it is called the subject name because, just as the name of the defined thing is related to the definition, so the subject is related to the property, with respect to this, that it is declared through the property rather than with respect to quantity, as was said in what preceded.

Then one destroying must consider, with respect to this condition of property, namely to be predicated conversely, also that if the name is not said of every thing of which the account is said, and conversely, if the account is not said of every thing of which the name is said, then what is said to belong as property will not be a property. An example is that animal capable of discipline is said of every man, and conversely to have a soul; therefore to have a soul will be the property of animal.

Then destructively one ought to have consideration with respect to this consideration or condition of property, namely not to be predicated in what it is; but the what in the definition of property is the subject posited in the definition of its proper passion. Hence one destroying must consider whether someone has assigned the very subject whose passion is proper, so that the subject itself also is the property of that which is in the subject. For then what is posited in this way will not be a property. An example is one who assigned that it is fire to be the most subtle body: since fire is the subject, and being the most subtle of bodies is a passion or property, he assigned such a subject to be predicated as the property; the most subtle body would not be the property of fire. Fire is predicated in what it is, but to be the most subtle of bodies is predicated in what quality; and on account of the subject it will be the property of that passion or property which is said to be in the subject. The reason for this is that, if this is said, it follows that one and the same thing will be the property of many things differing even in species; for in the same subject there are many things differing even in species, which nevertheless are said as properties of the substance alone. According to this, therefore, the property of all these will be that it will be their subject.

Against this, however, certain people object that, if many properties belong to one subject, all these are converted with the subject predicated; but whatever things are converted with one and the same thing are also converted among themselves; therefore those properties are converted among themselves, and thus one is the property of another, which is false. But to this it must be said that properties are here spoken of broadly, namely whatever things belong to every one and to it alone, as grammar and music belong to man according to aptitude; and then it is unsuitable for the subject to be called the property of those things which are in the subject, because in this way man will be the property of grammar, and the property of music and whiteness and of many other things, which is contrary to the nature of property, which belongs to one and to it alone according to species.

But for one establishing, this consideration is useful by considering in the opposite mode also if someone has assigned that which is in the subject as a passion to be the property of the subject. For since this is predicated in what quality and not in what, it will be the property which was posited by the adversary to be not a property, provided that it is predicated of one thing alone according to species, as has been said. An example is one who said that it is proper to earth that it is the heaviest body in its species. For he assigned a property to the subject which is said of the thing of the subject alone, and as property is predicated in what quality; and therefore the property of earth will be rightly posited.

Then, by another consideration under the same condition of property, namely that it is not predicated in what it is, looking to the genus which is the what in the definition, one destroying must consider whether someone has assigned a property which is referred to the subject according to participation. For then what has been posited to be a property will not be a property, because belonging according to participation conduces to something belonging substantially as genus and difference do. Hence such a what participates in the subject, and will not be a property, but a certain substantial difference said of some species of a genus which it constitutes. An example is that one who said that the property of man is walking and two-footed did not assign it as a property; for here he assigned a difference as the property of man according to participation of that which conduces to what-it-is-to-be; and therefore walking and two-footed will not be the property of man, but a substantial difference.

According to this consideration, in every way, one establishing must consider whether someone has assigned a property not according to participation of that which participates in the subject itself, and whether what he assigned does not signify the substantial what-it-is-to-be of the thing, but is an accidental predicate in what quality; yet it also belongs to it alone, and the subject thing is predicated conversely of it. For example, to be naturally apt to sense is the property of animal. For this neither assigned the property as said participatively of the species, nor as signifying what it is to be; and yet the subject thing is predicated conversely of it. Therefore what has been posited of animal, namely that it is naturally apt to sense, will be right.

Then, considering property with respect to that which follows upon the condition of property which is to belong to every one and to it alone, for upon that follows that the property posited belongs simultaneously with the subject, and neither before nor after. Therefore one destroying must consider whether it happens that, once the subject is posited, the property belongs simultaneously. I mean simultaneously in time and consequence, and not simultaneously in cause and nature. But if it happens that it belongs either before or after the subject whose name becomes known through the property, then what was posited to be a property will not be a property. But when it will be a property, this is because it sometimes does not follow upon it; but when it happens that the belonging of it is earlier or later, it will not be a property sometimes nor always, because it does not always follow upon the subject and precede it, as that which happens to belong to some subject before the subject, or to belong to something after the subject, is not a property. An example is walking through the forum, which happens to be before and after man; and therefore walking through the forum will not be a property of man sometimes, nor will it always be a property, that is, sometimes it will not be a property, nor will it always be a property. And this is not understood as certain people say, that it is neither property when nor property always, but rather that it is not and will not be a property; and therefore it will always not be a property. For it happens both that walking through the forum belongs to someone before it belongs to man, and that it happens to someone later than to man; and therefore walking through the forum will be a property of man neither sometimes nor always.

But for one establishing, according to the same consideration, one must consider through the opposite mode that the assigned property belongs simultaneously with the subject of necessity according to time and consequence, although nevertheless it is neither a substantial difference nor a definition, but is nothing of substantial being. For then it will be the property which, from the opposite side, has been posited not to be a property. An example is that animal capable of discipline, which is the property of man, and man, which is the subject, exist simultaneously and of necessity according to the consequence: when one is posited the other is posited, and conversely. Yet animal capable of discipline is neither the difference of man, nor the genus, nor the definition of man. Therefore what has been stated will be a true and right property of man.

Then again, by considering that which follows this condition, namely to belong to it alone, the property is destroyed. Therefore one destroying must consider the property if, of things the same in species insofar as they are the same in species, there is not the same property. For property, as Boethius says, is an accident of the species; and therefore there is one property of all those participating in that species. And if it is not the same, what has been posited will not be a property. An example is in morals: because it is not proper to what is to be pursued that it seems good to certain people, so that what is to be pursued would be that which seems good to certain people. For what is to be pursued and what is to be chosen are the same in the species of the appetible; and it is not proper to what is to be chosen to seem good to certain people. Therefore neither is it proper to what is to be pursued, because many things to be pursued, which are to be chosen, do not seem good to certain people. But what is to be pursued and what is to be chosen are the same species.

According to the same consideration, through the opposite, one constructing must consider whether, for the same species insofar as it is the same in species, there is the same property. For then it will be the property which was posited by the adversary not to be a property. An example is that of man insofar as he is man, it is proper to have a threefold soul, that is, a soul of three powers. But the topic of this consideration is useful not only in property, but also in accident, because just as of the same things insofar as they are such there is the same property, so for the same things insofar as they are such, it is necessary for the same thing to happen, or not to belong, in accidents which are caused by the subject.

Then property is also compared not only according to identity simply, but also according to identity in a certain respect, which is identity of genus and species. Hence one destroying must consider whether, of those things which are the same in subaltern species, the assigned property is not always the same in species. An example is this: since man and horse are the same in subaltern species, and being moved in itself and standing in itself are properties of the same species, and it is not the property of horse always to be moved in itself or by itself, therefore neither is it the property of man always to be moved in itself or by itself. And just as it is not the property of horse always to stand in itself, so it is not the property of man always to be moved by itself. For to be moved and to stand in itself is always the same in species, because each is from one cause, namely that it is a processive animal. For this alone has the fact that it is moved in itself and stands in itself, as is said in Physics VIII; for according as it is a processive animal, each of these happens to it.

Next to this same point, it occurs that one establishing must consider whether, of those things which are the same in subaltern species, there is always the same property. Then it follows that what was said by the adversary not to be a property is rightly posited as belonging as property. For example, since man, who is the same in species with horse, has as property being walking and two-footed, but the property of that which is the same in subaltern species with man will be being flying and two-footed, which is the same in species with that which is walking; each of these subjects and properties is the same in species, in that both of these are species under the same proximate subaltern genus, since they are under animal; but these properties, walking and two-footed, as also flying and two-footed, are as differences of the proximate genus, namely animal.

But this topic is false, because it does not seem to be general except in those cases in which property is referred to one species alone, as walking and two-footed is referred to man. For it is or happens in certain things which are the same in subaltern species that one of the properties belongs to one species alone, while the other does not belong to one alone, but to several, and does not belong to one alone. Thus man and horse are the same in species, and walking two-footed and walking four-footed are the same in species; and it does not follow, if walking two-footed is the property of man, that walking four-footed is the property of horse, since it belongs to several and not to horse alone.
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But because it has already been said that of things the same in species and diverse in number there is the same property and the same in number, and that diverse is said in many ways, there is work against the one who, sophistically in order to obstruct, takes same and diverse in assigning the property of one thing and of some one thing alone, because it is work to know what is one in number only. For by an accident the subject is the same in number, although nevertheless in it there are things diverse in species and genus, of which there cannot be the same property. The first reason for this is that what belongs to some subject taken through itself, to which subject something else happens, is also seen to belong to the accident taken concretively with that subject, only because that accident happens when the subject taken through itself and the subject taken concretively with the accident are the same in number. Thus what belongs to man as taken through himself will also belong to white man taken concretively with the accident, since man and white man are the same in number; and therefore what will belong to white man will belong also to man for the same cause.

Nevertheless someone obstructing sophistically will accuse or reject such properties with rebuke, since the subject according to itself and the subject taken with an accident are not the same. But he will accuse by doing or saying that what belongs to the subject taken according to itself is one thing, and by making the subject itself taken concretively with the accident another. For example, he will say that to be man taken according to himself is one thing, but white man another, and thus he will say that the properties are diverse. Furthermore, by another argument led to the same point, one obstructing in such a way will also say that the habit of an accident taken in abstraction is diverse from that which, said concretively, is informed according to the habit of the accident. For if these are the same, then it follows that what belongs to the habit as property will also belong to that which is informed according to the habit, and denominatively it also belongs to the habit from which it is denominated to belong. For example, since a knower is said denominatively to be disposed and informed by science, and habit and subject are diverse genera of essence, it will not be the property of science to be irreprovable under reason. For this is the property of the knower, who, diverse from science, will be irreprovable under reason; and thus he says that there are diverse properties of the same thing in number.

But the solution of this is that, for the one constructing the introduced problem, namely that also of things the same in species there is the same property, it must be said that the subject to which something happens and the accident taken concretively with that to which it happens are not simply a diverse subject. But since they are the same in supposit, one is not said to be other than the other, because belonging to such things is according to diverse forms. For since to be man belongs to man taken through himself from the substantial form, and to be white man belongs to white man through an accidental form, therefore it is the property of that which is taken as the same in number, but not the same property insofar as it is gathered together by diverse essences.

Furthermore, to the one who says that because of cases, that is, because of the diverse inflection of the word, the principal and the taken term indeed have a diverse inflection: for diverse properties of subject and accident, or of the taken and the principal, so that there is also the same property, are bent in diverse ways to concrete and abstract, or principal and taken, to which they are referred as to subject. Because by taking it so, neither knower, which states the concrete, is properly irreprovable under reason, by signifying the property neutrally as an essence standing through itself, as irreprovable under reason is indeed the name of the property; and so that it may be signified as informing the subject and as an adjective of substantives. Nor, properly speaking, is science irreprovable under reason, but a certain irreprovable thing, since science is signified as an abstract standing by itself; and therefore it ought properly to be designated through an adjective. It is substantivized here, although it ought to be said in that way, except that one who presses by obstructing must be opposed wholly, or in every way, lest he have occasion for cavilling. Otherwise it would have sufficed to say that the subject through itself and the subject formed by an accident are the same as subject, and thus their property is the same; but according to the formal being of diverse forms they are diverse, and thus they have diverse properties.
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Now, with property determined in this way through the common conditions of property and through those things which follow upon them, one must consider how it is determined destructively and constructively through the substantial modes of properties deficient from true property, which belongs to every one, to it alone, and always. And first we shall give four considerations taken on the part of the property, and secondly we shall give six modes taken on the part of the subject. Then it will be taught how the problem concerning property is determined according to those modes.

Therefore we say that, after the considerations taken from the common conditions of property, one destroying a property must inspect whether someone assigning as property that which naturally, that is, according to the aptitude and order and power of nature alone, belongs, has assigned it in speech in this way according to the expression, as though it always belongs according to act. For then what has been posited as property will be seen sometimes to be moved, that is, removed from the subject; and this is contrary to the account of property, whose role is not to abandon the subject. But according to the expression, one who in the expression does not determine the special mode by which the property belongs signifies that it always belongs, because then in the speech nothing is understood except the mode of property simply. An example is one who said that it is proper to man to be two-footed. He indeed wishes or intends to assign not property simply, but a property that naturally, that is, according to the power and order of nature, belongs. But because he does not determine in the expression the special mode of property, there is left only the mode of property; for simply it signifies a property which simply belongs from act and always, and such is property. Therefore to be two-footed will not be the property of man, for not every man has two feet, because by accident of violence, or infirmity, or badness of matter in the formation of the generated thing, he can fail to have two feet according to act.

But one constructing the same problem must consider through the opposite mode whether someone wishes or intends to assign concerning property something which naturally belongs, and, signifying this by expression, determines it to belong in this mode, so that he says this to be naturally a property and not simply. For then it follows that he signifies that it belongs according to nature and is not removed, that is, not removed from the subject, but always belongs according to the aptitude and power of nature. An example is that one who assigned as the property of man that according to nature he is an animal capable of discipline wishes the expression to signify that it is naturally a property, and thus a property that will not be removed from the subject, but in this, that animal capable of discipline is the property of man according to nature. Although through occasion and accident of violence or infirmity it does not always belong, as is clear in youths and apoplectics and those injured in the brain, who are not capable of discipline.

Furthermore, a special mode of destroying property is to assign whatever properties are called properties as belonging according to something else prior, such as the subject itself which is prior by nature and causality, or as prior like the subject itself; indeed it is work, that is, labor, to assign the property of such subjects. For if he assigned the property of that thing under which, according to something else, the property of that thing belongs, then the property will be true of the prior and of all the parts of it, and thus it does not belong to it alone. But if he did not posit the property of the prior taken according to itself, then the property will also be true of the prior and of all the parts of it, and thus it does not belong to it alone. But if he posited the property of the prior taken according to itself, then the property will be predicated of that which is according to something, and thus the property does not belong to the subject according to itself; and thus again it will not be a property, because to belong to the subject is one of the substantial conditions of property. An example is this: if someone assigned to some colored thing a property which belongs to surface, by saying that surface is colored something, then it will be true also of body terminated by surface to say that body is colored; and if he says that the property is that body is colored, it will also be true of surface and it will be predicated that it is colored; and thus it will not be true that, of that of which the account which is the property is predicated, the name which is the subject is also predicated.

Nevertheless there is a question concerning the essential conditions of property, namely that of that of which the account which is the property is predicated, the name signifying the subject also be predicated. But in this way surface is predicated of body, and body is not predicated of surface; yet of these there is predicated here, in this assigned mode, the property which is to be colored, which belongs first according to surface and later according to body. These, therefore, are the substantial conditions of the modes of property, which must be assigned through a determination made in the expression.

Therefore, indeed, it happens in certain such properties that some error is made for the most part, because in the expression circumlocuting the property it is not determined by which special mode and for which subjects. For the property is determined by subjects, or the property is posited or assigned of those antecedent or consequent subjects. Therefore, when the four modes in which such and such a mode is not determined in expression have been enumerated, it is possible to err concerning property. Therefore we say that all attempt to assign either what naturally belongs, because property flows from the natural and essential things of the subject, and this is the first mode taken according to the nature of the proper subject, as it is said that to be two-footed is the property of man; or what belongs as now and to some one, as it is posited as the property of some man to have only four fingers through a defect of nature or through violence of infirmity, and this is the second mode; or what is consequent upon the species, for example, it is proper to fire to be the most subtle of bodies, because the species of fire is preserved only in the most subtle, and this is the third mode; or what follows nature simply, that is, universally, for example it is said to be the property of animal to live by manifest life, because to live by hidden life has more of the modes of body than of soul, whose proper effect is to live, and this indeed is taken or caused from the substantial things of the subject, or from things deficient from them, and this is the fourth mode. Or the mode of property inhering according to something in the subject itself is assigned, for example, it is assigned to soul that it is prudent, which belongs according to reason, and this mode is the fifth. For through something other than the rational part no one is prudent except through reason, to which prudence belongs as to what is prior; and this is the sixth mode. Or as that which belongs to the subject in that it has something else, as it may be said to be the property of the knower to be irreprovable under the reason by which what belongs belongs, and it belongs through the science which the prudent man has; and this is the seventh mode. For for the knower to be irreprovable under reason is nothing other than to have something by which he is irreprovable under reason. Or it is assigned in that which is had, to which it belongs by grace of that which is had, as it is posited as the property of science to be irreprovable under reason; for this belongs to the knower in that science irreprovable under reason is had by him, and this is the eighth mode. Or the property is assigned in that which is participated by something, as an essentially superior is participated by some inferior, as it is said to be the property of animal to sense, because the sensible is participated by it; and this is the ninth mode. For something else which is inferior to it also senses, as man does, but it senses only as already participating this which is sensible. Or property is signified in that something else participates, as an inferior participates its superior, as it is said to be the property of some animal to live in that it participates life or the principle of life, and this is the tenth mode. The first four of these modes are taken with respect to the property. But the six later modes are taken with respect to the modes of the subject, as is commonly said.

But the introduced modes can be assigned thus: every property either is property simply and deficient in nothing from the account of property, and thus it is truly property; or it is deficient in some respect from the account of property, and then it is property in a certain respect and not truly. But if it is deficient from the account of property, since property simply consists either in belonging to it alone or in belonging to every one. If it is deficient in that which is every, which belongs to every one, to it alone, and always, then either it is deficient in that which is every, and it is property of the species which belongs to one only, as will be clear below. But if it is deficient from that which is to belong always, this happens in two ways. For either it regards time simply determined according to the order of nature, and this is the property which naturally belongs; or it regards time determined as now, and thus it is property as now. But if it is deficient from that which is to belong to it alone, this also belongs to another subject, and then those two to which the property belongs either are related to one another so that one is of the essence of the other, or they are not so related that one is of the essence of the other. If they are so related that one is of the essence of the other, then it is the property which is participated, or where that of whose essence the remaining thing is occurs; and thus it is truly property in that it participates. But if one is not of the essence of the other, then the subjects to which the property belongs are accidentally related to one another; and then they are related to one another according to the order of receiving the property either equally, or according to prior and posterior. If according to prior and posterior, then either it is the property of that to which it belongs through the prior, and thus it is the property which belongs first; or it belongs to that to which it belongs through the posterior, and then it is the property which belongs according to another. But if they are related equally to the receiving of the property, then either the property is assigned of that which has, and thus it is called property in that it has; or it belongs to that which is had, and thus there is an acceptance of properties.

Nevertheless the number and order of the prior modes is better gathered from those things which have been said in the explanation of the individual modes, as can be clear to anyone diligently considering, through the things which have been said, what has been said concerning the individual modes on the part of the mode of properties, or on the part of the subjects from which properties are taken.
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Now, alongside the modes, error happens in the assignment of properties from the fact that in the expression it is not explicitly determined how the property is assigned. Therefore one who, in assigning a property belonging according to nature, does not add this determination, naturally, by which the property is determined to be assigned not simply but according to the aptitude of nature, errs; because it happens that what naturally belongs does not belong to someone to whom it belongs naturally, as it is proper to man to have two feet; and this is the first error. But one who does not determine in the expression that this which belongs now, that is, that this which is assigned as now and designated, at some time will not be such as it now is, which does not belong to property, this is the second error, as one who says that it is proper to man to have only four fingers. But one assigning a property who does not indicate that as prior, or that what belongs according to that to which it first belongs, he posits in it, because it will not be true that of that of which the account which is the property is predicated, the subject name is also predicated, this is the third error. The example of this is one who assigned being colored as the property of surface or of body. But one who, in assigning a property, does not state beforehand in the expression, by determining in a certain respect, either in that which is to have, or in that which is to be had, the property which he assigned as property, has erred, because the property which he assigned will belong to one alone and not to the one having. But if he assigned the property to the one having and the thing had, and conversely, it will belong. An example of this is that irreprovable under reason is the property of science or of the knower, as has already been said above; and this is the fourth error. But one who has pre-signified in the expression that he assigned the property in that which participates or is participated has erred, because the property will belong also in certain other subjects than in the subject to which the property is posited to belong. For if he assigned the property in that which indeed participates, then that property will belong to all participating things; if he assigned it in that which is participated, then it follows that it will belong to all things which are participated, for example if someone assigned living as the property of some one such as man. But one who assigned property and species, and who divides, that is, distinguishes the property which belongs by species, saying in the expression that he assigned the property by species, has erred, because according to his assignment it will belong to one alone which is under that subaltern species of whose subaltern species he assigned the property. And this is the reason: because what is said according to superabundance belongs and will belong to one alone, as fire signifies as property to be the lightest of bodies.

Hence even of some who assign a property by species, even when by determining he says that he assigned the property by species, he still errs; because in such properties he added one sole most special species of those properties which are also called by proper superabundance, when by determining according to a certain respect the property belongs, that is, he assigned the property by species. For it does not happen in certain subaltern species that such a property belongs to it as its property, as in fire; for there is not one species, that is, only the species of fire, but it has under itself most special species. For fire is divided into the fire which is coal, and into the fire which is flame, and into the fire which is light; and it is divided in this species because these are diverse species of fire. And on account of this, when by determining it is declared that the property is assigned by species, it is necessary that there be a species diverse from others and divided, and the most special species of that which is said to be the property by species; because one fire belongs according to more, and another according to less, or according to more and less, than what has been stated and assigned to belong as property, as is clear in fire, whose property is to be the most subtle of bodies. But fire has species which are light, flame, and coal, and each of these is fire; and on account of this it is not necessary that there be a diverse species when it is said by determining by species, but that it be most special, when that which has been stated as the property in subaltern species belongs to some species according to more and to another according to less. For example, among the species of fire, light is the most subtle, for it is subtler than coal and flame. But this, which is according to more and less, ought not to be predicated as property when the name, that is, the species according to the name of the species, is not predicated according to more of that of which the account, that is, the property, is predicated, and is true according to more and less. But if the property ought not to be said according to more and less of every thing of some same species, then neither will the name, that is, the species, be said according to more and less of the same things. But this is false, because fire is said according to more and less of coal and flame and light. Therefore also the property, to be the most subtle of bodies, will be according to less in coal, according to more in flame, and according to most in light.

Furthermore, according to this it happens that the same property belongs to that which is simply the species and to that which is most such; and thus what is said through superabundance does not belong to one alone, as was said of fire, this property which is to have itself as the most subtle of bodies. For this is the property of fire simply, and the same will be the property of light; for light is the most subtle among the species of fire. It is unsuitable for property to be predicated according to more and less while the species is not predicated according to more and less. And the cause of this is that property, as Boethius says, flows from the principles of the species; and therefore, when the principles are predicated according to more and less, it is unsuitable that the property, which is as it were an account declaring the species, not be predicated according to more. Furthermore, if there were the same property of that which is simply and of that which is most, the property would not be assigned toward true property, because this belongs to one alone.

But toward all the stated modes in which error occurs in positing a property, we will be fit in this way: when someone disputes against us while assigning a property in this way, as has been said, we must attempt to press against him. But occasion for pressing must not be given to the same person; and this is when we ourselves assign property in such a way:

for then our adversary would be provoked by pressing us; hence, when a property is posited, it must be determined at once, lest an occasion for pressing be given to the adversary.

And from those modes it is clear that there are nine considerations elicited concerning the nine things that are not truly properties; but concerning true property no consideration is posited, because it would be useless, since a true property is posited without determination.
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Next, by considering the subject whose property is assigned, one must consider whether he has posited the same thing in name and definition as the property of the same thing; for then what has been posited to be a property will not be a property. The reason for this is that it indicates the same being: either implicitly, if it is the same in name, or explicitly, if it is the same in definition; but what indicates being is not a property but a definition, provided that definition is taken broadly for everything that implicitly or explicitly indicates the being of the thing. Thus, since one who said that the property of the honorable is the becoming or the beautiful: for the becoming in morals, or the beautiful, is the same as the honorable, as Tullius says. Therefore one assigning a property in this way has erred, because in morals the becoming, the beautiful, and the honorable are the same. Therefore the becoming is not a property of the honorable.

But alongside the same consideration, taken by opposition, one who is constructing must inspect whether someone assigned as the property of the same thing not the same thing, but something diverse in beings, nevertheless predicated conversely of the subject; for then what was posited by the adversary not to be a property will be a property. The example of this is that one who posits that the property of animal is that it is animate substance has not posited the same thing as the property of the same thing; and he assigned as a property that which is conversely predicated; therefore animate substance is a property of animal. And it must be understood that animate substance is said in two ways: as composed of soul and body, the soul containing the body, and in this way it is not a property, but something indicating the being of the animate as a definition. Animate substance is also said as substance having animation and a habit related to act; and in this way being animated is consequent upon the being of animal; and in this way it is a property predicated conversely; and in this way a plant does not have a perfect soul from which there is a manifest motion of life, but, as is said in the book On Plants, it has a part of a part of soul according to the motion of increase and nourishment and generation.

Next, because in homogeneous things the account of whole and part is the same, one who is destroying must consider that, in those things which are of like parts, if what is the property of the whole is not true of the part, so that it is truly predicated of the part, then what has been posited to be a property will not be a property. Likewise one must consider whether in such things the property which is assigned to the part is not predicated of the whole; for then again, because the account and species which is the form of part and whole is the same, what has been posited to be a property will not be a property. For in some homogeneous things it happens that this is done, or that the property of the whole is assigned in such a way that it belongs to the universe and not to the part, and sometimes that what belongs to the part does not belong to the whole universe. For someone will assign a property in such wholes that are of like parts sometimes indeed by looking at or inspecting the universal whole and not the part, and sometimes by looking at or inspecting that which belongs particularly to the part and is particular, and not by inspecting the whole, although nevertheless the universal whole and the part are of the same account. And thus someone, understanding his very self or directing his understanding, sometimes inspects the whole and not the part, and sometimes the part and not the whole; for then neither will be a property assigned by reason, and therefore it will not be a property. The example of this, looking to the universal and not to every part, is one who says that the property of the sea is that it is very much salty water; for he posited this as the property of the same whole which is of like part. But he assigned such a property as is not true of every part, because not every part is very much water; for some perhaps small and scant part will not be sea. For every part of the sea is sea, yet not very much salty water; therefore it will not be the property of the sea that it is very much salty water. An example in one considering the part and not the whole is one who posited as the property of air that it is breathable; for he posited this as the property of something which is of like part. But he posited such a property as is true of some part of air, and is not said to be true of the whole universal air; for not all air is breathable, but only that which cools in the breast of the one breathing; therefore breathable will not be the property of air.

But one who is constructing, alongside the same consideration, must consider by opposition whether that which is posited as a property in such things is truly predicated of each thing that is a part of such a whole, and not truly also through the universe. The example of this is that it is true of all, or the whole, earth at once to be borne downward according to nature; but this same thing is also a property, even of anything that is a part, any part of earth, according to the universe, or through the nature of the universe, it is a part of the same species. For then according to earth, that is, according to the nature and species of earth which is preserved in the part, being borne downward according to nature will be a property of earth. But it must be noted that the universe is called a homogeneous whole, because each part participates in the whole by one account, as subjective particulars participate in the species; but other wholes do not mean a universe.
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CHAPTER I. On inspection in the four genera of opposites, and from disparates.

Next, for determining the problem concerning property, it must be considered through oppositions taken from opposites; and among opposites one must first consider contraries, because the opposition of contraries is the opposition of an absolute being to an absolute being. Therefore one who is destroying must consider whether two subjects are contrary, and whether two properties are contrary predicates, so that two are compared to two; for if the contrary is not the property of the contrary, neither will the remaining thing be the property of the remaining thing. The example of this is that justice and injustice are contrary subjects, and best and worst are two contrary subjects; and to be best is not the property of justice; therefore neither is worst the property of injustice.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration by opposition: for if the contrary is the property of the contrary, the proposed thing is also the property of the proposed thing. The example of this is: good and evil are contrary subjects; to-be-chosen and to-be-fled are contrary predicates; and to-be-chosen is the property of good; therefore to-be-fled is also the property of evil.

Secondly, considerations must be drawn from opposites relatively, both in beings in a qualified respect and in beings absolutely. Therefore one who is destroying must consider in relatives whether two subjects are relative, and whether two properties are relative; and if one of the relatives is not the property of one subject which is toward the other, the remaining thing will not be the property of the remaining thing. Thus double is said relatively toward half; and there are two subjects, exceeding and exceeded, just as two properties; but exceeding is not the property of double; therefore exceeded will not be the property of half. But there is no force in the example; nevertheless it can be said that double is in more things than exceeding, because double is in discrete and continuous things; but exceeding is properly in discrete things, in which an abounding number is called exceeding; and thus double and exceeding are not converted; and so exceeding will not be a property of double. Or let it be said that exceeding is in triple and quadruple and in a manifold cause; and therefore it is not a property of double, but is in more; and it is not converted with double, and therefore is not its property.

But one who is constructing must use that consideration in the opposite way, also if of the subject which is toward another, that which is toward another will be a property, and of that which is toward another, as the correlative of the proper subject, it will be the property said relatively toward the property of the other correlative. The example of this is that double is said relatively toward half; but two correlatives are said toward one; and it is the property of double to have itself as two to one; it will be the property of half to have itself as one to two. And it must be noted that one and two are relatives neither according to the intentions of the names toward each other, nor according to thing and being, but they are referred to each other in the account of exceeding and exceeded.

Thirdly, one must consider in opposites according to privation and habit; and this opposition is between being simply and non-being which nevertheless posits something in a genus. For destroying the problem concerning property, one must consider when there are two subjects opposed according to privation and habit, and two predicated properties having a like opposition. For if the habit which is the subject will not have as property this property which is said according to habit, neither will the privation which is the subject opposed to the former have as property the other thing which is said according to privation, nor will the habit which is the subject have as property this property which is said according to privation. The example of this is that insensibility simply will not be said to be the property of deafness, because they are not converted; rather insensibility is in more things. Nor will it be the property of hearing to be sense or sensitivity simply, on account of the same cause.

But one who is constructing must consider in the opposite mode by the same consideration thus: if that property which is said according to habit is the property of the subject which is the habit, then privation will also be the property of the privation which is the subject. Thus, since sight has seeing as property, or discerning by sight, according to this which we call the possessed habit of sight, it will be the property of blindness not to see, or not to be discerning according to sight, insofar as we do not have sight, or insofar as we are deprived of the habit of sight.

Next, for the consideration of this problem one must consider opposites contradictorily; this contradiction is between being and non-being which posits nothing. First, indeed, in those cases in which two predicates, taken affirmatively or negatively, are referred to the same subject, one according to affirmation and the other according to negation. And the first consideration is from the predicates themselves which are predicated of one subject. And this place is useful only for one who is destroying. Yet it could seem to someone that it is also constructive through this which is said, that of anything affirmation or negation is true. To this it must be said that the discourse here should not be about affirmation and negation as true, but that this response should be about the negation of an instituted term, as is clear, because although the instituted term is denied of something, nevertheless the affirmation of the instituted term of the same thing does not follow; for it does not follow: he is not not-just; therefore he is just. Thus, if affirmation, or what is according to affirmation, is the property of some subject, negation, or what is said according to negation, will not be the property of the same subject; and conversely, if negation, or what is said according to negation, is the property of something, affirmation, or what is said according to affirmation, will not be the property of the same thing. For this holds in contradictory properties according to the consequence which is in it, which is in contradictories, and by reason of the convertibility of the terms; for in others it would not hold, as since being animated is the property of animal, being not animated will not be the property of animal.

Secondly, one must consider in those cases in which two properties are referred to two subjects as predicates according to affirmation, or as not predicated according to negation, and of which subjects they are predicated or not predicated or denied. One who is destroying must use this consideration and say that if the affirmation of the affirmation is not a property, neither will the negation of the negation be a property; and conversely, if the negation of the negation is not a property, neither will the affirmation of the affirmation be a property. The example of this is that animal is not a property of man, nor will non-animal be a property of non-man; and conversely, if non-animal does not seem to be the property of non-man, neither will being animal be the property of man.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration in the opposite way: for if the affirmation of the affirmation is a property, the negation of the negation is also a property, and conversely. For the sake of an example, if not living with manifest life is the property of non-animal, living will be the property of animal. But if living is taken as the property of animal, not living will also seem to be the property of non-animal; and it holds in these according to the consequence made in the very thing on account of the cause stated above.

Still thirdly through contradictories, according as two subjects to which one predicate is referred are concerned, one who is destroying must consider whether that which has been assigned as the property of affirmation, or of the affirmed subject, will not also be the same affirmed thing as the property of negation; and whether what has been assigned as the property of negation with respect to the same thing will not be the property of affirmation; for it will not be the property of affirmation and negation. The example of this is that, since being animated is the property of animal, being animated will not be the property of non-animal; and since being not animated is the property of non-animal, animal will not have as property being the same thing.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration thus: because if the property which has been assigned by someone is not the property of affirmation, then it will be the property of negation. But this place is false in certain cases; for affirmation is not the property of negation, nor conversely, because affirmation does not belong wholly, that is, universally, to negation, so that it follows upon it; but negation belongs to affirmation, so that negation follows upon affirmation, yet it belongs to it as a property. For it follows: this man is a man; therefore he is not an ass. But it does not follow: this man is not an ass; therefore he is a man 1. Nevertheless some say that affirmation and negation can be considered in two ways. First according to intention, and thus neither is in the other; secondly, as integral part and whole, and thus negation is in affirmation as an integral part, because "man runs" has as its part what is said, "man does not run." The first exposition is better. But the cause why it does not hold is that the same thing cannot be the property of several things; for affirmation cannot be the property of negation, nor negation of affirmation. For affirmation does not follow upon negation, but negation follows upon affirmation, yet not conversely as property, but because disparates are received by the division of proper differences.

Next, after the inspection of opposites, one who is destroying the problem concerning property must take a consideration from those things which are divided contrariwise, just as disparate species under one genus are received as diverse through division; because, in the way that division is made by coaequals, one who is destroying must consider whether the species is divided from what is diverse, and whether the properties are similarly divided from what is diverse. Then one must consider whether none of the other properties besides the assigned property belongs to the remaining species besides the assigned species; for then the posited property is not the property of the assigned species. For instance, if such a division of properties is made: of animals, one is sensible, another intelligible. Likewise of animals, one is god, another man. If sensible animal is the property of none of the others apart from the gods, intelligible animal will not be the property of god. And god is called an intelligible animal from being animated, because the ancients used to say that those things which are heavenly are animals and immortal; calling animal that which has soul through life and motion, as Apuleius says in the book On the God of Socrates, and they used to speak of intelligence through an agent and moving intellect and not through an acquired intellect. But nevertheless, as regards the consideration, there is not much force in the example. For sensible is not the property of mortal animals, but a difference; and similarly intelligible is not the property of god, but a difference.

But this same consideration must also be used in the opposite mode thus: if of the remaining subjects which are divided from what is diverse, or are taken through division, the thing taken for each through division is a property, so that to each of them there corresponds a property from what is diverse along with the assigned property of the divided things, then the remaining property which has been contrariwise divided with the others will be the property of the assigned species, of which it had been posited by the adversary not to be a property. Thus if virtues are divided in the manner of species into prudence, temperance, and fortitude, and the posited motive powers of the soul are divided into rational, concupiscible, and irascible, participating in reason in some way: if it is conceded that the property of prudence is that it is naturally fitted through itself to be the virtue of the rational power whose act it perfects, it follows that the property of temperance is that through itself it is naturally fitted to be the virtue and perfection for the act of the concupiscible power, and fortitude is the virtue and perfection for the act of the irascible power.

Notes

	Negation therefore follows affirmation, but not conversely; and this is also gathered in the second book of On Interpretation. (Negatio ergo sequitur affirmationem, sed non e converso: et hoc colligitur etiam II Perihermenias.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. On considerations taken from cases, from similars and proportionals in being, being generated, being corrupted, and things of this sort.

Now an extrinsic place is taken from things agreeing essentially and accidentally. Essentially, indeed, as a case; accidentally, however, as the similar, the proportionable, more and less, and things of this sort. Therefore next, after opposites, which are most of all extrinsic, for one wishing to destroy the problem concerning property, one must consider whether the case of the proposed property is not the property of the case of the assigned subject; for then it follows that neither in the proposed matter will the case be a property. For example, because of that which is justly, that which is well is not the property, nor will good be the property of the just; for if the case is removed from the case, the name also is removed from the name.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration in the opposite way: if a case is the property of a case, then also the name is the property of the name, and conversely. Thus, since to be a walkable biped is proper to man, it will also be proper to man to be called a walkable biped according to case, so that he is also said to walk bipedally. But this consideration from cases is not only in the opposite, but in the nature of opposites, just as was said in the prior places of this science where cases were being treated. For if it is the property of being done justly to be done well, it is also the property of being done unjustly to be done badly.

Therefore one who is destroying must use this place thus: that if the case of the opposite is not the property of the case of the opposite, then neither in the proposed case is it the property of the proposed case. The example of this is: for if it is the property of what is to be done justly to be done well, and the property of what is to be done unjustly is to be done badly.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration by the opposite mode: if the case of the opposite is the property of the case of the other opposite, then also in the proposed matter the case of this opposite is the property of the case of that opposite; as, if it is the property of good to be best, as it is the property of good through itself to be best among the goods which are useful, delightful, and honorable, then it will also be the property through itself of evil to be worst; and concerning these it must be formed thus: if to be best is the case of good through itself, to be worst is the case of evil through itself.

Next one must also inspect those things which have themselves similarly in proportion to another. For one wishing to destroy the problem concerning property, one must consider, if there are four things, of which the first has itself to the second as the third to the fourth: if the second is not the property of the first, the fourth will not be the property of the third. For if what has itself similarly is not the property of that which has itself similarly in proportion to it, neither in the proposed matter will what has itself similarly be the property of that which has itself similarly. The example is this: since the builder has himself similarly to making a building, and the physician to making health, each makes by art; just as it is not the property of the physician always to introduce health from art, so it will not be the property of the builder to make or complete a building.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration by opposition: if what has itself similarly is the property of that which has itself similarly, because what has itself similarly in the same proportion is the property of that which has itself similarly in a similar proportion. The example of this is that the physician has himself similarly to preservation from the danger of illness, as the gyrustes, that is, the wrestler, to that which perfects good bodily condition. But the property of the gyrustes is that he is perfective of good bodily condition; therefore it will be the property of the physician to make health by preserving, or that in this way he is perfective of health. But it must be understood that in ancient cities the gyrustes was a master of wrestlings in races and fights and games; because, as Victorinus says, they were instituted for the good motion of bodies, and the excitation of heat, and the subtiliation of the blood, so that the body might be preserved in good disposition and density of flesh. And therefore it needed art for this, that he should institute games and fights and wrestlings, and when and with whom and where each should also exercise wrestlings upon the body. Among the inactive and sluggish the flesh is dissolved and loosened so that it receives what is harmful and loose, and cannot repel it from itself through heat grown dull; and such wrestlings are like the runs of the palestra in stadia. Therefore the racing of horses is called pypodroneum and dancing and things of this kind; for through these they preserved bodies lest they incur cachexy.

Next, by comparing one property to two subjects through a similar proportion, one must inspect from these subjects which thus, that is, similarly, have themselves to that property which is compared to them. And one who is destroying must consider whether what thus, that is, similarly, has itself is not the property of the subject which has itself similarly; then neither in the proposed matter will what thus has itself to the property be a property. But if of that which thus has itself in a similar relation, it is the property of that which thus has itself, then it follows that the same property which is the property of the prior subject is not the property of the second subject, to which it has itself similarly as to the first, just as it had been posited to be its property. And the cause of this is that the same property cannot be of two subjects differing in species. The example of this is that, if prudence has itself thus to the beautiful in morals and to the shameful, that it is the science of each of them, but for prudence to be the science of the beautiful is not a property, it follows that for it to be the science of the shameful will also not be its property. But if for prudence to be the science of the beautiful is a property, it follows that for it to be the science of the shameful is not its property; for it is impossible that the same thing be the property of several things, as was said. Hence this place is of no use to one constructing, because it has itself where one property is compared to several subjects. But one property cannot belong to several subjects; and if it is posited, property is destroyed.

Next, still for one destroying, in the likeness of relations one must consider things similarly related in being and generation and corruption. Therefore one who is destroying must inspect with respect to being and being generated, and not belonging and being corrupted: for if that property which is said according to being is the property of something said according to being, then also to be corrupted, that is, what is said according to corruption, will be the property of that subject which is said according to being corrupted. For that property which is said according to account will not be the property of that subject which is called animal generated, because it is not the property of man, when he is, to be animal, but it is consequent upon him; nor will it be the property of that which is man being generated to be animal generated, but it is generated by consequence; nor will it be the property of that which is man being corrupted to be animal corrupted, but it is corrupted by consequence. But the same must be taken conversely from the relation of that which is to be generated to being and being corrupted, and from being corrupted to being and being generated; and as has now been said in the last introduced consideration, from being to being generated and to being corrupted, for whichever of these three is compared to the other two, the relation will be similar as regards the receiving of a property.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration in the opposite way: if of that which is posited according to being, the property belongs to that subject which is posited according to being, then it will be a property. The reason for this is that also of that which is posited according to being generated, this property which is said according to being generated will be the property; and of that which is posited according to being corrupted, that which has been assigned according to being corrupted will be the property. The example of this is that the property of man taken according to being is to be mortal; then also of that which is man being generated, it is to be mortal generated; and of that which is man being corrupted, it is proper to be mortal corrupted. The same must be taken conversely, and from being generated and from being corrupted by arguing to being and to the properties which are from these in constructing, as was said, and in destroying, once the consideration shortly stated has been had; and because species is a certain likeness of individuals.

Next, after all that has been said concerning similars, one must inspect the species of the thing posited, or of the subject whose property is assigned, according to being and being generated and being corrupted. One who is destroying must consider whether the property which is assigned does not belong to that species to which it is assigned according to the being which it has in matter according to nature, or whether it does not belong to the species according as that which is the subject whose property has been assigned is said to be a species; for then what has been assigned to be a property will not be a property. The example of this is that, since this property which is to rest, that is, to be immobile, does not belong to the same man according as he has being in nature and in matter, insofar as man is in nature and in matter and is generated and corrupted, but belongs to man insofar as he is species and insofar as being generated and corrupted is from matter, it is clear that to rest is not the property of man.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration through the opposite mode: if the assigned property belongs to the species, and according as it is the property which is said or predicated of the same assigned subject, the subject of which subject it has been posited to be the property, then what was posited by the adversary not to be a property will be a property. The example of this is that, since it belongs as a property to the same animal which is in nature and in matter to be composed of soul and body, and belongs to it insofar as animal is according to being in nature, then this, to be composed of soul and body, will be the property of animal.
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Next, property must be determined from more and less. But we say more and less not in such a way that property is predicated of the subject according to more and less, because this is false, since the property belongs according to one and the same nature of the species, which does not receive more and less; but in such a way that more and less is referred to the subject according as it attains more and less the nature of the species of the subject to which the property is assigned. Therefore let us consider first according as more and less is compared to simply, and secondly we shall consider in these according as more and less are referred to each other. Therefore let us say that, for one who is destroying according to inspection toward more and less, one must consider whether what seems to be the property of that which is more, and seems more to be the subject, is not a property; neither will what is less and seems to be a property be the property of that which seems least to be the subject; nor will what seems most to be the property of that which seems most to be the subject be a property; then neither will what is simply be the property of that which is simply said to be the subject. The example of this is that since that which is to be more colored, of that which is more said to be a subject, as of body which is more said to be body, is not a property, neither will to be colored wholly and simply be the property of that which is body simply and wholly.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration by the opposite mode: that if what seems more to be the property of that which seems more to be the subject is a property, it also follows that what seems less to be the property of that which seems less to be the subject is a property; and what seems least to be a property will be the property of that which seems least to be the subject, and what is most will be the property of what is most, and what is simply property will be the property of what is simply. An example is that of the more living, what seems to be the property is what is more sensing, and of the less living, what seems to be the property is what is less sensing, and what is most sensing is the property of what is most living, and of what is simply, the property is what is simply sensing.

But in the same way from that which is simply toward the same things which are called less, least, and most, it must be considered in the same way. One who is destroying must consider whether what is simply the property of that which will be the subject simply is not a property; then neither will it be the property of the subject which is more; nor will what seems less to be a property be the property of that which seems less to be the subject; nor will what seems most to be a property be the property of that which seems most to be the subject; nor what seems least, of that which seems least to be the subject. The example of this is that, since to be studious does not seem to be the property of man, neither does to be more studious seem to be the property of more man.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration through the opposite mode thus: if what is simply is a property, then also what seems more to be the property of that which is more the subject is a property, and what is less of what is less, and what is least of what is least, and what is most is the property of what is most. The example of this is that, since it is the property of fire to be borne upward according to nature, then it will be the property of more fire to be borne more upward according to nature. But in the same way one must consider in all other cases, by arguing from any one of them to all the others and to any of the others which have been said in this way according to more and less, and most and least and simply.

But in the second mode, by comparing two predicates to two subjects, one who is destroying must consider as follows: sensing is more the property of animal than knowing is the property of man, because sensing follows every animal, but knowing does not follow every man. But sensing is not the property of animal, but a difference; therefore knowing will not be the property of man through the place from the greater. But one who is constructing must use this consideration through the place from the greater, so that if what seems less to be its property is a property of that of which it seems less to be a property, what seems more to be its property will also be the property of that of which it seems more to be. Thus, since to be gentle by nature seems less to be the property of man than living is of animal, and gentle by nature is the property of man, it follows that living is also a property of animal.

Thirdly, by comparing one predicate to two subjects according to more and less, one who is destroying must consider whether some predicate of that of which it seems more to be the property is not its property; then it will also not be the property of that of which it seems less to be the property among the two subjects to which it is compared, through the place from the greater. But it does not hold constructively; for it does not follow, if it is the property of that of which it seems more to be the property, that it is also the property of that of which it seems less to be the property. The example of this is that being colored seems more to be the property of surface than of body; but it is not of body, and it does not follow that therefore it is not of surface. But constructively it does not hold, because it does not follow, if it is the property of surface, that it is also the property of body. But this place is useful to no one constructing, as has been said, because it is impossible that one thing be the property of several things; and therefore, if it is constructed to be the property of one, the property of another cannot be constructed through more and less.

Fourthly, by comparing two subjects or properties to one subject according to more and less, one who is destroying must consider whether that which among two properties seems more to be the property of some subject is not the property of the same subject; then it follows that neither is that its property which seems less to be a property. The example of this is that sensing seems more to be the property of animal than being divisible does; but sensing is not the property of animal; therefore being divisible will not be the property of animal. But one who is constructing must use this consideration through the place from the greater, if, of two properties of some subject, what seems less to be the property is a property, and also what seems more. Thus sensing seems less to be the property of animal than living; but sensing is the property of animal; therefore living also is.
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Next, through the place from the similar, from those things which belong similarly, the problem concerning property must be determined, first by comparing two predicates or properties to two subjects. Therefore first, one who is destroying must consider whether one property, which is similar as regards belonging to one subject, to another property, which is similar as regards belonging to another subject, is not the property of that subject to which it similarly belongs; then neither will the proposed property which similarly belongs to the assigned subject be the property of that subject to which it similarly belongs. The example of this is that there are two subjects, the concupiscible and rational power, and two properties, desiring and reasoning; and for the concupiscible, similarly, there is desiring, and for the rational there is reasoning; these are properties following their subjects through their proper cases. If it is conceded that desiring is not the property of the concupiscible, it follows that reasoning also will not be the property of the rational.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration through opposition thus: that if the property of some subject is the property of that of which it is similarly the property, it will also be the property of this in the proposed and assigned subject, of which the property has similarly been assigned. The example of this is that it belongs to the rational that it is prudent and the habit of prudence, just as the concupiscible is a tempering habit; but the first and through itself habit of the rational power is prudent or of prudence; therefore the first and through itself habit of the concupiscible will also be tempering.

Secondly, through the place from the similar, by comparing predicates to one subject, one who is destroying must consider whether, with two properties similarly related to one subject, if what is similarly a property is not the property of that subject, it follows that neither will the proposed property, which similarly seems to be a property, be a property. For the sake of example, since seeing and hearing are similarly properties of man, and seeing is not the property of man, it follows that neither is hearing.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration in the opposite way thus, if what is similar, and what is similar, as is clear in the example posited in the text. As, for the soul, to be concupiscible is a property; and also for the first part of the soul, to be rational belongs to the first. But I say "first" because in first act there are powers, in second act there are powers of the soul, and in third act of man; because through power they belong to the soul, and through the soul they belong to man.

Thirdly, through the place from the similar, by comparing one predicate to two subjects, the problem concerning property must be determined. And in this way one who is destroying must consider whether that which is similarly proposed to two subjects is not the property of one of them; it follows that neither is it the property of the assigned subject to which it seems similarly to belong as a property; for it follows that it will not be the property of the other subject either. And the cause, already stated rather often, is that one property cannot properly or well belong to diverse subjects; for in that way it would be common, not proper. The example of this is that burning belongs similarly to flame as to coal; but burning is not the property of flame; therefore burning will also not be the property of coal, on account of the stated cause. And thus this place is not useful to one constructing.

But because in the foregoing the property has been determined through similar relations of proportions, what is taken here through the place from the similar is not superfluous; because that which is according to proportion from things having themselves similarly toward each other, or toward something, differs from that place which is from those things which similarly belong to the same or to diverse things, in this: that what is from things having themselves similarly according to proportion is taken from the likeness of relations, and must not be considered only in that another thing similarly belongs. But what is from similars is compared only from this, that it belongs similarly to someone or to several, if it is not taken through a similar comparison.
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TRACTATE IV. ON THE DETERMINATION OF CONTRACTED PROPERTY WITH RESPECT TO POTENCY AND ACTS, AND OF THE THING SAID ACCORDING TO SUPERABUNDANCE.

SINGLE CHAPTER.

Next, regarding property in some way special and contracted to what is said according to potency and act, and to what is said according to superabundance, one who is destroying must consider by this consideration whether someone, while assigning a property in potency to a subject existing in act, while the property is not existing, has assigned to this subject which is the property what is not, or what is in potency while not being contingent, that is, with a potency which is not, and which it happens not to be that which is not, while nevertheless that to which it belongs as a property exists; for then what has been posited to be a property will not be a property. An example: one who said that the property of air is that it is breathable assigned according to act a property which is a property in passive potency, which is not led into act except through another active and breathing thing. For this being which is air, or breathable, in order that it can be breathed, needs some active thing breathing with a breathing-apparatus; but he also assigned it to this in respect of that which is not or can not be a property, because when there is no animal that is naturally fitted to breathe air, it happens or is possible for air to be; yet it is not possible for air to be breathed in act when there is no breathing animal. On account of this, for air this thing which is to be breathed, or to be breathable, will not be a property, since an animal will not be of this sort so that it can breathe; therefore it will not be the property of air to be breathable.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration in the opposite way, so that if, by assigning a property as a being in potency to this subject which is in act, he assigned a property, or to this which is not in act but in such a potency as that property happens sometimes not to belong, then what was thought by the adversary not to be a property will be a property. The example of this is that one who assigned as the property of being simply that it is possible to suffer or to act, which is proper to the subject, either is simply, that is, in potency, indeed by assigning a property to this, assigned a property to that which is, yet not a property of being which is in act; and to be able to suffer and to act will at some time be a property. On account of this the property of being is that it is possible to suffer something else or to act. And note that it can be assigned according to the potency of matter, and thus nothing prevents a property from being assigned as a being in potency. But it can be assigned as passive potency related to some active thing, and thus a being in potency is badly assigned to a subject that is a being in act.

Next, one who is destroying must consider whether, from a subject not existing, it is said to be a property, if he posits a property through abundance; for then it will not be a property. For it happens to those assigning a property in this way that the account which is a property is not true of that of which it is a property; nevertheless it is not the property of the subject. For when the thing has been corrupted, the account which is a property will nonetheless be true, because still to some one from the number of those things which

are, the property will belong maximally, that is, through superabundance. The example of this is that, if someone assigns to fire as a property that it is the lightest body of bodies, then, when fire has been corrupted or posited not to exist, some other thing among the bodies remaining after fire is still the lightest; and nevertheless it will not then be the property of fire that it is the lightest of bodies.

But one who is constructing must use this consideration by considering whether someone has not assigned as property that which is through superabundance; and according to this the property has been well posited. But it must be noted that this consideration is referred to property by species, which was considered above; but there the property is destroyed if this consideration is not posited by species; here, however, it is destroyed from the fact that, when the subject has been destroyed, the property can still exist. It must be noted that above property was assigned as always. Hence where a property is said always to belong, it is in act, and this is that by the existence of which the subject can not be.

But if another objects that every property states an aptitude, and thus every property is in potency, it must be solved that aptitude is twofold: active, and that is in act; and passive, and that is in potency and not in act. Likewise, as to what is argued, that the breathable can not be through breathing which is not, it seems that one contrary is being argued through another; but this is not unsuitable when one of the contraries is the cause of the other.
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TRACTATE I. ON THE DESTRUCTION OF DEFINITION ACCORDING TO GOODNESS.

CHAPTER I. On matters to be set forth by way of preface.

But since it has now been determined how, by dialectical syllogism, the problem of that which is to belong as an accident is terminated, according as the predicate happens to the subject through this, that it belongs to it, and this is for the predicate to belong to the subject; and if it does not belong, it is not predicated, just as the being of an accident is to belong; and if it does not belong, it follows that similarly it is not an accident, and consequently that it is not in it. But if it is, either it is substance, or accident and not substance. Likewise, if it does not belong, therefore it is not an accident, and thus it is nothing if it does not belong. Therefore also in this, the inherence of the predicate, as it is a predicate, is like accident, because if it does not belong to the subject, it is not its predicate; and this was the first elementary predicate toward definitions. And therefore it follows: if it does not belong, it does not belong as definition; as, if it does not belong, it is not a predicate. And if it does not belong as a predicate, it does not belong as definition, because definition is the most powerful predicate.

On account of this, by dialectical syllogism it has been shown how the problem concerning genus is terminated, which states the what in the definition of the predicate concerning the defined thing; and again how the problem concerning property is to be terminated, which is converted through belonging, which belongs to definition insofar as it is the term of the defined thing, containing neither more nor less than the defined thing, and there are not several things ordered elementally toward the definition. It remains now to say how, by dialectical syllogism from probable things, the problem concerning definition has to be terminated. For to teach concerning definition, in what way it is the whole essence of the thing, must be left to be taught by the First Philosopher. But in what way the middle of demonstration and the cause of passion concerning the subject are, this has already been determined in the teaching of the Posterior Analytics. In what way the intention of a common predicate, according as commonly it has to be referred to the subject as predicate, has to be determined through common and probable things, this teaching the dialectician has to make 1.

But speaking here in this way about definition, we say that of that dialectical business which is about definitions, insofar as common elementary predicates are referred commonly to any subject whatever, there are five parts. For either, with respect to belonging, it is compared to the subject in such a way that, concerning that subject, concerning whatever thing of which it is true to say or predicate the name of the defined thing according as the definition is given, it is not also true to say or predicate the account or definition; and thus definition is understood simply through not belonging. This is because the account or definition of man must be true of every man. And similarly it must be said of any other true definition related to its defined thing. And this is the first part of the business.

Or, while the genus of the defined thing exists, the one who defines, in defining, does not place the defined thing in a genus, which must be placed first in the definition; or if he has placed it in a genus, nevertheless he has not placed it in a suitable genus, but perhaps in a remote or analogous one. And this is because one who defines must first place it in a genus, and then after the genus must add differences to the genus, which determine the genus all the way to ultimate act. And the cause of this is that genus seems most of all the things which are in the definition to signify the substance of the defined thing.

And if someone objects that in the definition genus is potency and thus matter, while difference is form and as act, and act is in more things and indicates more than potency, it must be said that genus is as a subsisting what, and predicated in what, and in this way it also contributes to the species to be predicated in what, and as standing and fixed in what it seems to be in itself; but difference is act, and to confer being in act as form, which makes the genus formed through difference to be a certain qualified what according to the form and perfection of substance, and perfects it to act, but does not make a what, but rather forms the what of the genus and perfects it according to formal quality; and thus, as to this, it does not indicate what, but of what quality, because every form is predicated in quality. And thus is understood what is said, that genus, of all those things which are placed in the definition, most of all signifies the what of the defined thing, as the first thing standing and the first thing formable through differences. These, therefore, are two parts of this business.

The third is this: since the definition is not proper, that is, convertible with the defined species, for then it is proper when it belongs to every one and to it alone; because then it states things proper and essential to the species; and because it belongs to it alone and is not extended to others, it must be convertible with the defined thing according to name and species; for the definition must be proper, just as was said before and now.

The fourth part of this business is whether, if someone does or observes all three things that have been stated, the assigned definition nevertheless does not state what the being of the defined thing is through its essentials.

Moreover, the fifth part of this business is this: because sometimes, beyond all the things that have been stated, one must consider whether, even if the definition has determined what it is, it nevertheless has not done so well, but obscurely, so that it generates an understanding that is not clear but confused. These are the five parts of the business, not of the definition, because the definition is not posited from these, but the business of the determination of the problem of destroying definition turns on these matters. And these five are not referred to the definition as integral parts; rather the fivefold mode of inhering, taken from these five, is received from them, and in this way they are parts and not otherwise. Therefore, when these parts of this business have been enumerated, let us speak about those concerning which something has already been said, and those concerning which something remains to be considered in this book.

Therefore we say that, if the first of these parts ought to be considered, that is, that if it is not true that the account belongs or is predicated of that of which the name is predicated as of a subject, according as it is given, or if it is true that name and account belong to the same thing, this must be considered from those places and considerations which in the second book of this science were adduced for inherence as accident. For from the things which were said there, the predicate simply belonging to the subject is terminated, as has often been said; because if something is an accident, it happens to substance in which it is according to the inherence which belongs to an accident according to a predicate standing through itself, and it happens as regards inherence by which the subject is informed, and there is no need here to make a special consideration for this. For when above in the second book we disputed that accident belongs generally, then, because from inherence an accident predicated of a subject is caused to be truly, it was then sufficiently shown that that inherence is true; and when we taught how to dispute that it does not belong, then it was shown that it is not truly predicated of the subject. For there in the second book every consideration is made whether a predicate is truly or not truly of a subject through simply belonging or through the predicate not belonging in the subject, as was determined in the same place.

But if someone has not placed the subject in a suitable genus, which is the second part of the business, or also on account of this, if the assigned account or definition is convertible, which was the third part of the present business, one must inspect from those considerations and places which have been adduced concerning genus, or inhering as genus, in the fourth book of this science, and those concerning property, or inhering as property, in the fifth book of this science; from those places where one must look into these two parts, for from them these two are sufficiently considered. The remaining or leftover thing to be considered in this book concerns the fourth and fifth parts: whether he has not determined definitions, by which the substance of definition is destroyed, or whether he has not defined well, by which the goodness of definition is destroyed. For concerning these two, in this sixth method, it is left to give something by passing through common and probable things in some way, and not by determining or delving subtly down to the assignment of causes in this method.

And although being simply is before being well, nevertheless first we shall show how definition is destroyed with respect to well-being, and afterward how it is destroyed according to being. The reason for this is that it is easier to have made anything according to substance and being than to have made it well according to the perfect goodness of itself; and therefore one errs more concerning doing something well than concerning doing it, because it is more laborious to do well than to do, since more things are required for doing well than for doing simply. On account of this the argumentation of the opponent, which is against doing well, is easier than that which is against simply doing; but one must begin from easy things; and there are more things from which doing a definition well is destroyed than from which making it simply is destroyed, etc.

Notes

	From this it is clear how the metaphysician treats definition in one way, the posterioristic teacher in another way, and the topician in another way. P. J. (Hinc patet qualiter de diffinitione aliter tractat metaphysicus et aliter posterioristicus et aliter topicus. P. J.) ↩
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CHAPTER II. In what ways the goodness of definition is destroyed because it is given through something obscure.

Therefore, wishing first to show how definition is destroyed according to goodness only, and not according to its being, we say that there are two parts of that business which is that a definition has not been well assigned. For one, or one part of it, is that someone can use an obscure interpretation or definition, when the definition which he asks for must use the plainest interpretation, as is fitting, or as much as is fitting, or as much as the defined thing permits. I say "is fitting" because, as Boethius says, just as intelligible things on account of their excellence are not grasped by a perfect intellect so as to be explained by a perfect interpretation, as the first cause from which tongues fall short on account of the excellence of its being, while certain things on account of their imperfection are not perfectly understood nor perfectly explained, as prime matter, motion, and time 1, nevertheless, when in these things the explanation which can be made is posited, the plainest interpretation must be used. Therefore, because definition is rendered for the sake of making known, when it does not make the defined thing known, it lacks the goodness of its end, on account of which and toward which it is assigned.

But the second mode of erring against the goodness of definition is if he says more in the definition by way of comparison with what is superfluous than he ought. For what is appended in the definition beyond the being of the defined thing is superfluous. But an appended thing is superfluous when it is not in the being of the defined thing. And this is true of a definition that says what alone, because this definition is dialectical; for that which says what and on account of what belongs to the demonstrator. And therefore, because he considers the cause why the passion belongs to the subject rather than what the passion is, in that definition it is not superfluous to append the cause which is not of the being of the passion.

Again, what was said in both of those parts, the first and also the second, is divided into several parts. For the obscure is divided into the obscure from multiplicity of speech, and the obscure said from transfer, and into this, that it is explained or expounded in cut-off speeches. For the obscure from the multiple occurs when something equivocal is placed in the definition, as one who defines generation by saying that generation is a leading into substance or into substantial being. For all names ending in -tio are verbal equivocals with respect to the action of the agent and the passion of the patient. Hence leading, when it belongs to the one leading, is action; and the leading of the one led is passion. In this way a definition is obscure when health is defined by saying that health is a commensuration of hot, dry, cold, and wet things, and conversely, since both leading and commensuration exist on account of the cause which has been stated. Therefore it is uncertain which of the signified things posited in equivocation he means to state in the definition when he posits such an equivocal term, and by dividing through distinction of the multiple he has not said in what sense he takes the thing posited in the definition.

Likewise, one must consider by inspection toward the defined thing, if he has defined a defined thing which is said in many ways, and by dividing the multiplicity of the defined thing he has not distinguished in what sense he has defined it; for it will be uncertain of which signified thing said in many ways he assigned the definition. But this obscurity especially happens when the equivocation is hidden; and it is hidden when it is not determined through distinction. But it happens that such a definition is cavilled at by the adversary, as though such a definition does not fit all things, that is, all the signified senses, whose definition he assigned through an equivocal. This rebuke especially happens when the equivocation is hidden. It also happens that, in the ways we state an equivocal term which has been assigned in a definition is said, one makes a syllogism against one positing such a definition; for when the multiple has been distinguished, if according to none of the modes or senses of the multiple defined thing has the definition been sufficiently and clearly stated, it is manifest that it is neither a definition nor defining according to the mode in which definition is said of the defined thing.

Furthermore, he defines obscurely if he uses in the definition names said according to transfer. For example, if in defining knowledge he called it unfalling, or defining earth he called it nurse, or defining temperance he said that it is consonance; because what is said according to transfer is said to be uncertain, since it is not known by what likeness it is transferred. And therefore it happens that the one who says something according to transfer in defining is cavilled at, as though giving the definition improperly; for the stated definition will not be fitted to the defined thing by terms taken properly. For when he says that temperance is consonance, it cannot properly be adapted, because every consonance properly so called is in sounds. Furthermore, another reason for the same point is that such a defined thing is placed in a double genus, if consonance is called the genus of temperance; on account of this it will happen that the same thing is in two genera not containing one another, that is, not posited subalternately. For it is agreed that temperance is in the genus of virtue and is in the genus of consonance, although neither does consonance contain virtue under itself, nor does virtue properly contain consonance. But this is unsuitable, because of diverse genera not posited subalternately, the species and differences are diverse.

Moreover it is still obscure if in a definition he uses names not posited, that is, not in that mode of signifying according to which names have been imposed. Thus Plato called the eye an umbricilium, because it is overshadowed by the shadow of the eyelashes. Or he may call a putrid-biting thing, that is, a powder corrosive of putrefaction, felagon, that is, he may call it a grief or constriction of gall or bitterness, and thus define it. But felagon is a powder corrosive of putrid or putrefying flesh. Or he may call marrow bone-born. For in these three ways as stated, what is unusual and not posited in the proper signification of the terms is obscure.

For certain multiple names are posited by the one defining neither according to equivocation nor according to transfer; and nevertheless he does not use the names properly said, as has been said, but otherwise than they have been established by names and numbers; as when it is said in defining that law is the measure or image of those things which are naturally just.

And things of this sort are worse than things said through transfer, because things said by transfer at least certify something about the defined thing through likeness; but things said abusively utterly obscure the understanding. Hence, once transfer has been made, the term said or posited by transfer makes known in some way what has been signified through the likeness of the transfer; for all who transfer, transfer according to some likeness, and through that likeness the defined thing is in some way declared. But the name which is of this sort and abusively taken makes nothing known; and this is because no likeness belongs to such abusive names, so that law would be called measure or image; nor is law usually said in such speech, but rather from binding, because law binds the transgressor to punishment. On account of this, if, intending to speak properly, he said that law is the measure or image of just things, he lies; for an image properly so called is that whose generation by art or by nature or by alteration has been made of that of which it is the image. For image, as Hilary says 2, is an indifferent likeness of a thing to a thing to be made equal. But this, or such a generation of a figure, does not belong to law. But if he does not intend to speak properly, it is plain that he spoke obscurely, or posited the definition through obscure things; and with respect to obscurity he spoke worse than any of those modes which are said according to transfer, for those certify something else through likeness, but these certify nothing.

Furthermore, if he defines by such a definition through which the account of the contrary is not manifest, if the defined thing has a contrary, this is obscure; because contraries have the same genus, and when that genus is divided, the differences of the contrary are manifest. And therefore one who knows one of the contraries definitively also knows the remaining one, because with the genus and the contrary difference the remaining one is constituted. For one who has well assigned contraries by definition in this way has assigned that one is known from the other.

Furthermore, one must consider whether, once a definition has been assigned, it is not manifest whose definition it is; but the definition is thus inwardly like the epitaphs of ancient writers, unless someone has written over them whose they are, it will not be known what each of them is. Therefore from the things that have been said it will be known, or will be able to be known, whether someone has not plainly defined something from the things that have been said and similar things.

Notes

	For there is a twofold cause of difficulty in knowing some intelligible thing, as Avicenna says, Metaphysics 2, commentary 1. P. J. (Duplex enim est causa difficultatis in cognoscendo aliquod intelligibile, ut dicit Avicenna, 2 Metaphys. com. 1. P. J.) ↩

	Saint Hilary, in the book On Synods. (S. Hilarius, In libro de Synodis.) ↩
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CHAPTER III. How the goodness of definition is destroyed through something superfluous posited in the definition.

The goodness of definition is also destroyed if someone has said something more in the definition than is necessary. And this appended thing can be in three ways: either an addition of something different from all definitions is made, or an addition of the same thing is made, or an addition partly of the same and partly of something different is made. And if an addition of something different is made, this can happen in three ways: either because the different thing appended is in more than all definitions or definers, or because it is in fewer, or because it is equal with them.

Therefore first one must consider whether someone, appending to the definition something different and more, or what is more, or superfluous, has stated or assigned with this so added by definition; and then one must consider whether in such an addition he used that by which, that is, some thing by which, it belongs to all through its commonness, as being and one and things of this sort, which belong to all things existing simply. One must also consider whether in the addition he used some such thing which does not belong to all things posited under the same genus, which is the genus of the defined thing; for such an appended thing must necessarily be said to be more or superfluous. The reason for this is that nothing should be placed in a definition which does not separate from others. For the defined thing must be separated from other genera, and from other things which are in the same genus with the defined thing. But if what is posited in the definition belongs to all simply, as being does, this separates from nothing, because it belongs to all, and so makes no difference from anything; and thus what belongs to all things which are under the same genus is added uselessly and superfluously in the definition, since it does not separate the defined thing from those things which are under the same genus with the defined thing, but posits agreement with them. But from other genera it is separated through the posited genus; and so they superfluously add what belongs to all things which are under the same genus; on account of which the appended thing of this sort is vain and useless.

But if someone objects that through being appended in the definition the defined thing is separated from non-being, and thus it is not appended superfluously, it must be said that such objections are frivolous, because the same separation is made through any genus whatever, whether most general or subaltern, posited in the definition, through which the defined thing is understood to be.

But if it is asked why being cannot be posited as a genus in a definition, the reason has very often been assigned by us in this science, and it is that being and to be happens to that which is, not because it is an accident, but because it belongs through another. The proof of this is that when it is predicated of something, it is not predicated as that which would be of the account of the subject, and so it is not predicated through itself, but through another. And it has been proved in the book On Causes that everything which is, according to that which it is, has nothing in that which it is; and what it is belongs to it from comparison to the first cause, and according to that which it is. But genus is a predicate which is of the account of the subject, and which belongs to it according to that which it is. This, therefore, is the true cause why being cannot be a genus.

Or if the thing appended in the definition is indeed proper, that is, convertible, yet in such a way that, when it has been removed from the definition, the remainder is still convertible with the defined thing, so that there is still a proper definition, and it still states the substance of the defined thing, it has been added superfluously. But simply and universally that is to be called superfluous by the removal of which from the definition the remaining residue sufficiently makes manifest that which has been defined. Such, to set down an example, is Plato's definition of the soul, if according to Plato the soul is called a number moving itself; for, as he defines it, self-moving is soul, and to be a self-moving soul is converted with soul, and separates soul from nature which does not move itself, and is the principle of motion and rest in soul through itself and not according to accident; and therefore number is posited superfluously.

Or perhaps someone will object against what has been said, that what is called number is not superfluous, because although it does not separate from other genera, nor from those things which are in the same genus, nevertheless what is called moving itself does not indicate the substance or what of the defined thing when number has been destroyed or removed from the definition; for number states the what of soul, as Plato says. For if someone speaks thus, we say to this that in whatever way number has itself to soul, whether as the genus and what of soul or not, it is difficult to explain and belongs to a higher inquiry than the present business.

Therefore in all things which thus lie hidden as opposites in definitions, whether they are necessary or superfluous, one must use what is expedient for the definition, as can be clear in the definition of phlegm given about it according to the agent cause, namely that it is the first moisture separated from food, undigested. For what is said through superabundance belongs to one alone; but first is said through superabundance; and thus one phlegm alone, first separated from food, is convertible with phlegm, apart from this, that undigested is said by being added. And so undigested is added superfluously, because when this has been removed, what remains is still a proper definition and convertible with phlegm, since it does not happen that anything else first be separated from food. Or it does not say that phlegm is simply the first food separated from the indigestion of food made in the liver, but says it is the first of undigested things; because although choler is separated, it is separated while residing in the seat of the blood and is sent to the bladder of gall; and although melancholy is separated, it is separated as burned and transmitted to the spleen. But phlegm alone is separated as the first of undigested things, and thus undigested must be added; and understanding it in this way, what is called undigested is not superfluous. For in that first way the stated and understood definition of phlegm will not be a true definition according to the well-being of definition, because phlegm is not the first of all things separated from food; for before the digestion which is made in the liver, the first digestion has been made in the stomach, through which the gross is separated from the subtle by digestive heat, and the gross is sent down through the hollow into the lower parts of the belly; and then the subtle is fixed in the liver through the mesaraic veins; and standing there in digestion, phlegm becomes viscous and undigested, the first there of the things undigested from food, which is called χυμός in Greek or massa tysanaria in Latin, which truly is food and is fitted for food of the members beneath the middle chamber of the heart, as Aristotle says, although Galen does not say this. But there is no force in this here, because Aristotle uses the example only so that the one who learns may signify and understand. Therefore, if in the stated modes someone appended something superfluous in a definition, by taking more, he erred, also by positing a superfluous thing in fewer. For we have said that if he posited the superfluous either in more or in fewer than the defined thing, he erred.

Or if someone posited something from the number of those things which do not belong to all things which are under the same species which is defined, such a thing makes the definition less common, so that it is not converted, that it may belong to every one and to it alone. And therefore those who append such a thing to a definition define worse than those who append something more common. For what is common, restricted through addition and determination, becomes convertible. Hence in that first way, when something more common which belongs to all is appended, it will be a proper and convertible definition for the termination; and the whole taken together with the more common things taken determinately will be proper and convertible. But if in that second way something of those things which are in the definition is posited in this way in fewer and does not belong to all things which are under the defined species, it is impossible for the whole definition to be or become proper, because in this way it is not predicated conversely of the defined thing. The example of this is that, if to the definition of man which is walkable biped animal there is added four-cubit, because some man is four-cubit and not every man, then the definition of this with such a superfluous thing appended will not be predicated conversely of the defined thing, because that which is appended, four-cubit, does not belong to all things which are under the defined species which is man.

Again, if, looking to something equally common, he has said the same thing frequently in the same definition, and from the same part, whether he frequently said it in act, or it is said intellectually in that thing because it is actually in it. The example of this is if someone defining concupiscence says that concupiscence is an appetite of delight; for every concupiscence is of delight and is delight. For concupiscence is understood as feeding in the enjoyment of the delightful, and such feeding and enjoyment is sensory delight itself. And the example is posited according to Plato, who said that every delight is a passive motion into the sensible soul; and for this reason, according to Plato, concupiscence too is delight; and in such delight, according to Plato, concupiscence is again said, and then the sense is: concupiscence is the appetite of concupiscence feeding itself and enjoying the delightful thing which it enjoys; on account of this delight will be the same as concupiscence itself, and so the same thing is said frequently. Thus, therefore, through something superfluous the definition of concupiscence is given when it is said that concupiscence is an appetite of delight, because each of these is delight, and so the same thing is frequently posited. Thus, therefore, it will be said that such a definition, according to goodness, is destroyed through the addition of the same thing.

Or one must say that sometimes to say the same thing frequently is not unsuitable, when in the proposition it does not happen from the same part of the subject or from the same part of the predicate, but if it happens only in the subject or in the predicate; because either the whole definition is made subject and something else posited in it is predicated, or it is predicated and something else posited in it will be made subject, of which the whole definition is predicated. This is clear, because man is biped, and biped is the same as man; and so biped will be the same as man when it is predicated of him. Likewise man is the same as walkable biped animal; and such a biped is walkable biped; and of this whole, as of man, biped is predicated, and conversely that whole is made subject, namely, walkable biped animal is biped, and biped is walkable biped animal. But because of this frequent saying of the same thing, nothing unsuitable happens, because one thing is said on the part of the subject and is repeated on the part of the predicate, and conversely; and it is just as when the same is predicated of itself and one argues thus: man is biped; walkable biped animal is man; therefore walkable biped animal is biped.

Nor is it unsuitable that the definition of man is given, that man is biped animal, and biped is not predicated of walkable animal by the mode of a proposition, so that the sense would be: walkable animal is biped. But if now biped were added again, so that it were said thus, walkable animal is biped biped, it would be unsuitable on account of trifling repetition of the same thing frequently posited from the same part of the predicate. But if the whole definition is first made subject at once, and afterward biped, as the same, is predicated of the definition, as walkable biped animal is biped, just as walkable biped animal is animal, there is no trifling, because the repetition is not made from the same part; rather one is made subject, the other is predicated, so that biped is predicated of walkable biped animal. This is in no way unsuitable, because then biped is predicated only once. And similarly in the prior example concerning concupiscence, when it is said, concupiscence is an appetite of delight, so that the sense would be, appetite is delight, but rather delight is predicated of the whole definition posited in the subject and in place of the subject; and so concupiscence and delight are not in the predicate in the same part. And this is in no way unsuitable. Hence to say the same name twice is not always among unsuitable things; but it is among unsuitable things to say the same thing frequently of the same thing and to be predicated from the same part. An example of this is as Xenocrates, wishing to define prudence, said that prudence is determinative and contemplative of the things that are. He said that each, namely determinative and contemplative, is in the predicate, placing and predicating them of prudence; for determinative is something contemplative, and it is not converted, because by contemplating what is to be done, it determines what is to be done from contemplation. On account of this he says or predicates the same thing twice and of the same thing, when after determinative he again adds by predicating, saying "and contemplative." Again, whoever says that cooling is the privation of heat which is according to nature says the same thing many times from the same part; for every privation of heat, or cooling, is called among physicians not of another heat, but of that heat which is according to nature; and one who is cooled from exterior heat is not called cooled, but frigestus. And therefore by adding "which is according to nature," the same thing is added which was in it by understanding; and thus the example introduced here is understood. And one need not care about the sayings of those who study how to verify that every privation is privation of a natural habit, because this is false. But it is true that this privation, which in medicine is called cooling, is the privation of heat which is according to nature, nor is heat deprived in it except natural heat. And on account of this it is superfluous to add that cooling is privation of heat which is according to nature.

Again the same thing is frequently said if, to a universal from the same part, one adds not by apposition and determination a particular which in act and in understanding has itself under the universal, as if it is said, man is a rational walkable animal; and thus it receives that which is in some way the same and in some way diverse, frequently posited from the same part, so that between the universal and its part, which is particular because it is and is called a part, he places a copulative to denote diversity. The example of this is if someone defining clemency says: clemency is a diminution or remission in exacting expedient and just punishments. For such remission in a ruler is called clemency; for in such a definition the just is a certain expedient, that is, it is a particular of the expedient. But because the just, of which clemency is a remission, is where the expedient is for preserving the commonwealth, since especially in this way the requirement of punishments on account of the just is contained in the expedient, such a definition is therefore abundant and superfluous; for one who stated the universal added also the particular through a copula as though it were diverse from it, although the universal is again said in the particular. The same thing and of the same thing is also true of one who said medicine to be from the number of things curative for animal and for man. And it should be understood not of the science of medicine, but of medicine purging or preserving health for animal and man. Because one saying animal ought not to add man, since animal is repeated in man. And a similar example is one who, defining law, says that law is an image of those things which are naturally good and just, because positive law is to be taken according to the image of natural rectitude. For the just is a certain good and a particular of that in which good is repeated; and therefore one defining thus frequently said the same thing, and so erred against the goodness of definition.

But it must be noted here that all particulars which follow genus in definition in some way belong to the genus, and trifling is not produced, because they are posited not uselessly but for the determination of the genus, as formative things of the genus toward species. Moreover a particular can be added by apposition to its universal without a copula for determining its universality, and no trifling is produced, nor is useless repetition produced. But if the universal is added later to the same particular, as man, animal, it is uselessly added, since the universal is said in the particular. For it is the same as if it were said: man, animal, animal; for if there is to be trifling, it is necessary that the same thing be said more often uselessly in the same part of the speech. Therefore whether some define well or not well must be inspected through these things and things of this sort.
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CHAPTER I. If they do not define through what is better known and prior, by looking at these conjointly.

But after it has been determined how definition is destroyed according to its goodness from the aforesaid places and considerations, it must now be determined how it is destroyed according to its substance, so that a definition thus destroyed does not remain. But whether someone has similarly defined and, through definition, has stated the being of the defined thing, or has not defined, must henceforth be stated from such things. Therefore these things must be declared first by inspecting the conditions both of the whole definition and of its parts, and afterward also by inspecting the definition itself and its parts. And first, by inspecting the conditions of definition and of its parts, one must inspect whether someone defining does not define through something better known, or through things better known and more evident, which, as prior and better known, are the formal conditions of definition and of its parts, through which it makes known the defined thing, which is the proper act of definition. Hence, if someone made a definition not through things better known, the definition is destroyed; for definition is rendered or given as the cause of making known through essentials that which is stated, that is, the defined thing. But we know not from just any things, but from better known and prior and more evident things, just as also in demonstrations the knowledge of the conclusion is from prior things either according to thing and cause, and from things better known for understanding, and from things more evident with respect to the act of manifesting what is proposed. For every doctrine which is taught through cause, and every discipline which is received through intellect, has itself in this way and so occurs. And this has been said in the knowledge of a complex thing, which is the conclusion whose middle is the definition, which is through the better known things of the incomplex. Therefore it is manifest that one who has not defined or determined through prior, better known, and more evident things of this sort, explicitly positing the defined thing in the terms of its being, does not define at all, and definition is destroyed according to substance.

This is proved by reduction to the impossible: for it follows that there will be several definitions of the same thing, if it is conceded that such a person has defined. For if this man defined who assigned a definition not through better known and prior and more evident things, then a certain definition has been given by him. But it is plainly much more the case that the one also defined who assigned a definition through prior and better known things; and this will be another definition of the same thing, and thus there will be several definitions of one and the same thing. This is unsuitable, because this does not seem possible, namely that one thing, of which there is one substantial being, could have several definitions; and this is because for each of the things that are, there is one being which is according to substantial things or principles of being. Therefore, if there will be several definitions of the same thing, one and the same being will exist, because according to each definition the being of the defined thing is signified; but these two beings signified by two definitions concerning the defined thing cannot be in the same being, because the definitions are diverse and assigned through diverse things. Therefore it is manifest that he has not defined who has not determined the defined thing through prior and more evident things. Thus, therefore, by looking conjointly at the prior and the better known, it is clear that definition is destroyed if it is not assigned through prior and better known things.

But by inspecting divisively, definition can still also be destroyed through the prior and the better known. Therefore, so that this may be shown, a definition is said to be made simply through things not more evident, just as the better known is said in two ways. Hence the not more evident must be taken in two ways: for if the difference is through things not better known, either it is from things more unknown simply and according to the nature of the defined thing, or it is made from things more unknown to us or with respect to us; and each of these happens and can happen, namely that in these two ways a definition is assigned from things more unknown. Therefore that is called more evident simply which is prior simply with respect to nature to what is posterior according to nature, as point is prior to line, because it is its principle according to substance; and in this same way line is prior to surface, and surface prior to solidity or body, because the essential and formal terminus of line is point, of surface line, and of body surface. And thus point is prior simply to line, and line to surface, and surface to body, just as unity is prior and the principle of every number. Likewise letter is prior to syllable, and syllable to diction, and diction to speech, and the principle to its principled thing, and every simple thing to its composite. But to be better known to us happens in the contrary way: for that which falls most under sense is better known to us, because through sense we first receive knowledge. Hence solid or body is better known to us than surface, and surface than line, and line than point, because the solid falls most under sense; on account of which even the many, that is, the non-wise, know this more than its simple principles. For these principled things are known in every way and by sense and by reason; but those things which are their principles and simple things cannot be apprehended except by a subtle and abundant intellect, which comes to be through the resolution of the principled and composite thing into principle and simple.

From this it is clear that it is better to know the defined thing through things prior and better known simply than through posterior things as definitions, and to know posterior things in such a way through things prior simply is more teachable and more intelligible. Yet for those who are unskilled and follow sense, and therefore are unable to know through things prior simply, it is perhaps sometimes necessary to make knowledge through posterior things which are better known to them, and through those things to make a definition, which nevertheless is not a true definition, but some assignment of a greater declaration than the name of the defined thing has. Thus, for the sake of example, if it is said what the definitions of point, line, and surface are, as when point is called the terminus of line, and surface is the terminus of body, and line is the terminus at which the resolution of surface stands: for these, as line in the definition of point, surface in the definition of line, and body in the definition of surface, are not put there as prior simply, but with respect to us, and with respect to the many who judge by sense about those knowable things. For all these definitions make known things prior simply through things posterior simply; for those who define say that points are the termini of line, that what is line is the terminus of surface, and that what is surface is the terminus of solidity, placing the posterior in the definition of the prior.

But with that which is more unknown and better known said in two ways in this manner, one must not be unaware that those defining thus from things posterior according to nature and from things prior with respect to us cannot judge through such a definition what the being of the defined thing is through its essential principles, because through things prior with respect to us it does not receive being, but a certain knowledge which is on the part of the knower and not of the thing known; unless perhaps it happens that the same thing is both better known to us and better known simply, which does not belong among the many but among the wise alone, and that in sense the particular is apprehensible prior to the universal, as Aristotle says at the beginning of the Physics. The reason of this indeed is this: because surely one who defines well must define through the proper genus and essential differences; but genera and differences are prior simply to the species whose genus they are and whose differences they are. The proof of this is that consequence is not converted from genus and difference to species; for genus destroyed and differences destroyed destroy the species, but not conversely. The cause of this is that genus and difference are simpler, and simpler according to nature than species. Therefore genus and difference are prior and better known than the species defined through these as through more evident things. There is also another reason for this: because, once the species is known through definition, the genus and differences must also be known, since the unknown is not made known except through the known; but an unknown species is made known through genus and differences; therefore genus and difference must be known before or prior. For one who knows man through definition must first know walkable animal, because through these man is made known, but this is not converted; because with genus known as in itself and difference known as in itself, it is not necessary that the species be known continuously. Therefore it follows that species is posterior according to nature to genus and difference. Therefore one who has not defined the definition of the species through these does not state according to the nature of the defined thing and its substantial being.

Furthermore, there is a third reason leading to the impossible. For to those who say that true and substantial definitions are according to such things as are through prior and better known things, not according to nature, but from those things which are better known to individual persons, it happens that there are several definitions of the same thing; for according to the same thing, different things are better known to other or diverse persons, and the same things are not better known to all. For some things are better known to more people and others to fewer and to the wise. On account of this, for each defined thing a diverse definition must be assigned according to the knowledge of diverse persons, and so there will be many definitions of one and the same thing, as Heraclitus used to say.

Furthermore, there is also another reason: because at different times the same things are in diverse ways better known to the same persons. For in the beginning, when they are unskilled and foolish, sensible things are even better known; but afterward, when such persons are made more certain through teaching and wise, then on the contrary things prior according to nature are also seen as more known, and conversely sensible things as less known. On account of this it follows that for defining the same thing there will not always be the same definition and from the same things, but diverse definitions at diverse times; and this happens to those who say that definition must be assigned through those things which are better known to individual persons.

Therefore from what has been said it is plain that the defined thing must not be defined or determined through such things, that is, through things better known to us, but through things better known simply and according to nature; for a definition assigned in this way alone is a true definition, and this is one or unique just as the being according to the nature of the defined thing is unique, and this definition is always and at every time the same. Perhaps also something is said to be known simply, not however because it is known according to the nature of the thing known, nor even because what is known simply is known universally by all, but that is said to be known simply which is known to all well-disposed persons according to unimpeded intellect; just as also that is called simply curative which is curative for those who are well-disposed according to the body, and that is not called simply curative which is curative for anyone at all, as for the sick, because immoderate things are sometimes curative for the sick. Therefore each of such things said in many ways must be subtly investigated through distinction; and after it has been investigated, one must use it for that which is expedient to the proposal among disputants, because this has been done concerning the distinction of the prior better known. But if definition ought to be destroyed through the consideration made toward the prior and the better known, definition is destroyed most of all according to the thing, undoubtedly as regards the adversary, if it is shown by the opponent that a definition can be made or assigned neither from things better known simply nor from things better known to us, because then it has been destroyed in both ways.

Therefore it is clear, to conclude by way of epilogue with the consideration stated, that one place, which has been stated, belongs to the destruction of definition by considering whether, in defining, one tries to signify, that is, to make known, the defined thing not through better known things but through posterior things as though they were prior. For the whole consideration introduced has been introduced for this: because the distinction introduced concerning the prior and the better known is here so that it can be known what is prior and better known, which is in this superior consideration. Nor does the consideration destroy definition only according to its well-being, but also according to being, because the better known and prior is taken according to the thing, not with respect to us alone. For if it were with respect to us alone, it would destroy only the goodness of definition, just as that which is obscure yet better known to us is appended and destroys only the goodness of definition.

But there is still another place by inspecting conjointly or simultaneously the better known and the prior, but it must be considered specially whether something which is at rest is defined with respect to the form in which it rests, by infinite things, that is, things not finished and not terminated and which are in motion, assigned as the definition of some species; for things which are in motion are in potency going out to act, are not yet finished, and are in motion as in an act not yet finished but infinite and imperfect. And therefore, if the definition of a defined thing is assigned through such things, the definition is destroyed, because that which is permanent, finite with respect to act and species, is prior and more evident than that which is in motion and indeterminate with respect to the act of form; but its prior is more evident than that which is infinite and in motion, and so he defines through what is posterior and more unknown. For although rest is the privation of motion according as the intention and act of the mover stand in it, nevertheless the thing according as the intention and act of the mover stand in it, in which it is at rest, is the terminus and end of the moved thing; and in this way that which is at rest is better known than that which is in motion.
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But of that which is to inspect divisively with respect to this, that the assigned definition is not from things prior simply, three places or considerations are taken according to the number of those things toward which one inspects. But if the place is numbered according to the mode of inspecting in these matters, then there are four places, because according to inspection toward the same thing both the second and the third will be received. The first among these is if an opposite is defined through an opposite, as if good is defined through evil; and this is an inspection toward contraries, or toward the opposition of contraries; and evil and good are contraries insofar as they are received in acts and habits. But the cause why such a definition is destroyed is that it is not stated through things truly proper. For those things which are contrarily opposed are simultaneous in nature; for they have one genus and are constituted by contrary and coequal differences; and therefore it is necessary that they be true simultaneously. For to some people the same discipline seems to belong to each of two contraries; and according to this one is not better known than the other. And thus an assigned definition of an opposite and through an opposite is not from prior things, and therefore it is destroyed, so that it is not a definition.

And if it is objected that contraries according to Aristotle in the tenth book of first philosophy 1 are reduced to privation and habit, but privation and habit are not true simultaneously, but have themselves as prior and posterior, it must be said that this objection comes from a false understanding of the Philosopher in the Metaphysics. For they are not reduced to privation and habit except according to cause, and not according to the mode of opposition which is received in the opposed forms of opposites, because this is impossible; and so the introduced consideration stands.

But one must not be unaware that in certain opposites some opposed things are not, or cannot otherwise be, defined unless the account of one is in the account of the other, as in relatives; for example, double is not yet defined without half, which is also relatively opposed. And to speak universally, whatever things are and are said toward another, and are not toward another only according to being said, for all things which through themselves are said toward another and are relatives, this very being which they have is to be toward that thing, and by their very name they are thus said toward another, because they have themselves toward another according to the being by which they are defined. Therefore it is not possible to know one through definition without the other, because it is necessary that one correlative be taken in the definition of the other. But it must be subtly understood that then, when one relative is placed in the definition of the other, it is not placed in the definition as defining; nor in this way is one of the relatives in the other as defining in the defined thing, but rather it is in the definition of the other as that toward which its definition is given according to that toward which it is said according to the being of the relative which is toward it, and for this it is received in the definition as the terminus toward which the definition stands extrinsically; and in this way no unsuitability stands. On account of this one must subtly know the natures of opposites, and in all things of this sort which are assumed for terminating the problem according to this place one must use those things which are opposed as will seem expedient for the proposal.

But another place of this consideration is by inspecting what is prior in nature, if one has used in the definition even the same thing as that which is defined; for then it is not defined through things prior simply, because the same thing is not prior in nature to itself. For this sometimes lies hidden when it has been done in definitions, when he has posited the same thing, but not under the same name of the defined thing, rather with the account of it posited in place of the name. Thus if someone, wishing to define the sun, said that the sun is a white star which appears by day. And the reason of this is that he places the same thing in its own definition, because by using day in the definition, he also uses the sun. But to detect such errors in definitions, one must use or take definitions of the name, and place definitions in place of the name. Thus, since day, if it is defined, is the bearing or motion of the sun above the earth, it is plain that one who stated the bearing of the sun above the earth in the name of day also stated the sun; on account of which in defining the sun he uses day.

Again, the third place of this consideration, by inspecting what is prior in nature, is that one must consider whether he uses in the definition that which is divided contrariwise with the defined thing; but things divided contrariwise are coequal. As one who defined an abundant number, which is an odd number, saying that the abundant or odd number is that which is greater by a unit or exceeds the perfect, that is, the even number; for those things which are divided from diverse sides from the same proximate genus are simultaneous in nature, that is, they are received through a coequal division. But abundant and perfect are coequally divided from the same genus, which is number, from diverse sides; for both these, even and odd, are numbers, and are coequal species in this genus which is number. And therefore one of them is not prior to the other according to nature.

Likewise, on the contrary, one must inspect whether he has defined superior things through inferior things according to a straight line. The example of this is if someone in defining should call a perfect number that which is divided bipartitely; or in defining good should say that it is the habit of virtue. For he uses bipartite in the definition of the perfect or even through derivation from two; for to be divided bipartitely is the same as to be divided into two. But two are certain perfect things, that is, even numbers. And virtue is a certain good, or a species and subjective part of good. On account of this these two also, and virtue, are inferior to those things, the perfect and the good, because those are genera, and these are their subjective parts; and so in those these are said, because they are in them in act and in understanding, and thus they are taken toward the same thing in the definition.

Furthermore, there is another reason for the same point, that one who uses the inferior things of superiors must also use the same thing if the definition is put in place of the name. For one who uses virtue in the definition of good uses good itself in the definition of good, if the definition of virtue is put in place of the name; this can be done, as has often been said in what went before. Therefore he uses good in the definition of good, because virtue is a certain special good in which good is in act and in understanding. Likewise, in the same way, one who uses what is bipartite in the definition of the perfect also uses the perfect, because to be divided into two signifies to be divided bipartitely, as was said a little before. But two are certain perfect or even things, and thus the same thing is taken in the definition of itself. Therefore two things are posited in this one consideration: both that he takes what is posterior in the definition of what is prior, and that he takes the same thing in the definition of itself; and so he does not make a definition from prior and better known things. Therefore, by concluding universally according to the aforesaid things, it must be said that one common place is to have made a definition not through prior and more evident things, from which definition is destroyed; but the parts of that place are those which have been stated.

Notes

	Aristotle, in the tenth book of First Philosophy, text, commentary 15. (Aristoteles, In 10 primae philosophiae, tex. com. 15.) ↩
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But the second place taken in common, by which definition can be destroyed, is through inspection toward the very parts of definition and toward those things from which definition exists with respect to substance; from this common consideration many special considerations are drawn. And first, by inspecting genus, whether genus is not posited, whether a certain and determinate genus is not posited, and whether the proximate genus is not posited.

Therefore one must first inspect whether, when the defined thing is in a genus, through the assigned definition it has not been located or placed in some genus. For there is error in all definitions of this sort in which, first or prior in the order of the parts of definition in the account, that is, in the definition itself, there is not posited a genus which is predicated in what, because its essential differences are those which form it into a qualified what, which is the species. In this way the definition of body errs when it is said that body is what has three dimensions; for "what" is an indefinite name and says no genus through which body may be separated from other genera. Or if one wishing to define man said that man is one who knows how to number, because alone among animals he knows how to number; for here no genus has been posited in the definition. But genus, as we have said, wishes to signify what being is, to which an added difference makes a qualified what, which is species, which without genus is not a what but only of what quality, because it is not a formed what. And therefore genus is placed first of those things which are placed in the definition, and as the first subject and the first thing standing under the differences forming and distinguishing it.

Furthermore, one must still inspect whether something must be defined from its genus toward several things as toward ends; for when that which is defined is said toward several things from its very genus, one must consider whether someone in the assigned definition has not assigned it toward all the things toward which it has been stated; for then he has erred, and the definition is destroyed. The example of this is that, if someone wishing to define grammar says that it is the science of writing, he has posited a genus here, but he has not posited all the things toward which grammar is a science. For it still needs to be added that grammar is the science of knowing through construction related to understanding; and thus grammar is the science of writing and of knowing that which is uttered in speech and in the parts of speech, and one who assigns the perfect definition of grammar declares that grammar is a science no more of writing than of understanding. On account of this he who posits something, that is, one of those two, does not define. But he truly defines grammar who has stated both of these things toward which the definition is entire in this way: grammar is the science of rightly writing and rightly understanding what is uttered in speech and in the parts of speech. The reason for this is that there cannot be several substantial definitions of the same thing; and if it is defined toward one, it is defined by the same account toward the other, when each belongs through its genus and not by accident; and thus there will not happen to be several and diverse definitions of the same thing. But genus is something else as science is toward the thing known.

Therefore in some cases, indeed, it necessarily has itself so that one must define toward both things toward which it is, when without these the genus is not perfectly determined, as has been said. But in some cases it is not so. And therefore the consideration needs not correction, but determination made through distinction, as in certain cases where genus is not said through itself toward both, but toward one through itself and toward the other by accident, as medicine is said to be a science for making health and sickness. For concerning this, or toward this, namely to make health, it is said through itself, because this is the science of making health. But concerning that which is to make sickness, it is by accident. But simply, that is, through itself, to make sickness is alien to medicine. On account of this, the one who defined medicine toward both by saying that medicine is the science for making health and sickness did not define medicine any more than if he had defined it toward the other thing, which is to make health, because it is not for making sickness except on account of health, when sickness is the cause of health and of longer life; and it is already known from the science of the Posterior Analytics that where one thing is for the sake of another, in either place there is only one. But perhaps, by inspecting subtly, he defined worse who defined toward both than if he had defined toward one alone, because also any of the rest or of others, and any physician of any art or science, can make sickness, either by wounding or by filling the body immoderately or by exercising it immoderately or by doing something of this sort; for neither science nor art is required for this, since it is not difficult and good.

Furthermore, still by inspecting genus, which is an element, one who wishes to destroy a definition should consider whether, in the definition made from genus, he has assigned toward one something which is toward several things that are unequal according to good and evil, not toward the better but toward the worse, although there are several things toward which what he defined is said to be taken according to genus. For every science and every power said toward another, whether it is natural or artificial or even political, belongs to that which is best in that order according to which it is said toward that thing; and therefore it must be defined toward that according to its genus. Or there is still error with respect to genus by inspecting whether the defined thing, through the assigned definition, has not been placed in its proper genus; whether it has truly been placed in its proper genus or not must be considered from those elements or principles which were introduced in the fourth book of this science. But it was said before when it is placed in an equivocal or analogous term as in a genus.

Again, still by inspecting genus, definition is destroyed if the one assigning the definition has said those things to be genera which transcend, that is, which are not proximate to the defined thing, but he posits superior things while intermediate and ultimate things have been omitted. The example of this is that one wishing to define justice as a special virtue says that justice is a habit affective or distributive of equality, because in communicating or distributing it makes equality, but not according to arithmetical or geometrical middle. One who has defined in this way transcends the proximate genus; for he has left behind virtue, which is the proximate genus of justice, and has not stated what the being of justice is, because although he states what the being of justice is in a remote genus, this is only infinitely and indeterminately. Therefore either the proximate genus must be posited, or all differences must be added to the superior genus, because they draw it all the way to the proximate genus whose difference constitutes the species, since a transcendent difference of a genus joined to that genus does not complete the definition. Hence a definition is not completed from a remote genus; but both are conjoined as potency and genus toward the defined thing itself, for the substance and what of each defined thing is in its own genus, as we have often said. But this which has been said, to place the defined thing in a transcending genus, is the same as not placing it in the proximate genus. For he who said virtue to be the genus of justice, in defining justice, also stated habit, because the superior is said in the inferior and not conversely, as has often been said. And therefore because the definition, in defining, posited the proximate genus, in the proximate genus it stated all superior genera and things transcending the proximate genus, because all superior genera are predicated through themselves of inferiors and are and are said in them at least implicitly. On account of this, the defined thing must either be placed in the proximate genus, or, if a transcendent genus is posited, then all the superior differences of the superior genera must be added to the remote genus, which narrow the remote genus to the proximate genus; because through these, added in this way to the remote genus, the proximate genus is determined and delimited. And then the definition of the proximate genus is posited, and this stands in the definition in place of it. For in this way, with the premises made, he has omitted nothing of those things which pertain from the genus to the proximate genus or to the constitution of the proximate genus; but the pronoun of the proximate genus stated in the definition of the species will be the inferior genus through its constitution. As if, in defining man, I say that man is corporeal, animated, sensible, rational, mortal substance. But he who, in defining, states only the superior genus without the addition of contracting differences, by saying the superior genus in this way, does not state the inferior, because the inferior is in its superior only in potency and indefinitely, and is not in it in act and understanding. For one who says plant, which is a superior genus, does not state tree except in potency and infinitely. And therefore one is not defined into the superior genus. But know that one assigning a definition through a remote genus and contracting through differences, although he does not destroy the definition according to substance, destroys it with respect to the goodness of definition, because he has not posited the difference as he ought 1.

Notes

	From these things it is clear that in definition the proximate genus of the defined thing must be posited, or a remote genus contracted by differences contracting it to the proximate genus. But note that a definition given through a remote genus contracted by differences, although it has substance, nevertheless does not have the goodness of definition. (Ex his patet quod in diffinitione debet poni proximum genus diffiniti, aut genus remotum contractum differentiis contrahentibus ad genus proximum. Animadvertas autem, quod diffinitio data per genus remotum contractum per differentias, licet habet substantiam, non tamen habet bonitatem diffinitionis.) ↩
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Again, for one wishing to destroy a definition, one must consider differences in three ways, just as in genus: either if difference is simply lacking, as then there is no substantial definition, or if it is not proper, or if it is not specific. Therefore one must consider whether one assigning a definition through the due genus has stated in the definition both with the genus and the differences of the proximate genus; for if he has not defined the thing itself by differences, he undoubtedly destroys the definition.

Or it must also be considered whether wholly or generally he has stated as difference some accidental thing of such a sort that it happens to be the substantial difference of no defined thing, as animal or substance, which are genera, and are constitutive of no difference, although they separate from something as genera. For it is plain that one wishing to define in this way has not defined, because to that which is what he has not joined the substantial quality which defines and makes a qualified what; for the things stated, animal and substance, are differences of nothing, but they are a what formable and determinable by differences in subjects.

Moreover, by inspecting difference, one must see whether, for the difference posited in the assigned definition, there is something else divided from diverse sides through contrariety in the same genus, that is, received through division of the genus, opposite to the difference stated in the definition. For if there is not an opposite difference, it is plain that what has been stated will not be a difference of the genus posited in the definition; since every genus is divided by those differences which are divided from diverse sides, that is, received through division, as the genus animal is divided by walking, flying, and biped as by opposed differences. The cause of this is that no genus constitutes a species by its own commonness, and therefore it must be divided. But since it is form, and forms are not divided except through opposition which they have to one another, every dividing thing must have an opposed form. Therefore, if the difference posited in the assigned definition does not also have an opposed difference, the very definition in which it is placed is destroyed.

Or also, if there is some diverse difference from a diverse side, one must consider whether it is true of the genus, that is, whether together with the genus it contains the species. For a difference is true of a genus when it is an essential quality defining and determining the potency of the genus to substantial act. Hence it is clear that if the opposed difference is not true of the genus, it is plain that neither the proposed nor the opposed difference will be a difference of the genus assigned in the definition; for all differences which are divided from diverse sides out of a genus are true in this way of their proper genus, from whose genus they are received through division.

Likewise one must consider that, if it is indeed true of the genus but does not make a species opposed to the genus, because it is not specific, it is plain that this which has been assigned will not be a specific difference of the genus posited in the definition. For every specific difference joined with genus makes species. But if this opposite is not a difference, neither will what has been stated be a difference, because that is divided from this from diverse sides. And thus the definition is destroyed when the true specific difference through which the definition ought to be made has been destroyed.

Furthermore, definition is still destroyed with respect to difference by considering whether the genus is divided by negation, that is, by a difference assigned through negation, because negation is constitutive of no species. This happens even to Euclid himself, who defines line, saying by definition that line is length without breadth; nevertheless this definition was first posited by Plato and assumed by Euclid. But without breadth is a negative difference, because without breadth is the same as not having breadth; for without breadth signifies nothing other than such a length not having breadth. But from such an assignment of difference an unsuitability follows. First, indeed, that genus participates in species, and universally species will be predicated of genus. This is clear thus, because whatever is, either is with breadth or without breadth; for concerning everything that is, affirmation or negation is true. But these differences, to be with breadth or without breadth, are appended through affirmation and negation. On account of this it follows that concerning the genus of line, which is length, one of these will be true: therefore length which is the genus of line either is with breadth or without breadth; not with breadth; therefore length which is the genus of line will be length without breadth. But of that of which the definition is predicated, the defined thing is also predicated. But length without breadth, as the adversary says, is the definition of line; therefore line is predicated of length which is the genus of line. From this it follows that genus participates in species, because that predication is essential. But this is unsuitable. Therefore that from which it follows, namely that difference is assigned through negation, is unsuitable. Thus it is also proved that essential difference will be predicated universally of genus, because length is the genus, and not having breadth is the difference; but not having breadth will be predicated of length, as has already been proved, and this again is unsuitable. Therefore difference ought not to be assigned through negation.

Likewise, a similar unsuitability follows if the genus which is length is said to be with breadth as with a difference opposite to the aforesaid negation; for without breadth and with breadth are opposed differences of the same genus. But from genus and difference comes the account or definition of the species; on account of this it follows that genus receives in predication the account of the species, and therefore consequently the species also will be predicated of genus, which is unsuitable. And likewise genus will receive the predication of difference, which is unsuitable, because one of the stated differences opposed through affirmation and negation will necessarily be predicated of the genus through this maxim: of anything whatever affirmation or negation is true.

But this stated place is useful against those who posit genera to be separated forms existing really according to themselves. For if the same separated length in number is the genus of separated things, in some way it will also be predicated separately of that genus of separated things which is the same in number, as Plato says, because it has breadth or is without breadth, through the same maxim, that one of the things which have been stated must be true of every length, whether it is separated or conceived with matter. Indeed, if this ought to be true of genus or of length generally, this too is true, that every length is either with breadth or without breadth; but it does not happen from this that genus participates in species and that difference is predicated universally of genus. For there are lengths not having breadth, as lines; and there are certain ones with breadth, as those of surface and body. On account of this, this place is useful only against those who posit forms, who posit one genus in number in these things. But those who do not posit one genus in number, but a diverse one, and this can be because what is the same in genus well and not unsuitably has contraries in itself; but it avails against all who say that one genus is one in number. This, however, is done by those who posit forms alone to be genera; for they say that the same length in number and the same animal in number are genus, whose differences are contrary.

But although it has thus been said that a negative thing is not a difference, nevertheless this is not universally true, because perhaps in certain definitions of certain things it is necessary to use negation in the assignment of difference, as in definitions of privations; for blind, through definition, is that which does not have sight when by nature it is apt to have it. And these things indeed have been said about negative difference. But in such things neither does a difference accepted affirmatively avail for definition, because it does not also have a difference co-divided through affirmation. Hence it makes no difference whether one divides a genus by negation or negative difference, or by an affirmation of this sort rather than by negation, that is, by an affirmation with which it must necessarily be divided from diverse sides together with negation. Thus, if one defined length, which is the genus, as having breadth, nothing is divided from diverse sides except not having breadth; on account of this it follows that the genus is necessarily divided by negation, and so the same unsuitability as before remains.
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CHAPTER V. On inspection toward difference compared to those things which are in the predicamental line.

Again, one must consider, in the definition of difference for destroying difference and definition, that because this happens according to the consideration made toward difference compared to those things which are in the predicamental line, and toward difference compared according to predication and the order which it has toward them, we shall set down each of these by considering them, so that one who wishes to destroy definition from defect of difference may be able to abound. For difference is compared to those things which are in the straight predicamental line in three ways: to species, to genus, and to individual.

Therefore first one must consider whether someone in definition assigned species as difference. The example of this is one who, defining fraud, said that fraud is injury with mockery; for mockery is a certain species of injury, just as fraud also is. On account of this mockery is not a constitutive difference, but a species co-divided with fraud under this genus which is injury. And one should note that in its place, according to another exposition, reproach is posited; but reproach is injury made with mockery, while fraud is deception with loss.

Furthermore, one must inspect difference compared to genus. Therefore one must consider whether someone has posited genus as difference in the assigned definition. The example of this is if one defining virtue posited it to be a good or virtuous habit; for good, which he posited in place of difference, is the genus of virtue; and similarly virtuous. In each of these two ways difference is also destroyed, and consequently definition is destroyed. But because good and virtuous are said in two ways, both for the nature of good which is goodness, as Aristotle says in the Great Ethics, and for the form of good. And in the first way good is a genus predicated of virtue, because Aristotle says that virtue is a certain goodness; but the form of good, which is taken from essentials, is the difference of virtue. Therefore, so that the introduced consideration may be well understood, it must be gathered thus: either that good is said to be good as the consideration displays, or that good is not the genus of habit or virtue, but a difference. One must also consider that what was said in the Categories is true: that it does not happen that the same thing is in two genera not containing one another, that is, not posited subalternately. And good and habit have themselves toward each other in this way, as two genera not posited subalternately; for neither does this genus which is good contain habit, nor does habit contain good subalternately. The proof of this is that consequence is converted from neither to the other with universal predication made, as genus is predicated of species; for not every good is a habit, nor is every habit a good. Therefore these two will not be genera containing each other mutually, and of diverse genera not posited subalternately there would be one as the same species. And since habit is the genus of virtue, it is plain that good, said concretely of virtue, is not genus but rather difference.

Furthermore, there is another reason for this same thing: because habit signifies what virtue is and signifies genus; but good, accepted formally, does not signify what virtue is as genus, but signifies the quality of virtue. And difference seems to signify a qualified what, that is, what sort of something it is; also that which difference informs, and this is the supposit of the species. But it must be noted that virtue is considered in two ways: according to relation to the power, of which it is the ultimate and perfection in good, and thus virtue is considered as virtue is said toward another; and in this way it is in the genus of habit, because, as Avicenna says, a habit is that by which someone does something when he wishes. It is also considered according to that which is virtue, and according to that which it supposes in the name of virtue; and in this way it is in the genus of good, and virtue considered thus is indeed good, and Aristotle speaks in this way. Nothing prevents the same thing from being in diverse genera.

In the third consideration one must see whether, in the assigned definition, that which is posited in place of difference does not signify what kind of what it is, but signifies this something, as an individual. For every difference seems to signify an essential quality by which something which is the supposit of the species is of such a sort. For if it does not signify such a quality in this way, but this something, both the assigned difference and the definition in which it is placed are destroyed. And note that difference and species signify a qualified what differently: for species signifies a qualified what in such a way that it is a what and something qualified of itself, because it signifies a what formed by a quale; but difference signifies a qualified what in such a way that none of itself is what, but it itself is the quality of that which is what in the species.

But one must attend to difference compared to accident, because it signifies quality; and one must consider whether the difference belongs to the defined thing according to accident or in the mode of an accident. For if so, both difference and definition are destroyed. The reason for this is that no difference belongs to the defined thing according to the mode of those things which belong according to accident, just as neither does genus belong to the defined thing as an accident. The reason for this is that it does not happen that a difference belongs and does not belong to something whose difference it is, but it always belongs essentially to that whose difference it is, as proper act and substantial form, which by its own essence constitutes in substantial being that of which it is the constitutive difference.

CHAPTER VI. On inspection toward difference compared to those things which are in the predicamental line according to comparison of order and predication.

Furthermore, for the destruction of difference and definition through inspection of difference compared to genus and species, one must consider whether the assigned difference is universally predicated of the genus assigned in the definition, or the species which is defined, or something from the number of those things which are inferior to the species. For none of the things that have been stated can be predicated universally of genus, even if it is taken according to being. And the cause of this is that genus, of all the things which are posited in the definition and to which the definition is referred toward the defined thing, is said or predicated most broadly or most commonly. And therefore if difference is predicated of genus, it will be more common than genus and will not restrict the genus to which it is appended; and so difference and definition are destroyed, because it does not avail for the proposal.

Again, one must consider once more whether genus, according to this that it is genus, is predicated of difference as it is difference, that is, whether the essence which is genus is predicated of the essence which is difference; for then both difference and definition are destroyed. And the cause of this is that genus, insofar as it is genus, is not predicated of difference insofar as it is difference, but seems to be said or predicated of those things of which the difference also is, as of supposits informed by difference, as animal the genus is predicated of man and ox and of other walkable things, that is, of animals formed by walkable as by a difference, and is not predicated of that difference which is predicated of the species whose difference it is. But the first reason for this, leading to the impossible, is this: because if the genus which is ani-



Chapter VII. On inspection toward the difference taken absolutely and toward the contracted difference.

animal, it would be predicated according to each difference, as each difference is of participation; then with reason also many animals would be predicated of the species. And the cause of this is that difference divides genus, and many differences will divide into many things, and diverse differences will divide into diverse things; and so animal would be numbered by the diversity of differences, as what is participated is divided according to diverse participants; and so then, because one species has several differences which are predicated of the species, many animals would be predicated of the same species, because each difference implies the genus which it itself participates.

But if someone should object that, when descent is made similarly from the first down to the last, many genera are predicated of one thing, it is not similar, because none of those through which descent is made by opposites divides the genus; and therefore genus is not numbered in them, but is the same thing more and less narrowed according as there is more and less descent from the first.

Furthermore, there is another reason for the same point: because if genus is predicated of difference, and by substantial and essential predication, nevertheless such predication is not of a superior concerning an inferior according to the straight line of predicables; because if it were so, it follows that all differences would be species or individuals, because by such predication genus is predicated only of species and individual, if indeed this is certain in those things of which animal is predicated; for every animal of which animal as genus is predicated by essential predication is a species or an individual. But here it must be noticed that this nature which is genus is in no way predicated of this nature which is difference, but they are disparate natures, of which one is as that which is in potency and material, which is genus, and the other is as pure act, of which nothing is that which is subject and potency; whence since everything which is predicated affirmatively of something has something of itself according to being in that of which it is predicated, and genus according to that which it is, a certain nature and subject and in potency, has nothing of itself according to being in difference, because it is that which is in a subject existing in potency, it is impossible that one be predicated essentially of the other, but they are disparate essences and natures. And diverse people assign diverse causes of this, but there is no other cause than that which Aristotle and the philosophers state: that what is a subject existing in potency according to the thing never coincides into the same with form and act; for it would follow that the same thing would be forming and formed, distinguishable and distinguished, perfecting and perfected, all of which are impossible and contrary to every intellect. Therefore it must be said that when genus is predicated of difference or difference of genus, or when species or individual is predicated of difference, or conversely, difference is taken according to the being and concretion which it has toward the supposit which it informs; and thus it is said that animal is rational, and rational is animal, and that man is rational, and rational is man, and rational Socrates, and Socrates rational. Yet some say that when it is said, rational is animal, or conversely animal is rational, the expression is twofold: from the fact that what I say, rational, can stand formally, and thus the expression is false, because in that way rationality would be animal; or it can stand for the supposit, and thus it is true. And this is the same as the prior answer, but it says that the prior only states the cause of those things which have been said. And from these things what is said here is plainly understood.

Likewise one must still inspect difference compared to species, whether species or something else inferior to species, such as an individual, or a most special species contained under a subaltern species, is predicated essentially and universally of difference; for this is impossible. The first reason for this is that thus it would be broader. Another unsuitable consequence follows, because thus it happens or follows that species is difference; since it will be predicated of some difference of species, it is clear that it is not predicated by accidental predication, as man is white; therefore it will be predicated essentially and affirmatively. It is clear, therefore, that the predicated species has something of itself in the subject which is difference. But it is clear that, since there is nothing in species except genus and difference, the species has one of these in difference: plainly not genus; therefore difference. Therefore it follows that species is difference, which is unsuitable. For if this species, man, is predicated of difference, it plainly follows that man is difference; and so difference and definition are destroyed.

Again, by comparing difference to species according to priority, one must consider whether difference is not prior to species; for in this way difference and definition are destroyed, because difference must be posterior to genus but prior to species.

But there is the customary objection which is wont to be made in many places, both here and in the second book of the Posterior Analytics 1 and in other places, that Aristotle says that difference is predicated more broadly than species; and in the seventh book of First Philosophy 2 he says that the final specific difference is convertible with species and is not broader than the species itself; and these also seem to be contrary and repugnant. But to this it has often been answered by us in diverse books that there is that which is a difference according to the name and act of difference, and there is that which divides and makes things differ in species, because the other does not divide; and if it makes a species differ from others, this is consequently, because by constituting it forms it, and thus by form it divides from all things which are disparate from that form. And therefore difference, according as it is difference by the act of difference, is understood to be, so far as it is of itself, more common than species; concerning which it was also said above in the first book of this science that it is general and to be placed with genus. And in First Philosophy 3, in the seventh book, Aristotle hints that all differences which are before the last are as genus and are put for genus, because they are in potency, not as pure act standing and perfect; but that which is wholly pure act according to itself is in the act of form constituting and determining the whole potency of genus. And that it makes differ, it has only consequently; therefore it does not divide among themselves that of which it is the difference, that is, the species, as divisive difference does, which divides among itself the genus of which it is the difference; but consequently it divides the whole integral species from others. And concerning such a difference neither is there discussion here, nor even in the second book of the Posterior Analytics, but in the seventh book of First Philosophy, where the true principles constituting them in substance and in-being are treated; and thus the contrary points are solved. But others solve it otherwise; we do not care about their statement.

Further, one wishing to destroy must consider difference compared to another genus which is not the genus of the defined thing, which does not contain the genus of the defined thing, nor is contained by it as genera placed subalternately; because it does not seem that a genus of diverse kind and not subalternated together, nor a subalternating genus of the defined thing, has the same and substantial difference, just as one species does not belong to genera of this sort which stand so to one another. This is proved by reduction to the impossible: because if it is granted that it is not so, as has been said, it will happen or follow that one species will be in two genera not containing each other, that is, not placed subalternately. The reason for this is the following: it is general that each difference, taken according to itself, implies its own proper genus in which it is, as walkable and two-footed, which are differences of animal, imply animal if they are taken according to themselves. Likewise each difference taken with its genus constitutes one species, and a single difference constitutes a single species; therefore one difference with one genus constitutes one species, and the same difference taken with another genus constitutes a species, because it is one difference of two genera, as the hypothesis says; and it is true that of whatever the difference is predicated, of the same thing the genus of that difference is also predicated. Let the genera be A and B, and let the one difference be C, and let the constituted species be D: but C is predicated of D, therefore also genus A is predicated of D; by the same reason B also will be predicated of D through the difference which is C, because that is the difference of two genera. Therefore difference and one species are in two genera, as in A and B, which is contrary to what is said in the Categories, that of diverse genera, and so on.

This must be corrected with counsel, so that it may be better understood: because although it is generally true of the final constitutive difference, nevertheless when taken of other differences it needs destruction. And indeed either the consideration must be stated in this way, as it is posed concerning the final difference, or it must be said that it is impossible for the same difference to belong to two genera not containing one another, or not placed subalternately, but it must be added: of two things not placed subalternately which both as genera are not put under one thing which is a common genus toward each. Otherwise the consideration will have an instance; for walkable animal and flying animal are genera not placed subalternately, and the one difference which is two-footed belongs to each of them. And therefore it must be added that there is not one genus of each genus, whereas if there is one genus of each genus existing under the same common genus toward each, then it has no instance; for both genera which have been stated, namely walkable animal and flying animal, are under one common genus for each genus.

But it is plain for the second part of the consideration that this too has an instance: because in such differences it is not necessary for difference universally to imply its proper genus, because it happens that the same difference belongs to two genera not containing one another. For it does not follow, it is two-footed, therefore it is flying; nor does it follow, it is two-footed, therefore it is walkable or a man; but it is necessary that only one of these genera imply the other under distinction. And all these superior things joined together under disjunction are implied from their inferior differences; for it follows, it is two-footed, therefore it is walkable or flying; and these imply animal, the common genus which contains both those genera.

CHAPTER VII. On inspection toward the difference taken absolutely and toward the contracted difference.

But one wishing to destroy difference and definition must see whether, in something which is defined, he has assigned a difference determined or designated by place; for then the difference is destroyed, because difference belongs to intrinsic essentials, whereas place is extrinsic and not essential. For one defined substance does not seem to differ substantially from another defined substance in that which is where, or in place. On account of this those are also rebuked who, in walkable animal and flying animal, divide animal by dividing animal into aquatic and terrestrial, which nevertheless Aristotle does in the ninth book On Animals. But these are not to be rebuked for dividing in such a way, as though walkable and terrestrial and aquatic signified where, since these are differences which are taken with respect to where. Yet nevertheless in these cases this consideration needs correction, because either they speak badly when assigning difference with respect to where, or in these cases, in assigning difference, they are not rightly rebuked, if they refer the intention to this: that in the natural and essential aptitude of the animal it is to be in water or on land. For then the difference which is aquatic or terrestrial does not signify being in some place or in where, so that difference is taken according to this, but signifies what sort of thing that animal is according to nature and substantial difference. This is proved from this, that if what is aquatic according to place is on dry land, if it is an aquatic bird removed from water, it is still aquatic by nature. Likewise the terrestrial is terrestrial even if it is in the wet according to place, as a buffalo existing in water; and a crocodile, when it is in the wet, is not aquatic but terrestrial. Further, although one assigning difference in this way with respect to place is not to be rebuked, nevertheless if someone at some time assigns difference according to place, not looking to intrinsic and essential things, then it is plain that the one assigning will be erring, and difference is destroyed. But if someone asks why this consideration is not given by looking to time as it is by looking to place, we say that all such questions in this matter, which is from probabilities, are superfluous. Yet it can be said that place agrees more with difference than time does, because place is containing and preserving, as difference is; but time is more a cause of corruption through motion, which makes what is moved stand away from its principle; and therefore the consideration is placed more by looking to place than to time. And although, with respect to the generator, motion to place and to form is the same, because as much is given of place as of form to the mobile thing, nevertheless, since the motions are diverse, namely local motion and generation, local motion indeed insofar as it stands extrinsically to the thing, but generation insofar as it stands intrinsically to it, therefore one assigning difference with respect to place errs, and one assigning difference with respect to generation does not err.

Again, still for one wishing to destroy definition, by inspecting the difference contracted to matter, one must consider whether someone has assigned a definition by positing passion as being the difference. But by passion we mean everything by which, according to quality, that which is moved by being altered actually suffers; for in this way Aspasius, in the book On Passions, defining passion, says that passion is a motion by which, in suffering, what is continuously altered is moved; for it continuously receives this, since passion is said from the Greek for suffering, which in Latin sounds as receiving. For every such passion which is truly a passion existing in a passion or passible quality, made greater through motion, received more and more in a mobile thing, casts away from substance; because the alterative motion itself, which is the form of passion, received more and more, is said to cast away from substance, because it continuously casts away from the contrary substance from which the motion comes to be. Also what is called casting away from substance is the same as casting away from the subject, because the subject is the substance which is moved. But why such a passion is not a difference is because difference, since it belongs to essentials, seems rather to preserve substance and everything which is in substance than to cast away, because it is not according to alterative motion, but rather the removal of it and the end of motion.

Further, for the same point there is this: that it is simply impossible for each one of the things that are to exist if its proper difference does not exist, because that is its substantial form; and therefore nothing is cast away from it, and it casts away nothing. For when something is not walkable according to aptitude, even if it is not so according to act, it will not be a man. But simply or universally it must be said that according to whatever things one having these things is altered as to a passion, none of those things is its difference. For all things of this sort, according to which subjects having them are altered, when they become greater according to motion, which is form, always, when made greater, cast away more from the subject substance and have contraries; but difference, which is pure and simple act and does not proceed from less to more according to its substance, does not do this. Therefore, if one defining through genus and difference has assigned some passion of this sort as a difference, he has erred; for simply nothing is altered according to becoming more and greater by motion according to specific differences.

Further, by looking to the whole difference of those things which are toward something, for in that definition difference is posited, one must consider whether, in defining some species which is from the number of things that are toward something, he has assigned it by saying that it is not toward something. For from this it follows that the same thing is not this very thing which is toward something; and so what is toward something will be not toward something. Hence the constitutive differences of those things which are toward something must be toward something, as is clear. An example is in speculative, active, and poetic discipline. Speculative discipline is for speculating toward the end of truth. But active discipline, as Aristotle says, whose habit is prudence, belongs to one considering toward the end of good. Poetic discipline, which is operative, is toward the end of a work, which is a liberal act, toward which poets lead by fashioning wonders, as are wrestling, exercise, war for the republic, and things of this sort.

And in those things which are thus toward something, one must consider, by the one who wishes to destroy difference and definition, whether, in defining, he has assigned or defined the thing itself toward that for which it is born either by nature or by art, each one of those things which are called toward something. For for certain of those things which are toward something in species, there is no use in defining except that it be defined toward that for which each of them is born to come to be and to be, taken singly according to species; but there is no use in defining those things toward something else except toward this. Thus it is not possible to use sight except for seeing; therefore it must be defined toward that. But certain things can also be used for something else than that for which they are born, as a shuttle is a little boat hollow in the middle of a weaver, carrying threads through the warp; although it has been made for this, nevertheless it happens that someone uses it for drawing up something. Yet if someone has defined a shuttle as an instrument for drawing up, for which it is not born by nature, although this can be done with a shuttle, he has erred; for it is not born for that for which he has defined it. But the definition of that which is born toward something is toward that for which it is born, with which the prudent man uses it, and toward that for which the proper discipline uses it concerning individual things, as the weaver uses the shuttle for carrying threads, as nature uses a ship for sailing; and they must be defined toward these things.

Furthermore, when it happens that something said toward several things according to subject is said through itself and by accident, prior and posterior, one must consider whether, if he has not assigned it to the principal thing, he has erred; as one who defined prudence, saying it to be a virtue of the soul of man, and did not assign it to be the virtue of the first rational thing, because it belongs to that prior thing. Prudence is a virtue of the rational power, of the first as subject, and through that it is a virtue of the soul of man. For according as the rational is first as power, and soul, and rational man, one will be called prudent.

Further, still in those things which are said toward something as toward a subject, one must consider whether that defined thing is not receptive of that of which, as a defined thing that is toward something, a distinct disposition, passion, or quality is said; for then the assigned difference is not a difference, nor is anything else apart from passion and disposition which is toward something. For every disposition and every passion is born to come to be in that whose disposition or passion it is, and to be defined through it, as science is born to come to be in the soul, because it is an existing disposition of the soul. But sometimes someone has erred in such matters toward things other than those in which, as subjects, they are born to come to be. Thus whoever, defining sleep, say that sleep is the impotence of sense made according to act; and if he has erred who defines doubt, who says that doubt is an equality of contrary reasons; and those who, defining pain, say that pain is the distance of natural parts made with the force of a nerve: none of these has defined in comparison to that in which these are first born to come to be as in a first subject. For sleep according to its cause is not born first to come to be in sense made according to act, but in the organ of the senses, as in the organ of common sense. Nor is doubt born to come to be in reasonings, but in reason as in its first subject. Nor is pain as in first subject in natural parts; for if pain is conceded to be present in natural parts, since even inanimate things have natural parts, it follows also that inanimate things will suffer pain, because they have natural parts. Such also, and erring in such a way, is the definition of health, if through definition health is conceded to be a mean or a middle of hot and cold things, because it belongs to many inanimate things; for it follows that whatever things are moderately hot and cold must be healthy, because the middle of individual things is in those same things whose middle it is as subjects; on account of which it follows, according to this, that health is in all those things, which is false, since health is a habit only of an animal.

Furthermore, if these things which have been said do not belong to those things which have been said as to subjects, but are in them as in effective causes, hence because this is so it happens to posit the thing in its own effective cause, or conversely the effective cause in it. This is like one defining sleep, or doubt, or health; for pain is not the distance of natural parts as of a subject, but the distance of natural parts is its effective cause. And let that account be stated through the efficient cause. Nor is impotence of sense sleep by essence; for when heat is recalled from the exterior organs of the senses to the place of digestion, cold slips into the body and coldness into the organs of the senses, and the senses are made impotent for sensing according to act, and thus sleep comes to be, which is the bond and impotence of the senses; and in such things sense is as in the first subject, for one of those is the effective cause of the other. Or again we sleep because of impotence of sensing, and this is true; and conversely, because of sleep, which is the bond of the senses, we are impotent for sensing, and this is true, because sleep is first induced through the impotence of sensing, as has been said; but once sleep has been induced, with exterior coldness slipping in, the organs of the senses are held by sleep unless they are released for sensing according to act. Likewise in the other example of doubt the subject is not posited, but the efficient cause, which is the equality of contrary reasons, so that it may be called doubt. For, Boethius says, the ambiguous is when reason goes around each part of a contradiction by equal reasons. But the doubtful is an unterminated motion of reason without reason, or with a depraved reason, toward each part of a contradiction, which things seem similarly or equally to those reasoning; when we reason toward all things, or toward both things toward which we reason, then we doubt or are uncertain which of those we should do, or which other we should prefer.
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Tractate III. Chapter I. Whether the definition agrees with the defined thing according to all times, or whether it disagrees with something at some time.

TRACTATE III. HOW DEFINITION IS DESTROYED BY INSPECTING THOSE THINGS WHICH FOLLOW UPON DEFINITION COMPARED TO THE DEFINED THING ACCORDING TO IDENTITY.

CHAPTER I. Whether the definition agrees with the defined thing according to all times, or whether it disagrees with something at some time.

But with definition, or the problem of definition, thus completed with respect to the essentials of definition, the same problem must be determined with respect to those things which follow upon definition compared to the defined thing according to identity. And first, one must consider whether the definition agrees with the defined thing according to all times, or whether it disagrees with something at some time, because then the definition is destroyed. As if someone defined immortal animal as that which is now incorruptible; for an animal now incorruptible, in such a way that this expression, now, determines that which is incorruptible, now is immortal, and in this way what is now immortal is now incorruptible. Therefore in this way the definition is destroyed.

Or perhaps it must be said that in the example introduced there is not a true instance preventing it from being a definition; for this which is called being now incorruptible is doubtful and can have many senses. For either incorruptible is said from the act of corruption, and that is called now incorruptible which is not now being corrupted, and in this way it is not the definition of immortal. Or incorruptible says a privation of the potency of corruption, not simply, but so that the sense is that it is called incorruptible because it is impossible to be corrupted now; and thus again it is not the definition of immortal. Or incorruptible indeed says the privation of the potency of corruption simply, and let incorruptible itself now be said as such, that is, so that this sort of thing is now what can never be corrupted; and in this way it can be the definition of immortal. Therefore when we say that incorruptible now is animal, we do not say this by assigning that it is now such an animal which is not corrupted, but we show that it is now such that it is never corrupted nor can be corrupted; and this is the same as immortal and the definition of the same. On account of this it does not happen that, according to this present time alone, the same thing is immortal now; but here we say that one thing must be considered in this way: whether according to every time, in these cases where what is assigned according to the definition happens, that thing follows the defined thing and is present now according to this present time and according to past time, and not always. But what according to the name of the defined thing to which the definition is fitted happens at some time not to be present, will not be the same now and before.

Therefore this place of consideration, because it has many senses, must be used not simply according to every sense, but in the sense in which it states the definition of the name, as has been said. But it must be known here that incorruptible, properly speaking, is broader than immortal, because immortal is properly of that whose life exists, whereas incorruptible is opposed to corruptible, which belongs to composites from contraries or to those things which are borne upon such things, such as their forms. And so incorruptible can be the difference of that which is immortal, and is not entirely the same as it, but broader. Further, although immortal is a difference saving and perfecting, and immortal is said from privation, nevertheless, as it is a difference, it is taken from aptitude and not from act; and so it perfects and preserves in such being.
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But one must also examine, according to the consequences of definition and of the defined thing, those things taken with respect to the same matters according to more and less, which state change in time; and this by first comparing the definition to the defined thing. This can happen in three ways: if the defined thing receives another intention than according to the designated definition; and if the defined thing receives more, and the definition does not, or conversely; likewise if each receives more, but not always at the same time.

Therefore, first, one wishing to destroy definition from comparison of definition to the defined thing according to more and less must look whether the defined thing is more definable toward something else than according to the account or definition assigned concerning it; for then the definition is destroyed. The example of this is if justice is defined in this way by saying that justice is a power distributive of the equal; for then it is received from the conjugate that justice is more definable through something else than through power. But one is called just, as more defined, who loves to distribute the equal, than one who can; therefore justice too is more a choice or love of distribution of the equal than a power. Therefore the definition will have been destroyed, because according to this justice will not be a power distributive of the equal. For virtue is a habit and voluntary, consisting more in choice than in power, unless it is understood of power which is a faculty from habit; but the definition does not proceed concerning this, but concerning power which is indefinite and able to be led to act; and so virtues are not called powers. For if justice were a power distributive of the equal, then he also would be most just who could most distribute the equal.

Furthermore, with respect to the same thing one must consider whether the defined thing indeed receives more, and that which is assigned according to the definition, that is, the definition, does not receive more; or conversely, if that which is assigned according to the definition, that is, the definition, receives more, and the defined thing does not receive more; for the definition will have been destroyed. For either both must receive more, or neither, since that which is assigned concerning the defined thing according to the definition is the same as the defined thing and according to the same respect.

Furthermore, third, one must consider whether each, both definition and defined thing, receives more, but not at the same time and in the same thing; then definition is destroyed. Thus if love, which among physicians is called desire for intercourse, is defined so, this definition is destroyed, because one loving more does not desire intercourse more, but perhaps the presence of the beloved, even when he seeks intercourse. On account of this both do not together receive more in the same thing; nevertheless this would have to be so if definition and defined thing were the same according to the same respect. Furthermore, by comparing definition and defined thing to a third thing, one must consider whether, when two things are proposed, such as definition and defined thing, and compared to a third, concerning which the defined thing is said according to more, concerning the same thing that which is according to the definition, that is, the definition, is said less; then definition is destroyed. Thus if the definition of fire is said to be a most subtle body: since there are three species of fire in alien matter, namely coal, flame, and light, flame is more fire than light; but the most subtle body which is posited as the definition of fire is less flame than light. Therefore it is clear that what has been assigned as definition is not the definition of fire, because both the definition and the defined thing would belong more to the same thing if the definition were correct.

But here it must be noted that, as Avicenna and Averroes say, fire in its sphere and in its proper nature is neither light nor does it shine, because if it did, an eclipse of the moon would never be seen, since what shines covers what is behind it. Nor would the stars ever appear. Hence these species are fire in alien matter, which approach more and less to the nature of fire; and therefore they receive more and less the being-most-subtle, which is the aforesaid natural form of fire. And when fire is said to be flame more than light, this is said because flame has the natural quality, namely being able to burn and consume, more than light. For fire is glowing in earthy matter, but flame is kindled fire, and light is gleaming and illuminating in vapor condensed toward the form and subtlety of air and purified from what is earthy.

Again one must consider whether this, as definition, belongs similarly or equally to two proposed things, but that other, as defined thing, does not belong similarly to the same things, but one belongs according to more; then the definition will have been destroyed. And this is plain to anyone, because, since defined thing and definition state the same according to form and differ only because definition states explicitly what the defined thing states implicitly according to the name, both must be equally in those things in which they are said to be according to form.

Furthermore, definition can be destroyed through inspection toward two definitions related to the defined thing through disjunction, so that each separately is a definition, while the disjunct is verified only for one of the two. Hence, if by looking to two disjoined things someone has assigned the definition according to either one, that is, so that separately either of the conjoined things belongs to the defined thing, he has erred and the definition is destroyed. As if someone defining should say that the good is what is delightful through sight or through hearing; and if someone defining being, as Boethius says, should say that it is that which can act or suffer. For from this it follows that the same thing will be at once good and not good. And the reason for this is that definition and defined thing are the same, and whatever things are the same, their opposites also are the same. But what is delightful through hearing is the same as good, as the definition and hypothesis say; therefore, through the opposite, what is not delightful through hearing will be the same as not-good. For for the same things by definition, even opposites by contradiction will be the same by definition. For if man is rational mortal animal, non-rational-mortal-animal will be non-man. But not-good is opposed to good as defined thing to defined thing; and likewise delightful through hearing is opposed to not-delightful through hearing as definition to definition. Therefore it is plain that what is not delightful through hearing is the same as what is not good. Therefore if something is delightful through sight, but this is not delightful through hearing, thus the same thing will be not-good; therefore good will be not-good.

Similarly we shall show that the same thing is being and non-being, because if being is the same by definition as that which can suffer, that which cannot act will be what is not; therefore it is the same as non-being, and so the same thing will be being and non-being. And this follows if the definition is made through both parts separately. But if the definition is made through the disjunct so that both disjunctive parts are referred together to the defined thing, a definition cannot be given through a disjunctive expression, because such is the definition of an enunciation in the Perihermenias, and the definition of a problem in what has gone before, and of many other things defined in this way.
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Furthermore, because it has now been shown how definition is destroyed through defect of difference contracted to matter, let us show how it is destroyed through defect of genus and simply, and this without circumstances. Therefore let us first say by a general teaching that in genera and differences and all other things which are and ought to be assigned in definition, those who wish to destroy definition, and who use definitions of names in place of the names of genera or differences, so that what agrees and disagrees with the defined thing may be better seen, must consider whether anything disagrees.

Therefore in particular one must consider whether that which is defined is toward something, either through itself or according to genus, as grammar, which according to genus is toward something; then one must consider whether in the definition of that which is toward something, it has not been said through difference and signified that it is toward something; and then definition is destroyed through defect of genus and difference which ought to be in the definition. The example of this is that if someone defining science, which according to being said is toward something, says that science is a fixed opinion; or defining pleasure says that pleasure is an appetite without sadness. For the substance of that which is toward something, which is its being, is that it is toward another, because for each of the things which are toward something, to be and to have itself somehow toward something is the same, as was said in the Categories. And therefore in the definition that toward which the defined thing is must be posited. Therefore in defining science one ought to say that science is an opinion of the knowable, or of that which is knowable; and in defining pleasure one ought to say that pleasure is an appetite of good or of delectable good, because science and pleasure are toward these things. Likewise, if someone defining grammar has said that grammar is the science of letters, he has erred, because in the definition of a relative one ought to state both the thing toward which it is said through itself and that toward which it is said according to its genus; for these things must be assigned in the definitions of relatives.

Further, he has erred who, for something said toward something according to species, which is its end, has not assigned it by definition toward that end; for in each thing the end is that which is best, and definition must be given through what is best. Or again, the end is that for the sake of which all things are done; and for this reason, in definition, that which is best and most useful must be stated. Thus if desire is defined and is not defined as being appetite of the delectable, but is defined as being of delight, this errs, because it is not delectable except on account of delight, since on account of delight we also choose the delectable itself.

One must also consider in those things which are defined toward an end whether the end toward which the definition is assigned is generation which comes to be in the end, or whether this end is act, that is, to be actual or made; for these are diverse ends, as Aristotle says in the first book of the Ethics. Hence in some things the end is action, but in others the thing acted: in active art they will action, but in building art the thing built, which in Greek is called ἀποτέλεσμα; and in such things, or of such things as generation and action, the end in such things is rather to have acted and generated, and what has been consummated, than to act and generate. Or perhaps in some things, as has been said, it is not so; for it is not true in all things that it is so. For almost all wish more to be delighted in the coming-to-be of delight than to have rested and perfected being delighted according to perfect being; on account of which in such things they make and posit acting and making more as the end than having acted. But here it must be noted that there are certain things imposed simply from forms dependent according to their being toward something, as father and son, master and servant, and things of this sort; and these are not toward other ends except toward those things toward which they are said. And there are certain things imposed from forms which are indeed absolute, yet have a respect toward other things, as science, desire, and things of this sort; and those are also compared to acts beyond that toward which they are said, especially when they name dispositions or habits of active or passive powers; and concerning these this also has been said more usefully.
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Again, in certain of those things which are toward something, for one wishing to destroy definition, one must consider whether he has not determined the circumstances or conditions of the same thing which is toward something. For one must consider whether he has not determined of what quality, or of what quantity, or where, or according to other differences of circumstances according to which the name of the defined thing is imposed; and if so, he has erred, and the assigned definition is destroyed. As if ambition is defined and it is not determined of what kind of honor, or of how much honor, it is appetitive, or where, or how, or according to other differences of honors. For the name ambitious is not rather imposed on him who simply seeks honor, since honor is among things appetible through themselves, and all seek honor; hence this is not in vice. Therefore, since ambition is the name of a vice, it is not enough to say that the ambitious person is one who seeks honor, but the stated differences must be added, such as how much, and where, and in which things, and in things of what kind, and for what reason, and other things similar to these. Likewise also when one is called avaricious, for someone is not called avaricious from money being loved, because all seek money; but it is necessary to add the circumstances: how, and how much, and where, and for what reason, and also things of this sort. And when one is called luxurious, he is not so called from every love of pleasures, but one must add how much, and which pleasures, and of what kind, and when, and where, and for what reason, also in which things he loves pleasures, and from which pleasures he is held back, and things of this sort. And again in natural things, as one who defines night and has said that it is shadow: for he ought to say what kind and how much shadow, and where, and when. And when he defined cysmon, that is, the fall of the earth, or what comes from the falling of the earth, it is not enough to say that cysmos is motion of the earth; for one must add whence, and how much, and of what kind, and where, and when, and other circumstances. Or again, defining cloud, he has said that it is condensed air; for he must add from what, and what, and whence, and when the air is condensed. Or again he who defines wind as being motion of air; for he must add from what cause, and where, and how, and things of this sort. Likewise it is also in other such cases. For in all such cases, one who leaves behind some difference of circumstances in some such circumstances does not state what being is, since nevertheless all such things draw substantial being from circumstances according to their name. For in definition one must strive toward that which the defined thing needs for the declaration of its best being. For not earth moved in just any way is earth-movement; rather, one must say from how much terrestrial vapor, and from how much solidity of the solid, through which the vapor cannot evaporate, and enclosed moves the earth; hence not any motion whatever will be cysmos, that is, earth-movement. And therefore in such things one must add the circumstances or conditions from which it draws being; and definitions of this sort are not those which have been stated.

Furthermore, in appetible things the definition is not valid if that which seems more appetible has not been appended, as if it is moved toward the apparent or toward that which seems so; and this must be appended for this reason, because every desiring thing is moved by things seen; and this must be appended in all circumstances, in whatever other circumstances it agrees or fits according to the name of the defined thing. As when it is said that pleasure is appetite of good, or when it is said that desire is appetite of the delectable, but it is not added that it is appetite or desire of apparent good; nevertheless nothing moves appetite or desire except apparent good or the delectable, and therefore that must be present. For mostly it is hidden from those seeking what or which thing is good or delectable according to truth, and they are moved toward the apparent. On account of this it is not necessary that the good, whose appetite is pleasure, be good through itself; nor is it necessary that the delectable, whose appetite is desire, be delectable through itself; but apparent good ought to be said. For this, in that it appears, makes pleasure and desire. Hence the assignment of pleasure and desire ought thus to be made through apparent good, so that it would belong generally to every pleasure and desire. For if someone defining pleasure and desire has assigned what has been said, so that he appends that pleasure belongs to apparent good and desire to apparent delectable, then still he who wishes to destroy the definition must reduce those things which he assigns into separate species of good and delectable, because, as Plato said, they are the causes and forms of these sensible things, since what is not in causes is not in effects. For since the apparent exists only with us, to whom in sense this appears to be good or delectable, and is caused by him to whom it appears, of which the sign is that diverse delectable and good things appear to diverse persons, it follows that those are not separate forms which are the cause of any apparent good or delectable; because the apparent as apparent has no cause and form outside him to whom it appears. But species seems to be said toward species in all difficult matters, just as thing toward thing, and so to have itself; because of all those things which make quiddity, there are species which are the being of that which is.

Therefore what it is, and that there is desire through itself separated in species, if the delectable through itself is in species, and pleasure through itself is of good through itself in species, has now been shown: that of apparent good as apparent, there will not be pleasure through itself, nor of apparent delectable will there be desire through itself. For it has been shown that it is unsuitable for apparent good, which does not have a cause outside him to whom it appears, to be separated through itself; and likewise it is unsuitable for apparent delectable to be separated through itself. And so these things, which are apparent good and apparent delectable, cannot be things defining the quiddity of pleasure and desire, because nothing not separated defines and makes the substantial quiddity of any thing, as the posers of forms say; for otherwise such a definition cannot be a cause and middle in demonstration, nor is it a principle of knowing the being of the defined thing.

Furthermore, by looking into several definitions of habitual forms, then one must consider whether of this, or of a form which is a habit, there is, or is said to be, a definition of the habit; also whether the one having that habit is the definition of the one having it, from conjugates. For if it is not so, the definition is destroyed. And conversely one must consider whether the one having is not the definition of the one having; then neither will the habit be the definition of the habit. And thus also in other such cases. The example of this is that if delight is a certain helping, then it follows that the one delighted will be a certain one helped.

Likewise, for one wishing to destroy such definitions, it must be said and considered that in considerations or definitions of this sort it happens that one who determines thus or thus defines several things by one thing and in some way has defined those things which ought to be made known from the definition thus given; and if not so, the definition is destroyed. For one who defines science has in some way defined through the opposite and ignorance. Likewise he has in some way defined the conjugates, the one having, as the knowing or knower, and the unknowing, that is, the ignorant, if it is permitted to speak thus, and has in some way defined to know and to be ignorant; for when the first, that is, the principal, has been made plain through definition, the remaining opposites and conjugates also are in some way made plain. Therefore in all such opposites and conjugates one must examine lest anything disagree with the one who uses the elements, that is, the principles of definition; and one must examine from opposites and conjugates, as has now been said, because if anything disagrees, the definition is destroyed.
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SOLE CHAPTER. How definition is destroyed by inspecting opposites which are toward something.

But since it has now been said how definition is destroyed through intrinsic places, by inspecting those things which are of the essence of definition, or consequences upon these, or their circumstances, it remains now to show how it is destroyed through extrinsic places, both in opposites according to the genera of opposites, and places taken from similars or from conjugates. But among opposites one must first inspect relatives, because they have more of being, since each is being in act. Therefore we say that first, in opposites which are toward something, one must consider, once the definition of that which is toward something has been assigned, whether the genus placed in the definition is toward something, and whether the species also is toward the same thing in its own mode, that is, specially, as the genus is generally. But if not, the definition is destroyed. The example of this is in relatives which are relatives according to being said, as opinion also is said toward the thing opined, and some or special opinion toward some or special thing opined; and as multiple is said toward submultiple in genus, whether some special multiple stated in species is said toward some submultiple. For if the definition or genus in the definition is not assigned in this way, the definition is destroyed.

But one must also see, by considering in relatives, if the assigned definition is said to be for the opposite, whether the definition of the correlative opposite which is referred to it is the opposite definition. For example, whether the definition of half is opposite to that definition which is of double. For example, if double is by definition that which exceeds the half by an equal part, half will be that which is exceeded by the double in an equal part. But that, as regards the second consideration introduced, is also in contraries. For in those contraries too there will be a contrary account or definition according to each complexion of contraries; for several complexions of contraries have been determined in the first book of this science. The example is that, if the helpful is by definition what is productive of good, by the contrary the harmful will be by definition what is productive of evil; for contraries, insofar as they are contraries and opposites, have relation to one another. For one of these contraries must be contrary to what was stated from the beginning, because whichever of these is assigned from the beginning, the other will be contrary to it: for the helpful will be toward the harmful, and conversely; and good toward evil, and conversely. Therefore if neither contrary is contrary to that which was said from the beginning, it is plain from their very contrariety to one another, because neither agrees with the other, which is posited in the beginning, or it will be the definition of what is afterward assigned to it through contrariety, if the definition is assigned rightly and according to quiddity.

But by inspecting contraries specially we say that certain contraries are taken in such a way that one is as privation and the other as habit; but some take both as habits; and first we shall inspect those of which one is privation and the other as habit. Therefore let us say that certain contraries are contraries in such a way that one is said by privation of the other, as inequality and equality, because inequality seems to be equality by privation of equality; for unequal things are called those which are not equal, and so they mutually expel each other from the same susceptible. But it will be plain from those things which have often been said that, if such contraries ought to be defined, that which is said according to privation must be defined through the other; but the remaining contrary, which is said according to habit, need not be defined through that which is said according to privation, because privation is not the principle of knowing habit, but conversely. For it does not happen that either of such contraries is known through the other, but privation is known through habit, and habit is not known through privation.

And in contraries an error of this sort must be considered, through which definition is destroyed: as if someone defines equality by saying that equality is by definition contrary to inequality. For by the fact that it is thus defined according to privation, the habit which is equality is stated; and therefore the definition is destroyed. Furthermore, there is another error, because one defining in this way must use in his very definition that which is defined; and this is unsuitable. But this is plain if the definition of the same name is taken in place of the name posited in the definition. For because inequality differs in no way from privation of equality, since one is the definition of the other, when the defined thing of inequality and its definition is to be contrary to the being of equality, equality, which is defined, will be contrary to the being of inequality; and it will be the same as if he said: equality is the contrary according to privation of the being of equality. And thus equality falls in the definition of equality; on account of which one defining in this way will have used the same thing in the definition of itself.

But if neither of the contraries is said according to privation, but each according to habit, and an account or definition is assigned, and likewise one through the other, so that it is said thus, that good is by definition what is contrary to evil, then it is plain that evil too by definition is what is contrary to good. For in this way the account of contraries must be assigned similarly, because each is defined in this, that it is contrary to the other; on account of which again, as in the others of which one is said according to privation, it happens to use the same thing in the definition of itself. And this is because good is present in the account of evil, when it is defined in this way, that good is what is contrary to evil; but evil differs in no way from that which is to be contrary to good. And so by definition good is contrary to the contrary of good; and thus he has used the same thing in the definition of itself, because good has been posited in the definition of good.

Furthermore, by inspecting privation and habit: privation has comparison to that in which it is, as in the subject which it leaves, and to its opposite; and therefore in definition it must be defined toward both. Therefore one must consider whether, toward the opposite, which is said according to privation, someone defining has not assigned of what it is the privation, as the privation of a habit, or of what it is as of a contrary or opposite, namely that it is the privation of these habits. Further, if there is not added in the definition in what, as in a subject, that privation is born to come to be, and also in what it is born to come to be according to first species, he has erred and the definition is destroyed; or simply, in what such a privation is born to come to be, that is, universally. For example, if one saying ignorance, that is, defining it, did not say in the definition that it is the privation of science, from the fact that it is compared to the habit through which it is known. Or again, if in the definition he has not added in what that privation is born to come to be as in a subject simply or first, because accident is known through subject. Thus if one defining ignorance did not say that it is privation of science, and that it is born to come to be in man and first in the rational part of the soul, if the one defining in this way does not make any one of those things, he will err. Likewise also in corporeal privations: for if he does not make any of those things which have been stated, and does not say in what simply or in what first, he will err, and the definition is destroyed. For if he says what blindness is and does not say that blindness is privation of sight in the eye, then one assigning the definition of privation well must state both what that which is deprived is, and in what it is as in the simply susceptible, or in the first susceptible, and also state what is deprived through it.

Still further, beyond all things which have been said, one must consider whether someone has defined that which has been said according to privation not according to privation, but according to negation; for then there seems to be an error of this sort, or similar to those who define ignorance not according to pure negation, but according to privation. For according to them, as is also true, that which negatively does not have science will not seem to be ignorant, because privation leaves a subject and aptitude, which negation does not do. Hence that which negatively does not have science will not seem to be ignorant; rather that which, having aptitude for knowing, fails on the part of the subject will seem to be ignorant. The sign of this is that we say neither inanimate things nor children are ignorant, because they are not susceptible of science. Hence in such things ignorance cannot be defined according to privation of science, which leaves subject and aptitude; and therefore in such definitions one must place the habit which it deprives, and the subject in which the privation is; otherwise the definition is destroyed.

Furthermore, one must consider whether the assigned definition is assigned inflectedly from conjugates and cases and similar cases; and if this cannot be done, the definition is destroyed. As if the helpful is productive of health, then to be helpfully is to be productively of health, and the helper is one making health.

But from all the things introduced concerning opposites, conjugates, and cases, it happens to dispute against the posers of forms, because if definition through itself ought to be predicated of the defined thing, it seems most of all to belong to those things which are posited to be through themselves, just as the Platonists posit separate forms alone to be through themselves. Therefore for one wishing to destroy definition, one must consider whether the assigned definition according to opposites and cases and conjugates is fitted, or can be fitted, to separated forms or not. For in some cases the given definition cannot be fitted, as in things conceived with matter and motion, and as Plato defined, adding mortal in definitions of material animals, which conceives matter and motion or mutation. For the separated form which is animal through itself will not be mortal nor movable, as man through itself, animal through itself; on account of which the stated definition of animal, which is mortal sensible body, cannot be fitted to forms. But simply or universally in certain definitions something effective or passive is appended, since these conceive both matters and motion, which does not belong to separated things; the definition must disagree if it is fitted to separated form, because forms seem to be impassible and immobile to those who say that forms exist. And against them such arguments as are posited here are useful, because among predicates definition more belongs to that which is through itself; and it is clear that definition according to opposites and conjugates does not belong to forms; therefore separated forms are badly posited. But concerning forms we have spoken elsewhere.
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SOLE CHAPTER. How the definition of an equivocal term is destroyed.

But because many things have now been said concerning the determination of definition which can be assigned in a complex expression, and by inspecting the parts of definition and the definition itself and their consequences and the circumstances themselves, before we pass on to determining the definition of a complex thing, a few things must be said about the definition of an equivocal term, which in one way is one by name and incomplex, but in another way is many in signification.

Therefore let us say that if someone has assigned one account according to the common name for all the signified things of those names which are said according to equivocation, the definition of the equivocal term is destroyed, because in this way equivocal things would be univocal; for univocal things are those of which there is one common account according to one name of diverse signified things, and so equivocal things would be univocal. On account of this it is clear that that common account which someone has assigned concerning an equivocal term belongs to none of the number of those signified things which are equivocally contained under the equivocal name; for that account is fitted to all. Similarly, as an account will be fitted to the univocal according to the common name for all things contained under the name, so the equivocal will be univocal, which is impossible. But this, to give examples, happened to the definition of a certain Dionysius which he assigned concerning life; for he said that life is the motion of the nutritive genus naturally following upon what is nourished. For this motion follows by one account the life of plants and animals; and this, that it states life and the being of the nutritive genus which naturally follows what is nourished, belongs no more to animals than to plants. But the life which is defined does not seem to be said according to one species and form and account in animals and plants, but one life is different in species and substance in animals because it is manifest, and another in species in plants because it is hidden, that is, a species and substance which is not able to make life manifest. Hence one account does not belong to life in animals and in plants; but one account has been assigned, and so the definition errs.

Therefore it is clear that if it happens to assign that definition which according to choice is the most choice and most powerful definition, it must be a definition of univocal things and of a univocal name in this way, and a definition must be given according to one species and one substance signified in that name. But this is not so in the definition introduced, for life is not in plants and animals according to one species and substance. Yet nothing prevents the one who observes equivocation to be in the name, and intends or wishes to assign the definition of one of the things equivocally named in the equivocal term, from being unaware of that and assigning not a proper account but a common account of both signified things, as Dionysius also did; but he erred no less if he did it in either or in both ways. The cause of this is that the common thing will not be truly through one common nature, but through diverse natures. Hence this consideration is valid especially not only in equivocal things but also in analogical things, in which there is in some way one common thing according to the thing, and those things which are contained under that common thing are not referred to it in the same way.

But because in dialectics the consent of the respondent must be sought, for which reason a dialectical proposition is called an interrogation, we shall give cautions by which the opponent will be made suitable in such matters. For because certain equivocal terms are sometimes hidden from the respondent, the questioner or opponent must use these as univocal terms; if he were to distinguish, it would immediately appear that the account of one of the signified things would not be fitted to the other or another signified thing, since the signified things are diverse in species, account, and substance. And therefore, if he distinguishes, it at once seems that the thing has not been defined according to the due mode, and then the respondent will resist; for that which has been universally defined must have such a definition that it is fitted to everything which is contained under the name as a supposit. But the caution of the respondent must be in the opposite mode: that at once from the beginning he divide or distinguish the hidden equivocal term, because the opponent has not adapted the common account or definition to all things contained under the name.

Another caution to be observed in such matters is that some respondents sometimes say that a univocal term is equivocal, when the account assigned from the common name is not fitted in one mode to everything that is contained under the name; and sometimes they say that an equivocal term is univocal if one common account of the name is fitted to both of the things signified in the name. The opponent should first require that the respondent confess, or should presyllogize, whether he says the name whose definition has been assigned is equivocal or univocal. In whatever way it may be, respondents concede more and more easily at the beginning, because then they do not foresee what can happen or follow from their confession, than at the end when it has been concluded.

Yet another caution is that if some respondent, without a confession having been made, has said that a univocal term is equivocal because in this case the definition is not adapted to everything signified in the name, then the opponent must cautiously consider whether the account of the name is fitted to the remaining things apart from that in which the respondent stands; for then it is plain that it will also be univocal for the others. But if the respondent does not concede this, then it should be objected against him that there were also several definitions of the remaining things; for two accounts according to the name will be fitted to the same things, if the equivocal term is univocal: one certain account which was assigned earlier from the common name, and that which was assigned later from the special signified thing, because in univocal things the account which belongs to one belongs also to the other.

Again, still a third caution must be used by the opponent if someone defines something of those things which are said in many ways. And therefore, because the account does not fit when adapted to all things contained under the name, and the respondent indeed says that it is not equivocal, but that the impediment is in this, that the name cannot be fitted to all, and it is necessary that it has not been instituted for all, although it is not said of them equivocally, nor is the definition. Then it must be said by the opponent against such a man that names must be received and used according to the account of the speaker's usage; for one must speak as the many do. And such an account, which is about the names which the many use, and which follows the fitting use of reason, is the sort where the respondent ought not to move such matters, but ought to use them by common usage. But certain things are not to be spoken similarly to the many, namely the accounts of things signified under the name, in which one must think as the few do.
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TRACTATE VI. ON THE DEFINITION OF COMPLEX THINGS.

CHAPTER I. How the definition of complex things is destroyed in common.

After the definition of equivocal things has thus been completed, things which in some way are many, one must see how the definition of complex things, which similarly are many, is destroyed. Therefore if a definition is assigned of any of those things which are complex, then, for someone taking away the account of something, that is, of a certain part of those things which are defined, which is part of the account of the whole, one must consider whether the remaining account which remains from the definition can be fitted to those things which remain of the parts of the defined thing. For if this cannot be done, it is plain that not even the whole definition belonged to the whole defined thing. An example is if someone defines this whole complex, which is to be a final straight line, by definition in such a way that this is an end plainly having ends, to which a middle is superadded by lying between the ends; then the definition of final line is separated, and this is the end of a plane having ends or having ends. For this is the definition of final line, that it is the end of a plane having ends by which it terminates the plane. Therefore of this which remains of the defined thing, which is of straight, there must be the residue of the definition, which is that whose middle is superadded by lying between ends. But this is not the definition of straight, because an infinite straight thing exists and has neither middle nor ends or extremes; on account of which it is clear that the remaining part of the definition is not the definition of the remaining thing which remained from the defined thing.

Further, one must consider whether, when what is defined is a composite or complex thing, an equal-membered definition is assigned, which is a definition complex from as many parts in number as the complex defined thing is; for then the definition is destroyed. For κῶλον means members, and something is equal-membered when one thing has as many members as the other. Therefore a definition is said to be equal-membered when, as many things as are made composite according to the number of parts, that is, defined complexes, so many names also are made or imposed in the assigned definition. For in definitions of all such complexes there must be a permutation of the names themselves into something broader, because they state explicitly what the defined thing states implicitly; and this either for all the names which are placed in the defined thing, or at least for some of them. And in whatever way it always happens, the definition is in more things than the defined thing; therefore an equal-membered definition must be destroyed, because nothing broader is in the definition, or no more names have been stated than had first been posited in the defined thing.

But one defining such complex things must assign the account of several names in place of the names posited in the definition; and especially, that is, principally, this must be done for all, and an expression must be posited for each. But if sometimes the defined names are very manifest, then at least expressions must be posited for many of them; for thus it also happens in simple things, that is, in complex things. Hence if he transfers name into name and not into an expression, he will not be defining. Thus if he transfers this name garment in place of tunic, although garment is more common and better known than tunic, nevertheless, because it is a single name, it is not a definition.

Furthermore, in such transfer one has erred still more if he has also made a transfer in a name and into a name, and has not transferred into names better known than the defined thing, because it makes nothing known about the defined thing; but if the name is better known, even if it is univocal, nevertheless it makes something known. An example is that if someone has to define this complex, black tunic, and in place of black tunic posits dark cloak, he has here defined the defined thing into things more obscure than the transferred thing itself; and therefore he errs more than if he had transferred the defined thing itself into one name better known. For such a person does not define, since that which he transfers is less plain than that which is transferred.

But in such permutation of all things in which one thing is transferred into another, one must consider whether the names transferred and those into which the transfer is made signify the same thing or not; because if they do not signify the same thing, the definition is destroyed. An example is if someone, making known contemplative science, has said that contemplative is opinion. Although contemplative is the same as contemplative, nevertheless opinion does not signify the same as science, because science is a standing and firm habit, but opinion is a trembling and uncertain habit. Therefore the whole which is the definition must be the same as the whole defined thing. For contemplative is placed commonly in both expressions, the defined and the defining; but the remainder, which is opinion, is defining and does not signify the same as science, etc.

CHAPTER II. How the definition of complex things is destroyed through consideration of things to be transmuted and transferred.

Furthermore, in such transfer one must inspect the parts of definition, which are genus and difference, and must consider whether the one transmuting names has made a transfer of one of the names, as if of genus and not of difference, as is clear in the example which has been posited. For since science is genus and contemplative as difference, and he transferred science and not contemplative, hence contemplative, which is as difference, is more unknown than science, which is as genus, and therefore it ought rather to have been transferred; because this, namely science, is as genus, but that, namely contemplative, is as difference. But genus is more common than difference and better known and more evident; on account of which the transfer ought to have been made not of genus but of difference, because it is more unknown.

Either this must be said in this way, or perhaps someone objecting against these things will say that this rebuke of one thus transferring genus and not difference is ridiculous, because nothing prevents a difference from sometimes being said by a name very well known to us, while genus is not thus said by a name very well known. But to this it must be said that when genus and differences have themselves in this way, the transfer according to name must be made of genus and not of difference; or rather genus is always better known according to thing and nature, but difference is better known with respect to us.

But when he transfers a non-simple name in place of a simple name, because it is not sufficiently made known by a simple name according to one complex account, or, placing an expression in place of a name, transfers complex things, then it is plain that the definition or making-known of the difference must be made more in such transfer, because definition is assigned for the sake of making known, and it is clear from what has been said before that difference is less known than genus.

Further, if one transferring in this way has assigned the term or definition of the difference, one must then consider whether the assigned definition of the difference belongs not only to the difference but also to some other or another thing; because then he has not assigned well. An example is as if someone, wishing to transfer in this complex which is odd number into even, which is as difference, should say that odd is what has a middle; for then common number is in both accounts or expressions, but the transferred definition of odd, that is, the definition received through transfer, is what has a middle, and this belongs not only to odd number but to several other things; for line and surface and body have a middle, although it is clear that those are not odd, because they are not numbers. And therefore this definition which says to have a middle will not be the proper definition of odd. But if middle is said in many ways in continuous and discrete things, then it should first have been determined through distinction; and one not doing this has erred. Therefore either a rebuke is made against him, or a syllogism, with middle taken in the other sense, for destroying the definition, because he did not define in what sense middle is taken in the definition.

Again, in such transfer of name into account, one must consider whether what he transferred into such an account belongs to the number of those things which are, or is of the number of beings, and whether that which is signified under such an account is not of the number of those things which are, but is non-being. Such a person has erred, because he has defined being through non-being. An example is if someone defining white has said that white is a color mixed with fire; because it is impossible for an incorporeal thing, that is, a substantial and spiritual thing which is of the substance of spirit, to be mixed with a gross body and one terminated by the spiritual, because such a thing is more name-like; as Aristotle also said in the book On Sense and the Sensible, that air does not nourish because it is spiritual, and as incorporeal it has moisture. But white is not nothing in a gross terminated body; hence for fire to be mixed with such a body is non-being, which is false and impossible. But white is being, and therefore by definition white will not be color mixed with fire.

Yet note that Aristotle truly says in the book On Colors that light is the hypostasis of colors, and that white is from the admixture of clear fire with a white body. But this is not understood of the admixture of mixable things, according as mixture is the union of altered things, because in this way the spiritual is not admixed to the gross unless it is first altered; rather, it is understood of diffusion in a clear surface which changes in white, and is its hypostasis according to the formal being which it has. And therefore whiteness is also called brightness, because it shines with such light, and is substantiated from it according to formal being, by which it is said to be color, the extremity of the transparent in a terminated body.

Furthermore, just as definition is destroyed if it is given through what is simply non-being, so it is destroyed if it is given through non-being with respect to the proposal. But this happens especially in those things which are toward something, since those things which are toward something are frequently said toward several things, through themselves and by accident, commonly and properly. Whoever, in assigning definitions, do not divide or distinguish in those things which are toward something, so as to receive that toward which the relative is said through itself and properly, but state that toward which it is said while embracing many things, so that they include everything at once in that which is through itself and by accident, commonly and properly, define badly and through non-being with respect to the proposal, because either wholly or universally, or in something or in some part, they lie. An example is if someone, in defining medicine, which according to genus is toward something, has said that it is the discipline of that which is being; he embraces many things. Hence if medicine is the discipline of none of the things which are, it is plain that he lies wholly, because the whole account or definition is false. For it is said to be false in the whole, because false for the whole, since it is not contained in that toward which it is assigned; for there is no being of which it itself is the discipline. But if it is shown that medicine is the discipline of some being and not of some other, then the account or definition lies in something, and this is unsuitable, because the account of beings ought to be true. For if the definition is through itself and not according to accident, it must be of everything toward which it is said, just as it also has itself in other definitions which are toward something, all of which must be of every case; for every disciplined thing is said toward discipline insofar as it is disciplined. And similarly it is also in other cases, and this because things which are toward something are converted, or are said toward convertence.

Furthermore, if perhaps someone says that when medicine is called a discipline of being, this is a certain definition, but it is not assigned toward that toward which it is through itself, but toward that toward which it is by accident, and thus he says that he has assigned a definition by reason, then an unsuitable consequence follows: because in this way each of those things which are said toward something is said not toward one thing, but toward many, which happen to that toward which it is said. For nothing prevents the being toward which it is assigned from being also white and good and many other things by accident. Therefore it follows that one who assigned medicine to anything whatever, and assigned it rightly, as the adversary says, consequently one who assigned that which is toward something to that toward which it is said according to accident assigned it rightly; this is false, since definition states substantial and through-itself being.

Furthermore, another unsuitable consequence follows, because it is impossible for the account of this to be the proper assignment of that which is toward something. For it is plain that not medicine alone belongs to being, but several from the number of other disciplines, such as geometry and arithmetic, are said to be toward being or toward what is; on account of which it follows that each of those will be a discipline of being. Therefore medicine is not proper to being as defined, and so the definition is not converted.

CHAPTER III. On inspecting when the defined thing is transferred to well-being and not to being.

But when they define a defined thing by transferring it to well-being and not being, they define it according to well-being, as this defined thing and as perfected to act; and then they do not define being or substantial being, but define the thing as having itself well according as it has itself well and perfectly in act. And this is an error, and the definition is destroyed. Such is the definition of thief and rhetor which certain persons have given: a rhetor, namely, as one who in each case of what is likely can consider effectively what must be alleged and what concluded and what judged, and omit nothing of the contingents; but a thief is said by definition to be one who secretly takes according to the act of handling another's thing against the owner's will. It is plain that each of these, thus defined, is such according to a disposition according to well-being, and not according to being. For one defined in this way is a good rhetor, and not a rhetor simply. But that one thus defined is in this way a good thief; for not one who takes, but one who secretly wills to take, is a thief simply; for, as the wise man says, not the quantity of the thing itself, but the effect in the crime is what matters.

Again, in things taken in such a way according to the good, error is committed in things to be chosen; and conversely also, if someone in defining that which is to be chosen through itself has assigned it by definition as to be chosen through something else. For they define this good through itself as good not for its own sake. Thus if he says that the through-itself good is also productive of good or operative of good, or says in any other way that it is choiceworthy and good on account of something other than itself. Thus those defining justice err when they say that it is good and to be chosen as preservative of law; or one who defined wisdom as something good and to be chosen as productive of beatitude; for preservative and productive are among the number of those things which are chosen on account of something else. Therefore such people must be said to define badly, or what has been said must be corrected by saying that nothing prevents that which is to be chosen through itself from also being to be chosen on account of another. But to this it must be said that, even if this is conceded, nevertheless he who defined the good and choiceworthy through itself as on account of something else erred no less. For the best thing of each thing is especially in its substance, that is, in its substantial definition; but what is to be chosen through itself is better in this respect, because it is to be chosen through itself, than what is to be chosen through another. For that which is to be chosen through itself ought rather to have been assigned to the definition and defined through it than through this, which is to be chosen on account of another.
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TRACTATE VII. HOW THE DEFINITION OF AN INTEGRAL WHOLE FROM HETEROGENEOUS PARTS IS DESTROYED.

CHAPTER I. On the integral whole from heterogeneous parts.

But now, having seen how the definition of a universal and logical whole is destroyed, one must proceed to showing how the definition of an integral and material and physical whole is destroyed, especially in those wholes which are composed from heterogeneous parts. And generally we shall speak of these first, because a composite is bounded by its parts.

Therefore first in such things one must consider, so that someone defining the definition of some integral from its parts may inspect whether he has assigned it and says that the composite is both this and this together, in such a way that each is predicated of the defined thing in the direct case; or in defining says that the whole is that which is from these, so that the parts are said of the whole obliquely, both or all; or even in a third way the one defining says that the whole is this one part predicated of the whole in the direct case, with that, that is, the other part predicated of the whole obliquely. For these three define an integral whole through parts, and they have special and different considerations; and this is clear in the first way as follows. For if one defining an integral whole says that the whole is this in the direct case, so that it is this, then this unsuitable consequence will happen: that, when both have been posited in the definition, and the defined thing follows neither of them as being present, which is impossible, contradictories and contraries would thus be true at the same time. An example is that if someone defining justice as a whole by integral parts says that justice is this, namely temperance and fortitude conjoined; for it must be supposed that if there are two men, and each has only one of these, so that one is temperate and not brave and the other brave and not temperate, it follows that both those men would be just, and neither: because those two together have integral justice, since they have fortitude and temperance from which justice is integrated, and the two together have justice, yet in such a way that neither has it, because as justice is temperance and fortitude, so their opposites, timidity and intemperance or luxury, integrate injustice, just as each together with the other has integral justice.

If someone says that what has been said is not very unsuitable, that opposites should be present in certain divided things, because temperance and timidity are in one, which is not unsuitable, while fortitude and intemperance are in the other, which again is not very unsuitable, because in many other cases it happens that diverse apposed things are present. A similar case is that nothing prevents two persons, and both together, from having one common vineyard, so that neither has it through himself. If, I say, it is stated in this way, then there will be expressly that by which it is disproved, because it follows from this that contraries are present at the same time in the same thing. But this happens or follows if it is posited that this one of the two mentioned above has temperance with weakness, that is, with timidity, while the remaining one of the two has fortitude with the opposite of temperance, which is luxury or intemperance. For we say that both of these dispositions integrate justice and injustice, because as one is just through temperance, so through timidity he is unjust; from which it is granted that if justice is this and this copulatively, then it follows that it is predicated of the other in the direct case, and in the same way, if injustice is this and this, that it is predicated divisively of them. For if justice is temperance and fortitude, then injustice is timidity and luxury or intemperance. And by speaking thus it will happen to argue universally that the integral whole and its parts taken in this way are the same; for all things through which this can be argued are useful for what has now been said. For one who defined in this way seems to confess that the parts are the same as the whole, because otherwise they would not be predicated in the direct case of the defined whole.

Arguments against a definition assigned in this way become most suitable in those integral wholes in which, through the heterogeneity of parts, the composition of parts is manifest, that is, that the definition of the whole is in the composition of the parts and not in each part singly, as in a house and in other such wholes. For in such things it is plain that, when the parts do not exist, nothing prevents the whole from not existing; indeed it is impossible for the whole to exist when the parts do not exist, because in such things, when a part is destroyed, the whole is destroyed, but not conversely; because when the whole does not exist, nothing prevents a part from existing, as when a house has been destroyed the foundation or wall is not prevented from existing. And from this it is clear that the parts taken divisively are not the same as the whole, because if the wall were posited, the house would be posited in that way.

But if someone says that an integral whole defined through its parts is not this and this, so that the parts are predicated of the whole in the direct case divisively or conjointly, but that from these there would be the first whole which is defined, then, first indeed, for destroying such a definition by comparing the whole to the parts, one must consider whether the parts are such that nothing is born to come to be from these things which are posited as parts, or whether an integrated thing can come to be from them, as line and number stand to one another. And then it is clear that even one thing, whose parts they are said to be, cannot come to be from them; and thus such a definition is destroyed.

Furthermore, in the same parts so stated, from which a whole would come to be and which are predicated obliquely of the whole, one must consider, if someone defines something else as being in such parts which are not born to come to be in the same thing, for then he has erred and the definition is destroyed. For the parts from which he said the defined whole to be are not born to come to be in some one first thing, but each is made divisively in each, as in the preceding consideration; it is plain that such things will not come to be from which that other first thing comes to be, that is, that the whole which is defined does not come to be from those things which are not born to come to be in one first thing, from which the one defining in this way said such a whole to be. And the reason for this is that, in an integral whole, in the same things in which the parts are, the whole also must be; because in such things there is no whole apart from the parts. Therefore the whole is not first in one, that is, in one part, but in several parts, or in all together gathered through due conjunction.

But if parts in the second way still define the whole, and parts and whole are in some one first thing, but the parts are not in that one thing, again he has erred; and then one must consider whether the parts and whole are not in the same thing, but the whole is in one thing and the parts are in another, because in that in which the whole is, in that the parts seem to be. And then there is error in the definition, because the whole is not in any one part.

Again, if something is defined from such parts that, when the whole has been destroyed, the parts also are destroyed, there is error in the definition of the integral whole, because the contrary ought to happen: that it be defined through such things, when any one of which has been destroyed
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the whole is destroyed; but when the whole has been integrally destroyed, it is not necessary that each part perish.

Further, in such things the consideration is that if the whole, which is from parts, is simply something good or evil, that is, some good or some evil, while the parts are neither something good nor something evil but neutral, then the definition errs, because the whole has nothing of good or evil except from the parts. Or conversely, if the parts indeed are good or evil but the whole is neutral, again it has erred, because the good of the parts is the form of the whole; for from neutral things it is impossible for a good or evil whole to come to be, nor conversely is it possible from good or evil parts for a neutral whole to come to be.

One must also consider in such wholes and such parts from which such a whole exists whether one constituent is more good than the other constituent is evil, while the whole which is from them is not more good on the one side than evil on the other; it is clear that it has still erred, and the definition is destroyed. The example is if imprudence is said to be composed from fortitude and false opinion, as from things among which fortitude is more good than false opinion is evil; therefore the whole which is from these ought to follow that which is greater, and be either simply good or more good than evil. And since in this way the parts do not follow the whole, it is clear that it has been badly defined from these.

Or perhaps someone will say that this definition is necessary only in those composites and components in which each component retains its own power in the composite, so that each retains its own goodness or malice as good through itself or evil through itself; but in others in which they lose their own effects, it does not hold. For many things are from the number of effectives of good or evil, yet through themselves not good, but evil, or neutral, neither good nor evil, while when mixed with certain things they become good; or conversely it more often happens that each of the things mixed, separated through itself, is good, but when mixed together they become evil, or neutral, from the alteration which they undergo toward each other. What has now been said is most manifest in compounded and mixed medicines, sickness-making and health-making; for certain medicines stand so that each component taken separately through itself is good, but mixed together they are evil, although each is good.

Again, according to the same expression, one must consider whether some composite from two things, a better and a worse, when compared to its component parts, is not better than the worse and worse than the better; the definition becomes bad, because it ought to be so according to the nature of the components, since each remits the other in the composite. Or perhaps someone again pressing against the consideration will say that this holds only in those things which are good or evil through themselves, to be sought or fled through themselves, from which good things are composed. For in others which are not good through themselves, that is, separately, such as things health-making or helpful to goods, nothing prevents a not-good thing from being made, as in those compounded medicines which have just been mentioned. The example is what Aristotle says in the first book On the Governance of Masters, that wine through itself is good, and milk through itself is good, and mixed together they generate leprosy. Therefore these things must be considered in the composite according as it is compared to its parts, when the composite whole is called this, or this and this, or from these.

Furthermore, still according to the same point that the whole is from these, one must consider whether the whole is univocal in name and account with one of the components; for it must be univocal in this way, as in syllables, but a syllable is univocal with none of the letters from which it is composed, because the syllable is a heterogeneous whole.

Further, according to the same mode of composition one must consider whether the one defining the whole from these has not stated in the definition the mode of composition, how it is composed from those things. For to know the composite it is not sufficient to say that it is from these things, but it must be said how the substance of each composite is from these, either in this way or in that, as is clear in a house; for the house is not the whole composed to the form of house if the parts of the house from which it is are composed in just any way, but they must be composed to the due figure.

But if someone defining a composite from parts has assigned such a definition in which the composite is said in the third way, this with that, then first, for destroying the definition, it must be said that this with that is said in many ways: either this with that is said because this is that according to the first way, or because this is from those things mixed together. The example is what is called hydromel, which is honey with water, or honey and water; it says that which is from honey and water. Therefore if either of the two things stated is confessed to be the same as the whole defined thing, just as definition and defined thing are the same, then it will come about or happen that the same things are said which were immediately said before toward either of these or concerning either of them.

Furthermore, there are still special considerations. The first of them is that if someone defining a whole assigned it by defining it as this with that, one must first divide in how many ways one thing is said with another, and consider that if this with that is said in none of those ways, the definition is destroyed. This is clear if one thing is said with another as that in which it is with that in the same susceptible or subject, as justice and fortitude are in the soul, one with another in this one thing. Or in a second way one thing is said with another as one with another in the same place, or as one with another existing at the same time. But if what has been said is true in none of the three stated ways among those things which are assigned as this with that, it is manifest that the assigned definition which says the composite is this with that will belong to nothing, but will be destroyed. But if, after dividing the ways in which to be this with that is said, it is true only according to that mode by which this with that is said, namely that each exists at the same time, then one must still consider whether each of those of which this with that is said is not said toward the same thing as toward an end or as toward act. For if they are not said toward the same thing, such a definition will be destroyed. The example is if someone defining fortitude says that it is daring with right understanding. For it is clear that daring and right understanding are not referred to the same thing, because it happens that one has daring for deceiving, so that it is referred to this end, which is to deceive someone; but right understanding cannot be had for this, but in medicine concerning those things which are rightly health-making or effective of health without deception. And therefore he is not brave who at the same time has this with that, that is, daring with right understanding.

Furthermore, even if it is granted that both are referred to the same thing, as to medicinal things, for nothing prevents one from having daring in giving medicines and right understanding in preparing medicines, nevertheless not even in this way is he called brave with respect to such an act or end who has this with that in medicinal matters. For each of those of which one is with the other should not be said at the same time toward either one of them, nor toward just any same thing, but each must be said toward the proper end of fortitude, as toward the dangers of battles, or if some danger is greater than that of battles, and daring with right understanding must be referred to this if this with that ought to be the definition of fortitude.

Although this with that is said in the three stated ways, nevertheless certain things thus assigned, which have a certain proper mode of this with that, are in no way reduced to any of the stated ways; for example, it is said this with that because one is on account of the other as on account of a cause. Thus if it is said that anger is sadness with the opinion of a contrary inflicted pain, or on account of the opinion of falling short by the one bringing trouble; for sometimes sadness exists on account of an opinion of this sort. And this with that, taken in such a sense, wishes to signify what is on account of something coming to be, and it is not the same as this being with this in the three ways introduced above, for it is said according to one of those modes.

CHAPTER II. On the destruction of the definition of an integral whole through inspection toward the form of the composite.

Again, now that it has been held how the definition of an integral thing is destroyed on the part of matter, let us also show how the same definition is destroyed on the part of form. Therefore one must consider whether someone defining a whole has said that the whole is of those things from which the whole is composed by composition. As if someone says that an animal is composed of body and soul. Again, first one must consider whether, if he says the whole is such a composition, he has not said with this what kind of composition it is. As if someone defining flesh and bone has said that they are a composition of fire, air, earth, and water. For in such things it is not enough to say that such things are a composition of such things, but it must also be added of what kind such a composition is for determining the whole to this form or that; for flesh does not come to be when those stated things are composed in just any way, but rather flesh comes to be from these composed to a mean, while bone comes to be when they are composed in this way or another.

But by reason it seems that such a whole is not composition at all; and so neither of those things which have been stated will be the same as that composition, because it is neither materially composed nor form, unless form is predicated by way of denomination or information and the whole is called not composition but composite. This is proved by two reasons, of which the first is this: to every composition which is of composites through some act of composition according to art or nature, dissolution is contrary; but to neither of the stated composites is anything contrary, and the other negation is redundant, because to neither is anything contrary. But those which are called neither are flesh and bone, to neither of which is anything contrary, because there is no contrary to any substance; therefore neither of these is a composition. Furthermore another reason for the same point is that similarly, that is, according to one and like account, it is likely that every composite is a composition or neither. But each animal, since it is composed from body and soul, is not the composition itself. Therefore by the same reason neither will any of the other integral composites be some composition. Here it must be noticed that the form of the whole is predicated of the whole as it is whole, and not only of the whole as a form which is genus, because it states the whole in potency, and the form of species, because it states the whole to be in act. But these things have been spoken of elsewhere. Yet the form of a part of the composite is not predicated of the composite, because animal is not soul; nor even is the form of the whole which is composition predicated except in the way stated before, form taken according to account according to being, so that the composite of animal is said to be from body and soul.

Again, because it has now been determined how, on the part of matter and on the part of form, contrariety is in components on the part of matter, one must therefore still consider that if, in some composite, on the part of the components, contraries are equally born to be, and the one defining the composite has defined it through one or another of the contraries, it is plain that he has not stated the whole being of the composite, and the definition is destroyed. But if someone contradicts, saying that what has been said is not true, he is led here to an unsuitable consequence, because it follows that there happen to be several definitions of the same thing. For why is it defined more through this one contrary than through the other? For each of the contraries or opposites is born similarly to come to be in a composite from contraries. Such is the definition of the soul which some assign, so that soul is said to be substance susceptible of discipline; for it is similarly and equally susceptible of ignorance as of discipline, and thus definable through ignorance as through discipline.

CHAPTER III. On universal teachings to be observed concerning definition.

But because many special teachings have now been given, by which someone can in this or that way object against an assigned definition, we now give general teachings, saying that some opponent, if he does not have arguments by which he can at once try against the whole definition, because the whole is not evident, ought to try against some part of it, as against genus or against difference, if that part is known and does not seem to have been well assigned; for when a part has been destroyed, consequently the whole definition is also destroyed, because it does not state the whole being of the thing.

Another teaching is for the respondent: the respondent ought to correct whatever things are obscure in definitions, and ought to form them by distinction so that they indicate something from which an abundance of arguments may be taken, and so to consider the arguments which abound for terminating the definition. For the respondent, if he ought to be a good associate, must either receive by concession what has been taken or proposed by the questioner or opponent, or the same respondent must declare what it is that has been shown in the assigned definition.

Furthermore, a third teaching which must be done in such matters is like what happens in agreements and pacts of laws, in which first some law is introduced; and then, if because of emerging cases some better law occurs, then by the second they destroy the former, abrogating it by the second. Thus also in definitions it must be done: if a first one has been assigned, another better one is brought, so that through it the defined thing is more indicated and manifested, it is plain that the one posited earlier will be destroyed by the second, precisely because there are not several definitions of the same thing, but one, just as the being of the defined thing is one.

The fourth teaching is that every smallest element or principle, for terminating all definitions generally, is directly to define toward itself or toward its own quiddity and substance the proposed thing which must be defined, or often to resume and consider more often the definition well spoken and assigned; because it is necessary to consider definition diligently for the art of defining, as if something is considered according to the example as it was made. And one must consider whether there is anything that is less defined among those things which ought to have definition; one must also inspect what has been superfluously appended, because on account of that, if it were necessary, one will abound more in arguments. Therefore, so that the discourse may be concluded, let those things which concern problems about definitions to be determined be stated to this extent, and so on.
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BOOK VII OF THE TOPICS.

TRACTATE I. ON THE DETERMINATION OF THE SAME AND THE DIVERSE.

CHAPTER I. On the places determining the same insofar as it is a predicate joined to definition.

But whether something is the same as another or diverse from it, not indeed the same in genus or species, but according to the more principal mode of what is same, namely what is the same in number and the same in definition and name, as definition and defined thing are the same, must now be considered; because such same or diverse is a predicate joined to definition. For when it is destroyed that it is not the same, the definition is destroyed, although it is not constructed when that is constructed. It was said in what preceded, in the first book of this science, that principally same is what is the same in number. Therefore this which we have said, whether something is the same as another or diverse, we shall first consider by destroying, and then we shall return to constructing definition; for through the places in which definition is destroyed through itself, it is constructed consequently. This will be manifest in what follows. But for destroying the same, first we shall introduce common places, because those are more efficacious for this than proper and intrinsic places.

Therefore beginning to destroy that something is the same as another, one must first consider from cases and conjugates. For in cases and conjugates, by inspecting whether justice is the same as fortitude, as principal to principal, and just the same as brave, as derivative to derivative, case will be the same as case. Similarly one must consider in opposites; for if there are two things of which each has an opposite, and the opposites are the same, then those things are the same; and if they are not the same, neither are these the same according to any mode of opposition generally. For it makes no difference to take this mode or that mode of opposition for proving that the opposites are the same, because it follows according to every genus of opposition.

Again the same must be considered from effectives and corruptives, and generations and corruptions, and wholly or universally from all those things which similarly have themselves according to proportion compared to one another or mutually; for whatever things are similarly the same in name or number or definition, their generations also are the same, and their effective and corruptive things are also the same.

One must also consider through more and less, and especially in the superlative degree, because what is said by superabundance belongs to one alone 1. Therefore one must consider, if there are two things of which one is called something most of all in the superlative, whether the other is called most of all according to the same accident; it follows that those things are not the same. Thus Xenocrates assigned or proved blessed life and studious life to be the same in number, since each is most choiceworthy and greatest in goodness and dignity among all lives. Similarly one must consider in other things of this sort. Yet this consideration needs correction and determination, because, if it is further proved that the greatest is most choiceworthy, it is clear that just as it is the same, so it must be one in number which is called greatest and most choiceworthy from here and from there. But if it is not said in this way that it must be the same in number, it follows that it will not have been shown that it is the same simply. For it is not necessary, if the Peloponnesians and Lacedaemonians are the bravest of the Greeks, so that Pelops is as a province and Lacedaemonia as a city in that province, that it will then be true that the Peloponnesians and Lacedaemonians are the same in number, because Peloponnesian and Lacedaemonian are not one and the same in number; rather one must be contained under the other, as whole contains part, as Lacedaemonians are contained by Peloponnesians. But if it is not said in this way, it follows or happens that they are stronger even than themselves by turns. This is clear thus: let it be granted that the Lacedaemonians are the strongest; therefore they are stronger than the Peloponnesians. Similarly let it be granted that the Peloponnesians are the strongest; therefore they are stronger than the Lacedaemonians. But if they are stronger than the Peloponnesians, they will be stronger than themselves, and this follows if one is not contained under the other; and this follows from the fact that each is better in fortitude than all the rest apart from itself. Similarly, conversely, the Peloponnesians must be better than the Lacedaemonians if they are not contained apart from themselves; for they too are better than all the rest. Therefore they are better than each other, which is unsuitable.

Therefore it is manifest that what is said in the superlative ought to be one in number, if it must be shown to be the same simply. And by this consideration it is not proved that what is called best and greatest is the same, because it must be shown that what is the same in number is the same simply. On account of this Xenocrates also did not assign or prove studious and good life to be the same because each is most choiceworthy, since one can be under the other, as good is contained under studious. And it must be noted that at this time, when containing and contained are most of all said of a common account, the inferior is from the superior.

Again, comparing two things which we wish to show to be the same, by comparing a third, one can be shown to be the same as the other; for if it is to a third to which one of the two is the same, and the remaining one is the same as the same third, it follows that they are the same with each other. For whatever things are the same as the same thing are themselves the same; and if they are not the same as the same thing, neither are they the same among themselves.

Furthermore, one must consider from accidents: for if two things are the same in number and simply, then what happens to one must happen to the other. Hence one must consider in those things which happen to them, and also in the subjects to which this happens which are said to happen to them. For, as we said, if they are the same in number, whatever things happen to one happen also to the other, because one thing is the subject of each; and if they disagree in some accident, so that something happens to one which does not happen to the other, it is plain that they are not of the same subject but differ in subject.

Further, comparing those things which seem the same to genus, one must see whether they are in one genus or not, whether this indicates quality, that quantity, or toward something as genus; for things which are not of the same genus will not be the same in name and definition.

Again, comparing to genus in motions, one must consider whether the genus of each is not the same, but this one is good or in the genus of good, while that other is evil or in the genus of evil, which are opposite genera; or whether this is moral virtue ordered to act, while that is science, which are disparate genera. For then it is plain that the things which were said to be the same are not the same.

One must also consider whether the genus of two things is indeed the same, but the substantial differences constituting them are not the same; for then it is plain that the things which were said to be the same in number and name and definition are not the same.

Further, when the same genus is predicated of both, but is received in diverse ways, and if science is that genus, but science is twofold, contemplative and active, which is prudence or art, and science is predicated of one as contemplative and of the other as active, then it is plain that the things which are said to be the same are not the same. Similarly one must consider in other similar things which are said to be the same according as they can be compared.

CHAPTER II. On considering more and less in terminating the same.

Furthermore, several considerations are had from more and less. First, that if one of two things which are called the same receives more, and the other does not receive it; or if both things which are said to be the same receive more, but not together, so that when one receives it the remaining one does not receive more, then, if they do not receive it in this way, it is plain that they are not the same in name and definition. The example is that it is not necessary that one who loves more with the love of friendship should also more desire intercourse; on account of which it also follows that the love of friendship is not the same as desire for intercourse.

Furthermore, from apposition one must consider whether some things are the same: for if the same thing appended to each does not make the whole the same, so that after apposition of the same thing the whole is the same as before, it is plain that those things are not the same; or if, when the same thing is removed from each, what is left does not remain the same, it is plain that those things are not the same. The example is if they are compared to the same thing added to each, as if double of half is said to be double, and another multiple is said to be of half; when that which is of half is removed from each, double and multiple would have to be the same in signification, because multiple could not have itself to half except in the species of multiple which is double. Nevertheless they are not the same, because when both are removed we say they do not signify the same thing, but one is species and the other is genus, because they are not the same in name and definition.

Again one must consider from accidents or two predicates which are said to be the same, whether from one there also happens an impossible thing by consequence which does not happen from the other; and not only must this be considered, but also whether through hypothesis and the positing of something an impossible thing follows from one which does not follow from the other. For then the things which are said to be are not the same. The example is in the hypothesis of those who say that void and full are the same, as the common crowd is wont to say. For it is plain that if from full air the air which was in it goes out, it will still be no less void than before; but after the air has now gone out, it will not be full of air. Therefore, when something is posited which happens from one and not from the other, whether this is true according to the thing or false, for this makes no difference as regards the present intention, if from such a position one of those things which are said to be the same is destroyed and the other is not destroyed, those things must not be the same in number or name or definition.

But universally in all things which are said to be the same, one must consider the predicates which in any way, substantial or accidental, are predicated of both of those things which are said to be the same. And one must see whether it disagrees with either that the same is predicated of one and of the other, because then it will be destroyed that they are the same. For if two things are the same in name or definition, whatever things are predicated of one are predicated also of the other; and also, of whatever subjects one of the two is predicated, the remaining one must also be predicated, etc.

CHAPTER III. How the same in number is destroyed by looking to the modes of identity.

Furthermore, by looking to the modes of identity, the same in number is destroyed, so that it is not necessary to be the same; for since some things are said to be the same in many ways, as was said in the first book of this science, one must consider whether those things which are said to be the same are the same according to some mode other than number. For things the same in genus or species need not be the same in number; hence one must consider whether those things which are said to be the same are the same in number in this way or not. Further, still by inspecting the mode of identity, one must consider whether one can exist without the other; for if so, it is clear that they will not be the same in name, definition, and number.

Therefore it is epilogued by saying that so many places of considerations are said for terminating the same both affirmatively and negatively. But from what has been said it is plain that all destructive places which are for destroying the same are also consequently useful for destroying definitions, as has been said. The reason is that if the name of the defined thing and the defining account do not indicate the same thing, it is plain that the thing assigned as definition will not be a definition. But of the constructive places which are for constructing the same, none is useful for constructing definitions; for it is not sufficient for constructing a definition that something be shown to be the same as what is under the defining account and under the name of the defined thing, for constructing, I say, that this is the definition. Rather all those things which were enumerated in the sixth book of this science, and are necessary for this, namely for definition, must be shown; with that mode by which the destructive places are useful, the problem is thus reduced. But one must try or endeavor to destroy definition, as was said in the sixth book and also through these things which have been said here.

Notes

	According to that statement, what is said by superabundance belongs to one alone. P. J. (Juxta illud, quod per superabundantiam dicitur, uni soli convenit. P. J.) ↩
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TRACTATE II. ON DEFINITION.

CHAPTER I. How the problem concerning definition is constructed in common, and first through the place from opposites.

But if we wish to construct a problem concerning definition, then first one must know that no one or few syllogize a definition so as to conclude a definition. For only the demonstrator syllogizes a certain definition, as has been shown in the Posterior Analytics, a definition which states what and not why. But the dialectician does not syllogize a definition, that it is a definition; rather, concerning the predicate, he sometimes syllogizes from probabilities and as if from conjectures that it is present as definition. But disputants receive and suppose such a principle which is definition, and it is destroyed by them as by those who consider geometry and numbers; for they set definitions before, as also supposing a principle. And similarly this occurs concerning other teachable sciences, when it is on account of utility.

How definition comes to be is to assign a matter of another and higher business; for this is done in the seventh book of First Philosophy, where it is determined both what definition truly is and how one must define through quiddity and the principles of its substantial being. But now, as much as suffices for present utility, it must only be said that it is possible for definition to be made, and that this can be concluded of the defined thing and of the subject; and this belongs to the fact that there is a syllogism which shows definition to be concluded as predicate. And this is proved through the account of definition, for definition is speech which signifies what the being of a thing is; and therefore those things which are predicated through definition or as definition must be predicated in what it is of the defined thing alone, because unless they were predicated of the defined thing alone, the definition would not be convertible with the defined thing. Further it must be known that genera and differences are predicated of a thing in what it is; genus indeed because it states what, but difference states a quale, because it states what sort of thing as form makes what-being in the species, and therefore the species is a qualified what.

Therefore I say that by a dialectical syllogism a predicate is concluded to be present as definition: because if one of the disputants takes these, genus and difference, which alone are predicated of the thing, species, and subject in what it is, such a speech complex from genus and difference will of necessity be a definition, through the place from definition; for nothing else can be the definition than the defined thing from genus and difference, because nothing other than genus and difference is predicated of the thing in what it is. Therefore if it happens to syllogize that such speech which is from genus and difference is concluded of the subject, it has been proved that definition is concluded of the subject. Therefore it is manifest that a syllogism can be made from definition, that is, toward definition. But from what things one ought to construct and constitute definition has been determined more subtly in other places, both in the seventh book of First Philosophy and in the second book of the Posterior Analytics. For the proposed method, however, the same places which have been introduced for other predicates apply, because all other predicates are elementary toward the predicate of definition and are useful for constructing that something is present as definition.

Therefore first one must consider in common extrinsic places, among which the place from opposites is more efficacious. Therefore one must examine in contraries and in the other genera of opposites. I say that one examining must examine the whole accounts of opposites, and also particularly according to each. For if the opposite account or definition belongs to some opposite, then it is necessary that what has been said and assigned belong to the proposed and assigned thing. And this must be examined in contraries. But since there are several complexions of contraries, for example, productive of good has two complexions, both corruptive of good and productive of evil, and doing good to many friends, as was shown in what preceded, the defining account must be taken, because such an account is most easily received by the respondent. Therefore whole definitions must be considered as was said in what preceded; particularly, or with regard to the parts of definition, one must look in this way which we now state.

First, in the parts of definition, it must be considered by the method concerning genus whether the genus placed in the definition has been assigned rightly in this way. For when two bounded contraries have been proposed, if one of them is in a contrary genus and the proposed defined thing is not in the same genus with its contrary, it is immediately plain that it is in the genus contrary to it. As contraries are distinct, so the genera in which they are are contrary; and this is so in all moral contraries, in which contrariety is taken from mean to extreme. For all contraries must be either in the same genus or in contrary genera: natural contraries in the same, and moral contraries in contrary genera, in which the contrariety is of extreme to extreme; for moral things are in contrary genera, in which contrariety is taken from mean to extreme. But the differences which are placed in definition we always prove to be predicated contrarily of contraries, because difference is form, and the forms of contraries are contrary, as is clear in white and black, whose differences are dispersive and contractive of sight; for to be white is dispersive of sight, but black contractive. Therefore if a contrary difference is predicated of the contrary of something, it is clear that the assigned and proposed difference will be predicated of the proposed thing. Therefore when both genus and differences have been rightly assigned, it is plain that the speech complex from these will be the right definition which has been assigned, and that it is present as the right definition. Thus definition is constructed by looking both to the whole definition and to the parts.

Or perhaps someone will say that what has been said, that contrary differences are predicated of these, needs determination. For it is not true generally, but only of those contraries which are in the same genus, such as white and black. But of those contraries whose genera are contrary, nothing prevents the same general difference from being said of both contraries, as of justice and injustice, which are in contrary genera; for this one is virtue or in the genus of virtue, while that one is vice or in the genus of vice. Therefore it is clear that this difference of soul, when virtue of soul and vice of soul are said, is said of both contraries, and this difference distinguishes and separates from virtue and vice of body, because there is also a certain virtue of body and also a vice of body, as is determined in the seventh book of the Ethics. Therefore if it is true that the same differences have been proved of contraries or opposites, if a contrary difference is predicated of the contrary and the same is predicated of the proposed thing, it is plain that the difference which has been stated and assigned will be predicated of the proposed thing and will be its true difference; and so from one genus and one difference one definition is constituted.

But universally, for constructing definition, it must be said that if definition is from genus and differences, then, if the definition of the contraries is manifest, the definition of the proposed thing will also be manifest. For commonly contraries are either in the same genus or in a contrary genus. Similarly, as has now been said, differences are either predicated contrarily of contraries, or the same are predicated of contraries. And it is plain that the same genus will be predicated of the proposed defined thing which is also predicated of its contrary, because they are in the same genus; and then the differences are contrary, either all or some, at least the final and constitutive one, while the remaining differences are the same general differences.

Or the defined things are in a contrary genus, so that one is in one genus and the other is in the genus contrary to it; and then the differences are the same but the genera contrary. Or both are contrary, both genera and differences. For it cannot happen that both genera and differences of contraries are the same, because in that way the definition of contraries would be one, which cannot be. Therefore with the true genus assigned and the true difference, it happens to build up a true definition. But here it must be noted that when the same difference of contraries is said, this is especially in definitions of passions, in which the subject is in place of difference, as in the definition of hooked and snub nose is the difference of each; and as was said in the definition of justice and injustice, whose difference for each is soul. This cannot be true of formally constitutive differences, and so on.

CHAPTER II. How the problem concerning definition is constructed through the place from cases and conjugates.

Furthermore, from cases and conjugates, one must consider the consequence in cases and conjugates, and that genera belong to genera and differences to differences, from which definitions are made, and that whole definitions from those defining the whole are taken according to cases and conjugates. The example is that if forgetfulness is loss of science in the principal terms, then to forget will be to lose science in the derivatives and conjugates, and to be forgetful will be to have lost science in the past; for when any one of the things which have been stated is conceded in the principal or derivative, the remaining conjugates of it must also be conceded.

Likewise by looking to the place from corruption in this way: if corruption by definition is dissolution of substance, to corrupt will be to dissolve substance from conjugates and cases, and to make something corrupted will be to make something dissolved; and if the corruptive is dissolutive of substance, then corruption will be dissolution of substance. Likewise it is also in other cases; therefore when any one of such things has been taken, all the remaining conjugates are conceded to it, and if any one is present as definition, all the others will be present as definitions.

Still, one must consider from things similarly related in proportion to one another. For if the healthy is effective of health according to the relation of efficient cause, it follows that similarly what is conducive to good condition is effective of good condition, and the helpful will be effective of good; for all these differences are similarly related to one another according to the relation of that efficient cause. For each of the things stated is similarly related to the proper end intended in those effective things; and therefore if the definition of one of them is to be effective of its proper end, the definition of each of the others will also be so.

Furthermore, by inspecting the place from the lesser, definition is constructed from more and less when it seems to be present; and this happens whenever it is possible to construct two things compared to two, or comparable things, received according to more and less. For example, if this definition seems more to be the definition of this thing than that other seems to be the definition of that other thing, and the one which seems less is a definition, it follows that the one which seems more to be so will be a definition.

Construction of definition also follows from the similar: for if this is the definition of this just as that is of that, if one is a definition it follows that the other also is a definition, because the judgment of similars is similar, as Boethius says. But here this place has no value for the proposal if one definition is compared to two defined things. Likewise it also has no value when two definitions are compared to one thing simply, or according to likeness considered from more and less, because it is not possible for there to be one definition of two things nor two definitions of one thing.

These places which have been stated from conjugates and cases, in proportion, from the similar, and from more and less, are most opportune for easily constructing definition; and therefore one must retain these especially in memory and have them ready through exercise, because they are most useful for many problems. One must also have ready those places which are most common or valid for many things, as the extrinsic places especially are, because they are more operative of many conclusions than the rest. For example, to inspect in singulars whether the definition belongs to all, and thus to consider species whether the definition has been so given according to the being of the species, if the definition belongs at once according to the species; therefore the species is predicated of singulars according to unity. Hence this place is useful against those who posit forms, as was said before; for they cannot adapt the accounts of singulars to that unity of species.

Furthermore, one must diligently consider whether someone, in definition or some predication, transferring to another, has stated a name; because in this way every predicate is destroyed, as was said in the second book of this science. And one must consider whether he has predicated the same of the same as diverse, and likewise if there is any other place which is common and operative or efficacious; for the disputant must always have it nearby, and especially for the problem of definition, toward which all other elements are or are related elementally, because from these he will abound in more syllogisms.

CHAPTER III. How it is more difficult to construct than to destroy definition and other predicates.

With all problems now considered, how they are terminated destructively and constructively, comparing them to the faculty of destroying and constructing, we first say commonly that it is more difficult to construct than to destroy definition. This will be manifest through the things which are said after this. And this is so because perfectly knowing a definition and taking it as conceded by questioners or opponents is not easy, because very many things are required for constructing a definition. For example, it is difficult to take that, of the things assigned in the assigned definition, this is genus, but that is difference, and also that only genus and differences are predicated of the defined thing in what it is. Without these it is impossible for a syllogism to be made for the termination of definition. But one must diligently consider and find that no other things are predicated of the thing in what it is except these; and if also certain other things than proper
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genus and proper difference are predicated of the defined thing in respect of what it is, immediately it is uncertain whether that definition which is made from this genus or this difference, or another which is made from other things which are predicated in respect of what it is, is the true definition of the thing: because definition is speech signifying what the being of the thing is, and it has this from its components, that it is predicated in respect of what it is, and that not another thing is predicated in respect of what it is, and that it is convertible from the proper and essential things of the thing, and many things of this sort. But to take away a definition is easy, because for taking it away any one of those things suffices for one thing (that is, against one thing): for by taking away one such thing, we will be destroying the definition. But for one constructing a definition it is necessary to construct all things, since all the things which are, are present in the definition: and a true definition is not made unless all these things at once exist and agree. Further, still, universally one must construct a syllogism concerning the definition and affirmatively: for the definition must be predicated universally of every thing of which the name of the defined thing is predicated: because name and definition differ only as the implicit and the explicit: for definition says explicitly what the name said implicitly. Still further, the definition must be converted and be convertible, so that of whatever the name is predicated, the definitive account is predicated of the same, if what is assigned ought to be a proper definition. But for one destroying, it is not necessary to show universally that nothing agrees: for it suffices for destroying that, concerning some one of those things of which the name is predicated, the definition is not true. And if sometimes one must destroy universally, nevertheless in destroying one need not show that it is converted with the defined thing, as is necessary in constructing, because without this it is destroyed through many things: for it suffices for one destroying to show that the definition is predicated universally of none of the things of which the name is predicated, even apart from the conversion of the definition. But conversely in destroying it is not necessary to show that the name is predicated of none of the things of which the definition is predicated. Further, also, if it be conceded that the definition belongs to every thing of which the name is predicated, nevertheless it must still belong to it alone: and when this has been taken away, the definition will have been taken away. From these things, therefore, it is clear that it is difficult to construct, and easy to destroy, a definition.

But it stands similarly in problems concerning genus and proper: for in both it is easier to destroy than to construct the problem. But this concerning proper is manifest from those things which have been said in the method concerning proper and in this method concerning definition: for in many cases, and for the most part, if the proper is well assigned, it is assigned as in a complex: for since it flows from the essentials, it must have in itself the genus and the accident of the species: on account of which it happens for one taking away to destroy one thing, and it suffices for taking away the proper. But no one can construct the proper unless he syllogizes and proves all the things which agree for constructing the proper. And almost all the remaining things whatsoever are said to be necessary for definition, both that it is predicated universally and that it is predicated convertibly, agree also to be said of proper. For the one constructing the proposed thing must show that the proper which is contained under the name belongs to every thing, but for one destroying the proposed thing it suffices to show that it does not belong to some one single thing. But if it is also conceded to be in every thing universally, and yet it does not belong to that species alone, again the proper will have been destroyed, as was said just now also in definition.

But concerning genus it is clear by this reason that it is more difficult to construct than to destroy, since to construct genus is indeed in one way, if it belongs to every thing and universally, and likewise if it is predicated of that which is also subjected, in respect of what it is. But it belongs to one destroying genus to destroy in two ways: for whether it is shown that it belongs to none, or that it does not belong to some one thing, the genus will have been destroyed, and through the contrary and through the contradictory the genus which was posited in the beginning as genus is always taken away. Further still, for one constructing genus it does not suffice to show that it belongs universally, but that it belongs as genus, as that which belongs not convertibly, and is predicated in respect of what it is. But for one destroying it suffices to show that it does not belong to some one thing or to every thing. But from many things what is destructible is easier to destroy: whence in such problems it seems to be as in other things in which to corrupt is easier than to make: and thus in these it is easier to destroy than to construct.

But in accident, whether in a problem of accident or concerning universal accident, indeed it is easier to destroy than to construct, because it can be destroyed from several things and constructed in one way only: for the one constructing must show of it that it belongs to every thing universally: but for one destroying the universal it suffices to show that it does not belong to some one thing: and through the contradictory the universal affirmative will be destroyed. But a particular problem concerning accident stands in the contrary way, because it is easier to construct it than to destroy: because for the one constructing it suffices to show that it belongs in any way to some one thing: but for the one destroying, it must be shown that it belongs to none: for to belong to some one thing is not taken away through not belonging to some one thing, because they are true at the same time: and therefore one must show that it belongs to none, if “to belong to some one thing” ought to be destroyed; and this is difficult.1

CHAPTER IV.

Why, of all predicates, it is easiest to destroy definition and proper, and most difficult to construct them, but accident conversely.

Now when the predicates have thus been compared one by one, according as one is compared to another with respect to the ease or difficulty of constructing or destroying, in this comparison it is also manifest why, or on account of what, among all predicates it is easiest to destroy definition. The cause of this is that very many things assigned in it (if those things which have been said are well assigned) are also in other predicates. But from several things (that is, against several things), taken one by one, a destructive syllogism more quickly comes about. But it seems likely that fault is made more and more easily (of omission, or of acceptance not according to reason) in many things than in few, because it is difficult to consider and accept many things by reason.

Further, another reason for the same thing is that concerning definition (that is, against definition) it is fitting to argue also through the other predicates: because they are elemental to it. For example, whether someone argues that it is not a definition as proper, or argues that what was assigned as genus is not in it as genus, or that something of those things which are in the definition does not belong: immediately the definition will have been taken away. But for destroying the other predicates (or against the other predicates) it does not happen that one argues from definitions: for only those things which were said concerning accident (according as to belong generally belongs to accident) are common to all the predicates introduced in the methods already had: because each one of the things which are said to belong, belongs to an existing subject: and what belongs to an existent thing belongs as accident. But if genus does not belong as proper, it does not follow from this that genus has been taken away: and thus from proper one cannot argue for taking away genus. Likewise also it is not necessary that proper belong as genus, and thus from proper one cannot argue to genus, nor that accident belong or proper, but only simply without determination. On account of which it is not possible to argue from the other predicates to others except only in definition. Therefore it is manifest from this that, among all predicates, it is easiest to take away definition, because from any of the others its taking-away is argued, and from none of the others can the taking-away of any other be argued, nor from accident taken away according to belonging.

But of all predicates it is most difficult to construct a predicate concerning definition, for for the construction of definition one must also syllogize all the other predicates constructively. For example, one must syllogize that the things which are said in the definition belong, which is from the predicate of accident; and that there is a true genus and proper thing which is assigned in the definition in place of genus, and this is from genus; and that it is proper and convertible with the defined thing, which is from proper; and beyond these things one must still syllogize that the definition itself indicates what the whole being of the thing is. And the definition must do this well, perfectly, and also clearly and not obscurely. But among the other predicates, proper is especially difficult to construct after definition, for indeed it is easier to take away proper than to construct it: because, as we said a little before, proper, when it is well assigned, is made of many things and from many things. But to construct proper is most difficult, because many things must agree for the constitution of proper, and because it is only, or agreeing to one alone, and because it is predicated convertibly of the thing.

But easiest of all is to construct the predicate of accident. The cause of this is that in the other predicates we not only show that they belong, if they belong simply, but it is also necessary to show that they belong in this way or in that way: and this is difficult. But in accident it suffices to show that it belongs simply, and this is easy. But to destroy accident is most difficult, since the least and very few things are given for belonging as accident: for nothing is given for this, that it belongs as accident, except that it belongs only: for in accident there is not signified how it belongs in this way or in that way, but that it belongs only. On account of which in the other predicates there is taking-away in two ways, as by showing that it does not belong, or by showing that it does not belong thus: and this is easier. But in accident there is no taking-away except for him who grants that it does not belong simply: and this is more difficult.

Therefore it is recapitulated by saying: the places or considerations through which we will be fit to argue to individual problems have been described and enumerated almost sufficiently in six books, from the second up to this one: for more can exist from probable things, but let those which have been said suffice, etc.

BOOK VIII OF THE TOPICS.

TREATISE I ON DIALECTIC, ACCORDING AS IT IS OBVIATIVE FROM THE SIDE OF THE OPPONENT.

CHAPTER I.

How one ought to interrogate, and what and in what way, so that the opponent may more easily exact the consent of the respondent.

Dialectic, as now a science, has been determined in the first book of this science: because there it was said concerning what things, and from what things, and to what things. But as it is an inquisitive science, it has been determined thus in the following books. But dialectic as it is an art constituting a work, and thus toward another and as obviative and exercitative (according as it frequently does this), and insofar as it is an inquisitive science toward disciplines according to philosophy, must be determined in this last book of this science, namely insofar as it is an art ordered to obviation and to exercise. Therefore now it must be determined, and first insofar as it is for obviation: because through obviation one comes to exercise. But insofar as it is obviative (because it principally belongs to the opponent to meet the respondent), it must first be considered from the side of the opponent, and secondly how it is determined as obviative of the respondent: and these are the three treatises in which the present business will be completed.

Therefore after these things which have been said concerning dialectic as a science considered in itself in the first book, and the things which have been said concerning it insofar as it is inquisitive and ordered to the disciplines which are according to philosophy, which have been determined in the six following books up to this point, it must be said how dialectic itself also, insofar as it is an obviative art, ought to order its work in disputing toward another, whose consent it must seek: because it proceeds from probable things: and because these are the things which seem so to all or to many, they cannot be accepted without the consent of the respondent: and here it will have to be said how one ought to interrogate and what, and what should be put first in interrogation and in what way, so that it may more easily be conceded by the respondent. Therefore this must be said first in this book.

Therefore one must know that the opponent (who ought to find the place of consideration, and whence he will draw argumentation and the proposed problem to be determined constructively or destructively) must interrogate the intended conclusion: because otherwise he could not order the place found, since there would not be a proposed thing to which it would be led. In all things the end must be set beforehand so that we may be directed by it. But the second thing is that, once the conclusion has been interrogated and the place whence one must argue has been found, then one must shape the interrogations to be proposed in a form by which they are made more concessible by the respondent, and order the individual things to one another and to itself, so that he may see in what order they are more concessible and more likely to be conceded. And these two things which the opponent does within himself are one, insofar as they are ultimate with respect to the same end. But the remaining and third thing (which is remaining as a kind of second thing, insofar as two predicates are one in form, and the third is from them insofar as two things said are accepted in number) is now to say or propose to the other or to the respondent the things thus found and ordered: because dialectical disputation is a common work, and must exist between two, on account of the cause which we have stated, because it also proceeds from those things which seem so.

Therefore until dialecticians find the proper place and order the things found, philosophers (that is, demonstrators) and dialecticians stand similarly (that is, according to one likeness) in their proposed considerations, in this, that neither proposes to another, but each is occupied within himself concerning finding the middle of arguing and the order of things to be proposed. But now to order those things which have been found, or to interrogate toward another and by interrogating to propose the mode by which they are more concessible, is proper to the dialectician and not to the demonstrator: because in this the dialectician and the demonstrator differ, that this sort of business of the dialectician who interrogates consent is toward another, and cannot proceed without the consent of another: but for the philosopher (that is, the demonstrator), and also for the dialectician first inquiring according as he is toward disciplines according to philosophy, then the dialectician inquires within himself and does not require the consent of another. Therefore for these, the demonstrator and the dialectician seeking within themselves, it does not matter how it is proposed to another, if indeed the things from which they make syllogisms are true and known: although perhaps the one who responds does not posit (that is, does not concede) them: for in such things the consent of the respondent is not awaited, when in being they themselves are true and known to one hearing beforehand before they are proposed: because such things are near to those things which are from the principle which is believed through itself and is known through itself: and he may foresee that what follows from them is easy or happens to occur through consequence, whether the respondent concedes them or does not concede them: for they are not probable things which are judged to seem so from these or those persons, but are true and known through themselves, and not judged to seem so from these or those; but perhaps in such things both the demonstrator and the dialectician inquiring within himself will also hasten, immediately concluding from such things and not awaiting the consent of the respondent: since (that is, because) such propositions are also most known, and with respect to truth are near to those which are called maximal propositions: for Boethius says that such are those which each person approves upon hearing them: for from these true and known propositions, composed in this way, there are teachable or demonstrative syllogisms. Therefore it is recapitulated by saying: the places whence, or from which, one must take or draw arguments for determining a problem have been stated previously in the six preceding books.

CHAPTER II.

How many preter-necessary propositions there are, and for what they must be taken and proposed to another.

Therefore concerning the order toward another, and concerning interrogation or concerning the mode of interrogation ordered to the consent of the respondent, it must next be said, first dividing the preter-necessary propositions, how many there are and for what, whichever must be taken or proposed to another. But here (because they cannot be known except through the necessary ones from which they fall short) it must first be determined that the necessary propositions to be inferred in construction are those through which the syllogism is made, so that they enter its substance and the conclusion is inferred only from them. And such are necessary by the notion of necessity by which that is called necessary without which that which is intended cannot be made; this, as Boethius says, is the necessity of supposition.

And whatever other propositions there are besides these, without which the conclusion can be made, are preter-necessary: but such propositions as are taken by the opponent besides these are taken in four ways and for four utilities. For either they are taken for the sake of induction, so that from them the proved universal principally proposed in the syllogism may be given or conceded in the major or minor proposition. Or they are taken secondly for the magnitude or amplification of speech or discourse, or by which the respondent may less receive what follows and more quickly be inclined to construction. Or they are taken and brought in thirdly for the hiding of the intended conclusion; when the one who responds foresees it as hidden, he assents more easily. Or they are assumed so that the discourse may be more manifest, because the respondent consents more quickly to what is manifest: and these are brought in in prosyllogisms, because propositions either need proof, and because of doubt the respondent does not consent, and thus there is the first; or he does not consent for this reason, that the conclusion is reached quickly, and thus an ampliative proposition or a prolongative proposition of discourse is taken; or he does not consent for this reason, that what is proposed is obscure, and thus an explanative one is taken. Besides these, however, no preter-necessary proposition must be assumed, because it does not avail for inclining the respondent to consent: but through these four propositions one must try to increase the reasoning and to interrogate the consent of the respondent.

Nevertheless there is an objection concerning one of the preter-necessary propositions, that it is not dialectical, but sophistical: for it is for the sake of contest: and thus it seems to be for the end of glory, and not for the end of the discovery of knowledge.

But the solution of this is that dialectical business is directed to another: because it rests upon what seems so to another, and sometimes this one is perverse, unwilling to concede or receive those things which are useful for the business of discovery, when namely that which follows from the proposed interrogation is useful: therefore the proposed thing must be hidden until he receives some proposition through which he is compelled to consent: therefore in this way, even if it is for the sake of contest, nevertheless it is for the sake of a just contest, and one useful to dialectical business, because it hands down the mode of inquiry of truth through inquiry: and therefore it is necessary and best for the dialectician to use even those propositions which are called hiding propositions: for dialectic, insofar as it is obviative, has regard more to position, the problem: and it is not released from this, since it has regard to fiction, according as Aristotle says in the third book of First Philosophy, that what is fictive is what is compelled to a position: then for this reason such a contest is just, and is not for the end of glory, but so that truth may more easily be found without impediment.

Of these propositions the use ought to be such that we say that it does not belong to the opponent immediately to pre-order and propose those principal and necessary propositions from which the principal syllogism is made (as from propositions): because from those, the respondent, seeing what follows, does not consent, until he says what seems to him: but the opponent must withdraw from those propositions into more supreme universals, in which nevertheless those things which the opponent intends are hidden: because they will be proved from them. As if the opponent's proposed aim is to show that there is not the same discipline of contraries, this must not be proposed immediately, but from a more universal thing, as from opposites: for from this it will be syllogized that there is also the same discipline of contraries, because contraries are of the number of opposites. Therefore this is the use of a hiding proposition. But if the respondent does not posit or concede the universal proposed, then it must be taken through induction in this way, that this must be taken, that there is the same discipline of contraries: and if the respondent does not concede, then the opponent must attend to bringing in particular contraries. For the propositions necessary for a syllogism must be taken either through induction or through syllogism: or indeed some, the major or even the minor, through induction; but those also, the major or the minor, through syllogism. And this is the use of an inductive proposition.

But whatever of the necessary propositions are very manifest, and it appears immediately what can be concluded against the respondent, those must be stretched out (that is, drawn away from the proposed thing) through other propositions to other middles, through which nevertheless these things can be concluded: because many middles are found for probable matters: because that which is to happen through the consequence of a conclusion, and which is principally intended, is always made more obscure for the respondent to understand in the departure from the proposed thing and the induction of those things which are drawn away from the proposed thing: and at the same time those things which have been introduced for the intention of the principal things must be stretched further into other middles, and thus prepared and separated by stretching them before that respondent, who can in no way take them unless they have been stretched into many middles. But those propositions (which besides those which are necessary have been taken for the syllogism) are to be accepted on account of those which are necessary, from which in another way these propositions are explained either by prohibiting, or as hiding propositions, or are led down to further middles: for each one of such propositions must be used on account of that for which it is introduced: and this mode of introducing must indeed be used from singulars to the universal, and from known things to more unknown things: because the unknown is proved through the known. Those things are commonly more known which are known according to sense, either simply to all or at least to many, because more people judge according to sense. But from those things which universally seem so to all or to many, the dialectician proceeds. Therefore this is the common use of preter-necessary propositions. But concerning the inductive proposition in particular, it has already been said.

But for one hiding, he must strive to pre-syllogize those things from which that syllogism ought to be made which from the beginning is intended, by departing from the proposed thing into higher things; and he pre-syllogizes these, so that he may make very many, or many higher, syllogisms: but this will be if someone not only pre-syllogizes necessary propositions in their more universal things, but also if, of those propositions which are useful and preter-necessary for these things and introduced for hiding, he still pre-syllogizes some from that superior proposition, so that, by ascending still further to a prosyllogism, he makes a prosyllogism.

Further, one hiding in such a way must not immediately say the intended conclusions, but afterwards, after he has departed into higher things in which the things principally intended are hidden and shut up: for then he ought to infer the conclusion as from a remote middle: for thus he departs very far from the proposed principal proposition, which from the beginning is intended: and nevertheless he attains the proposed thing by leading through all the middles very far down to the proximate ones. And universally it must be said in hiding propositions that the one who has hidden and has wished to use hiding propositions must interrogate in such a way that, after the whole or entire proposed discourse has been interrogated and the intended conclusion has now been stated, the respondent himself is asked on account of what (or from what middle) this concluded thing follows: but this happens when the proposition is concluded from a middle very far distant, without deduction to the proximate. Therefore this will happen chiefly and most frequently through the aforesaid mode. For because, when the last conclusion alone has been stated (without the proximate principles from which it follows), it is doubtful to the respondent how, or from what middle, the conclusion happens or follows: because the respondent himself has not foreseen from what things the principal conclusion happens or follows, the prior syllogisms, which have been concluded through remote middles, not having been disentangled by deduction to proximate things. But the superior syllogism will least of all, or in no way, be disentangled when the conclusion has been properly posited, if for the middle of the conclusion which we infer from afar we do not posit the proper and proximate propositions, but those remote ones from which a higher and superior syllogism is made. And those two documents must be observed greatly: because the first is taken from the side of the principles to be proposed, and the second from the side of the construction to be inferred.

But the third document (which is very useful, from the fact that he proposes several syllogisms and the propositions of several syllogisms) is that he should not propose them continuous according to the position which they ought to have in the proper syllogism, but by permutation, proposing the major of one syllogism with the major of another syllogism by permutation toward one and another conclusion. For if the propositions are placed beside one another in position in the syllogism in their due order, then that which happens through syllogistic consequence (that is, the conclusion) will be more manifest: and the respondent, seeing this, resists and dissents more.

But this also must still be considered by those hiding in such a way, that in arguing enthymematically one must take the definition of the proposed thing: because the place from definition is more efficacious for concluding: and such a proposition must be taken in an enthymeme: in which enthymemes a universal proposition is placed: nor even in the abstract things themselves must the universal definition be taken, but rather in those assumed and conjugate and concrete things: because they more easily paralogize the respondents when they do not see the instance: because the definition is proposed in the conjugate or concrete, and they concede, thinking that they are not conceding universally, as they would think when the definition would be taken universally in the principal proposition. For it can be believed that, by reason of the subject in which it is, it is thus defined: and thus they concede the proposed definition more easily. But an example of this is: if it is necessary to take and have conceded the proposed thing by the opponent, that he who is angry desires to inflict punishment and to repel injury because of the apparent faint-heartedness inflicted. But the account is taken, in departing to what is higher, that anger is universally the appetite of punishment on account of apparent faint-heartedness: this would not have been accepted for the proposed thing. For it is manifest that, once this has been taken in the principal proposition, we have, either in the conjugate universally, what we chose beforehand from the beginning: because from these things it universally follows that an angry man desires punishment on account of apparent faint-heartedness or exacerbation: for this follows. Therefore it must be observed thus from the side of the speech signifying the principal thing or the assumed or concrete thing: because those who put forward (that is, first propose) an instance of the definition in those concrete things rather than in abstract things oppose them through the opposite, as is clear: because if that universal proposition is proposed, that every angry man desires punishment, it is easy to take an instance, for it is proved immediately that not everyone who is angry desires punishment: for we are angry at parents indeed, but we do not desire punishment. Whence one must first propose in the assumed thing not universally, and afterwards, by departing to the higher abstract thing, accept the universal definition, and through it conclude universally what had been proposed particularly or indefinitely.

But perhaps to someone the instance which was introduced seems not to be an instance, because to some it seems that even one angry at parents desires punishment: because to some it seems that sufficient punishment is that the parents be saddened and be made to repent. But although this perhaps is true, nevertheless the instance does not have anything likely: because an angry person does not desire punishment from parents: and therefore the document is also likely, that first he should propose particularly in the concrete, and afterwards through the definition of the abstract conclude universally through the place from conjugates, so that the respondent himself may seem not irrationally to deny the proposed thing, even if it is proposed universally, since he has an instance ready, at least an apparent one. But in the generally proposed definition of abstract anger, it is not similarly or not equally easy to find an instance: and therefore he will concede it universally.

Further still, another document of the opponent is that those things which he has proposed should seem not to have been proposed on account of the principal intended thing itself, but to have been proposed on account of another thing disparate from the proposed thing, or even on account of the opposite: because the respondents themselves are more afraid of those things which are useful for the principal position, and deny them. But simply and universally it must be said that that document is useful to the opponent which, as much as possible, can make doubtful for what purpose the proposed things are introduced, whether they are proposed for this which is the proposed thing, or the opponent wishes to take them for its opposite or for something disparate. For when it is doubtful for what they are introduced, the respondent will more concede that which is useful for concluding the proposition: but this can happen only in one way, that the opponent also depart into that which is consequent upon both the proposed thing and its opposite, and into the consequent of both the proposed thing and what is disparate from the proposed thing. But for one beginning to argue from this, it is doubtful whether he tends toward concluding the proposed thing or the opposite. Now this document is taken from the side of those things into which the one who uses hiding propositions departs.

Further, another document of the same thing is (taken from the side of the mode of proposing what he proposes principally to conclude) to seek a likeness, so that from the very likeness introduced he may have what is likely and may be conceded more easily. For what is likely is made from the like, and the more universal thing lies hidden in the like itself more than if it were proposed in itself by itself. For example, if we wish to conclude that there is the same discipline of contraries, we will propose it not by itself, but wrapped up in likenesses, as, do you think that there is the same discipline and the same ignorance of contraries? because it is like in sense that there is the same sense of contraries: or conversely it may be proposed, there is the same sense of contraries, because similarly there is the same discipline of contraries. But this, to prove through a likeness, is like induction: nevertheless it is not reduced to necessary propositions, but to hiding propositions: wherefore it is not the same as induction, although in some respect it is like it. For in induction, from the singulars introduced, the universal is taken and constructed: and thus from the parts one proceeds to the whole. But in likenesses introduced one does not proceed to the universal whole: nor is what is taken from likenesses a universal under which, as under a universal whole, all like things have been introduced.

But there is still another document of him who uses hiding propositions, taken from the side of the opponent himself in comparison to the respondent, that if he proposes universally some other thing which has an open instance and one which is easily seen, then the opponent himself must also bring an instance against himself: for then the respondents themselves do not hold the opponent suspect, because he acts without suspicion with them: because he seems to argue justly without snares and to do nothing against the respondent, but for him.

Still another document, taken from the side of that which is proposed, is that it is useful for the opponent to say that he proposes that which is customary to be said and that this sort of thing is said commonly: because the respondents themselves are sluggish, from shame, to move (that is, to deny and remove) what is customary to be said, when they have no instance against it, and especially because the respondents themselves use such things that are usual and customary to be said, and do not take care to move or remove them.

Further still, a document of the one hiding, taken from the side of the opponent himself in the act of opposing, is not to hurry toward the conclusion by opposing. And the cause of this is that respondents resist more against those who hurry: and therefore, although what he proposes is altogether useful for the proposed aim, nevertheless he ought not hurry toward it, but with a delay, with other things interposed, gradually approach the proposed thing.

And there is still another document taken from the side of the mode of proposing, that he should not propose what he intends in itself, but in a certain parable, according as a parable is said to be a comparison of diverse things made under something proportionally similar, in which several things are compared which have some likeness of proportion to one another: as if I should say, as bronze and figure stand to a statue or idol, so genus and difference stand to species. But this must be done for this reason, that because of which something else is proposed, or seems to be proposed, the respondents themselves will posit or concede more.

Further, a document of one wishing to hide is that, if he wishes to propose something else, he should not posit it in itself, but in its accident, to which the proposed thing is a necessary consequent: because the respondents themselves more concede the antecedent proposed in an accident than in itself: therefore what is to happen through the consequence of the conclusion is not similarly (that is, equally) manifest from the antecedents, as if it were proposed through itself: and when this which is the antecedent has been taken and conceded, that will also have been taken and conceded: because when the antecedent has been posited, the consequent also is posited.

And last, after many things have been premised, the opponent must interrogate that which he principally wishes to take: and therefore this must be done, because respondents chiefly refuse the first things interrogated: because more of the number of those interrogating or proposing first interrogate those things about which, interrogating, they principally and most of all propose, and they most of all hasten to these. But toward certain people, such as grave and sluggish melancholics, this document must be used in the contrary mode: for toward those who are grave in the stated way, one must first put forward the things which are such and principally proposed: for the grave especially admit the first proposed things, conceding them, unless it is altogether and universally manifest to anyone what can happen from them according to syllogistic consequence: for at the end, once aroused, they resist more and more.

Similarly, it must be done toward those respondents, whoever judge themselves sharp in responding: for such persons, easily positing or conceding the first things first proposed, are broken in the end, and begin to disagree and contradict: and then they persevere in contradicting, and say that the conclusion does not happen or follow from the things which have been posited: for such persons posit as those believing in their habit (that is, taking credulity from their melancholic habit), which is slow: and they are suspecting that they will suffer nothing from the first things proposed.

Further still, another document of a certain one hiding is that through several proposed things the proposed things ought to be prolonged and interrupted, or that even those things which are not useful for the proposed thing, or seem not to be useful for the intended discourse, ought to be intermixed: almost in the way that in false drawings they do when they distribute figures: and this must be done for this reason, that when there are many things interrogated (the very plurality confusing the respondent), it will be doubtful in which interrogated thing the false thing is, as in the middle and in the cause: on account of which those interrogating or opposing are sometimes also hidden, when this happens in a hidden way, as has been said: and things are conceded by respondents which, if they were proposed through themselves and openly placed, would not be conceded. Therefore by way of recapitulation we say that one must use that (which has been said in these documents and precautions for hiding in these hiding propositions).

CHAPTER III.

In what way ampliative and explanative propositions must be used.

But for the proposed thing or for the amplification of the proposed thing, one must use induction of similar things in particulars, or division of the proposed thing into parts: nevertheless things cognate or similar to the proposed thing ought to be introduced, and it ought also to be divided into these: because such things help toward the proposed thing. But what induction is, as to what sort of thing, is manifest from what has been had before. But division, which is for the amplification of the proposed thing, is such through comparison: as that one discipline is better than another discipline, either because it is more certain in demonstrating, or because it is better, that is, of a better and nobler subject: and this is also said in the first book On the Soul. Or one must divide with respect to the end, as some are speculative, whose end is truth. Others are active, whose end is action or the work effected, which is called apotelesma. But others are poetic, which according to a fable composed from wondrous things invite to the good: for each one of such things indeed adorns the discourse, and nevertheless is not necessary to be said for the conclusion, so that it would be among the things entering the syllogism.

But for explanation one must use preter-necessary propositions in this way, that we introduce examples and parables which are similitudinary speeches comparing similar things in diverse things. But fitting examples ought to be brought in, and manifest ones, from which the proposed thing can be known and made manifest, such as Homer was accustomed to set down: not obscure ones which obscure the proposed thing, such as the poet by the name Choerilus was accustomed to set down: for thus, in such examples and parables, what is sought will be plain. Thus therefore ampliative and explanative propositions must be used.

CHAPTER IV.

In what way induction or inductive propositions must be used.

But after these things we shall say how inductive propositions must be used. But one must note beforehand that in disputing one must use syllogism more than induction toward dialecticians, insofar as we call those dialecticians exercised in reasonings: for toward them we use dialectical syllogism more than induction, and toward them more syllogism than toward the many. But conversely we use induction more toward the many than toward dialecticians, and more than syllogism: but this has also been said before: the many follow the judgment of sense, but dialecticians attend more to reasonings.

But it is possible to use inductive propositions, and to interrogate inductive propositions in which there is a univocal universal, because they regard all singulars by one likeness and account. But in some common things, namely, it is not easy to induce, because in not all like or singular things is there posited one univocal name to which all singulars have regard according to induction by one likeness. But since one must take and concede the universal through induction of particulars: then, when certain things have been introduced, they say, “thus in all such things,” and thus concerning singulars, marking that all things have regard similarly to the universal. But to divide and distinguish this is most difficult in those things which do not participate in the common name univocally: for it is difficult to distinguish what sort of things they are (that is, in what way they regard the common thing) which are of the number of those things which are brought forward by inducing, and what sort are of this, and what sort similarly receive the predication of the common thing, and what sort do not. And this is so because such a thing is said of the things introduced either equivocally or according to analogy. If the first, then the things introduced do not

Notes

	From this it is held that sometimes it is easier to construct than to destroy, but this happens rarely. (Ex quo habetur quod quandoque facilius est construere quam destruere, sed hoc fit raro.) ↩
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they regard it in the likeness of one account. But if it is said according to analogy, then it itself is not similarly except in one of the things deduced, and is not said of the others except because they are certain modes of that one: and on account of this also, very often the opponent and the respondent blunt themselves by contending with one another in disputations, and some opponents tell respondents that things are similar which are not similar; but other respondents, doubting from the ambiguity of the common term, say that things which are similar are not similar.

But the remedy for this is that in all such cases one must try, through distinction of the name, to posit the name, thus distinguished, to one signification, which is so open that neither may it be permitted to the respondent to doubt and say that the universal which is inferred is not said similarly of the singulars, nor may it be permitted to calumniate the questioner as though it had not been said similarly: because several of those singulars, which are not said similarly, seem to be said similarly by the opponent.

But when, with the opponent inducing in several similar things, the respondent has not granted that the universal be concluded from them, then it is just for the opponent to demand an instance from the respondent, on account of which he denies that the universal is inferred. But when he does not say through induction that in several things it is so, then it is not just to say that there is an instance in such things: because then an instance would not be given against an induction which the opponent does not make, since he did not say that it is so in several things. For the one who first induces and makes an induction, just as he first makes the induction, must also demand the instance; and the respondent must not bring an instance in that which is proposed and which is the proposed thing, but in another, or must say that this alone is such where the proposed thing itself is one, that is, univocal, in which there is an instance, and an instance is not found in another, as is clear in this example, when it is said that duality alone is the first of even numbers: therefore the one who makes an instance in another than in the proposed thing must bring an instance, or say that the proposed thing alone is such as that in which there is an instance.

For another mode of impeding against induction is toward those who make an instance against the universal or to the universal, but do not bring an instance in that very thing which is intended, but in an equivocal thing on account of likeness of name or agreement with the universal. An example of this is when it is said that someone will not have his own color or his own foot or hand; and when someone says that these things are false universally, someone makes an instance and says that a painter does not have his own color, and a cook does not have his own foot, but perhaps it belongs to another. The remedy in such cases is that the opponent must interrogate in such cases and add, dividing and distinguishing such things, that something is of someone in one way as of a subject, and in another way as a part of an integral whole, and in another way as a passion; when the equivocation is not hidden, the respondents seem well to make an instance against the proposed thing. But if the respondent does not make an instance in the equivocal, but makes an instance in the same thing, that is, in the proposed universal, and thus through an instance prohibits or impedes induction in all things, then the opponent must be one taking away, through exception, that in which the instance is, and must introduce the remaining things toward the universal, and he must except only so much until through induction of the others he takes what is also useful for concluding the proposed thing. As can be clear by example in forgetfulness and to have forgotten: for they do not concede that everyone who has lost a discipline has forgotten, bringing an instance because, when the thing about which the discipline will be has fallen from being, someone indeed has thus lost the discipline, yet has not forgotten; and this was said by the Heracliteans; and then the opponent must take away by exception that in which the instance is, and the remainder must be taken universally from induction, so that he may say thus: while the thing remains in the same state, he lost the discipline, because he forgot.

Likewise exception must be used against those making instances to this universal, that to a greater good a greater evil is opposed: for they bring forward an instance, and say that to health, since it is a lesser good than good bodily condition, there is opposed illness, a greater evil even than bad bodily condition, to which bad condition is opposed, which is a lesser evil than illness. For that illness is a greater evil than bad bodily condition must be taken away by exception; and in this in which there is an instance, and the rest must be proposed universally. For when that in which there is an instance has been removed, the respondent will more posit or concede the rest, that it is universally true: as if it is said that to every greater good a greater evil is opposed, unless it compares a lesser good to the other as part to whole, as good bodily condition stands to health.

This must be done not only when the respondent brings an instance, but it must be done also if he does not bring an instance and yet denies, because he foresees some such thing in which an instance would bear universally; for when that in which there is an instance has been removed, the respondent is compelled to posit or concede, because in the remaining things he foresees nothing such in whose instance it is not so as is proposed. But if he still does not posit, but denies, and an instance is sought from him, he will not have an instance to return; and then he will sustain rebukes.

From this, then, is drawn the proposition which says that a proposition false as a whole must be verified through exception of the part for which it is false. Now all propositions of this sort, in which it is difficult to use inductive propositions, are those which in one respect are false and in another are true: in such cases it happens that someone, by exception taking away that in which they are false, leaves the rest universally true. But if they have been posited in many introduced cases, with the proposer proposing universally, while the respondent does not bring an instance, it is worthy that he posit it, that is, concede it: and this will be proved through the definition of a dialectical proposition. For a dialectical proposition is universally one against which, when many things stand thus, that is, similarly, there is not, or there does not appear, an instance, and so on.

CHAPTER V.

In what way a syllogism to the impossible must not be used by one disputing dialectically.

Since in necessary propositions for the conclusion of a dialectical syllogism it happens that the same thing, or the same conclusion, is syllogized ostensively or by deduction to the impossible. And to do this differs nothing for one demonstrating and not disputing dialectically, with respect to the proof of the intended proposed thing: either to syllogize ostensively in this way, or in that way by leading to the impossible. But for one disputing dialectically, because he proceeds from probable things, in which the false is probable just as the true, and therefore the impossible and false conclusion does not appear, one must not use a syllogism through the impossible or to the impossible.

For in a syllogism to the impossible there are two syllogisms. The first is to the impossible from the given false thing taken with the other of the premises. The second accepts the impossible concluded, and through it returns to the proposed thing, and confirms it from the apparent false thing which followed.

Therefore I say that the one interrogating and opposing must not dispute dialectically by using a syllogism to the impossible: for when he syllogizes ostensively or without the impossible to which he leads, then the respondent cannot, or it does not happen that he can, doubt concerning the conclusion, but he must concede it. But when the impossible to which it is led is syllogized, unless that to which it is led is very manifestly false, then respondents do not say that it is impossible. And the cause of this is that in probable matters there is nothing very manifestly false, because a probable negative in contingent things is as probable as an affirmative, and what happens to be can happen not to be. And therefore respondents say that what has been concluded as impossible is not impossible; and on account of this, for those interrogating, what they want concerning proof of the proposed thing does not happen. Therefore this must be observed in the form of argumentation.

But in propositions one must propose universally whatever things in several cases stand as is proposed, so that either there is no instance, or, if there is, it does not immediately appear on the surface of the universal proposed: because this suffices, since the dialectician properly proceeds not from the truth of the thing, but from those things which seem so to all or to many. For respondents, because they cannot inspect the instances in which it is not so as the universal proposes, posit it and concede it as true.

But here it must be observed that, although the question first proposed and the conclusion last introduced are the same, nevertheless it must be observed by the dialectical disputant that he ought not make the conclusion an interrogation. But if the opponent does not observe this, when the respondent himself refuses and denies the conclusion proposed by way of question or interrogation, afterwards, when he concludes, the syllogism does not seem to be made from things conceded. For often the respondents themselves, even when the opponent himself is not interrogating the conclusion but inferring the conclusion as from the things previously interrogated, deny it; and when the respondents do this, then the opponents themselves do not seem to argue to those who do not see nor are able to see that such a conclusion happens from the interrogated things and from those things which have been posited and conceded. Therefore they will seem to syllogize many things when the conclusion previously interrogated has been denied; whence when the speaker or opponent himself does not say that it happens, but will interrogate it, with that respondent denying it, it will in no way seem that a syllogism is made; and therefore the conclusion must not be pre-interrogated by one disputing dialectically.

But in the mode of interrogating, not every universal proposition seems to be a dialectical proposition, as if someone proposes by definition, what is man? or by division, in how many ways is good said? The reason of this is that a dialectical proposition is from probable things, to which there is answer “yes” or “no” under disjunction, because it can be so or not so; but to the stated propositions there is no answering yes or no: wherefore interrogations of this sort are not dialectical. And this indeed is true, unless the opponent himself is determining them by way of interrogation, as if, about to respond by dividing to the interrogation, he says: do you think good is said in this way or not in this way, in many ways? For to a proposition proposed in such a way for interrogation an answer is easy from probable things, either by responding with the affirmative or by responding with the negative. On account of which the opponent must attempt in disputing to propose things of this sort, that is, in such a form, or such propositions. Likewise perhaps it is just for the opponent to inquire from the one who responds in how many ways good is said, when, with him, that is, the opponent, dividing and distinguishing the modes of good, he has in no way consented that good is said in the way in which the opponent divided it; and this is so because the opponent cannot proceed dialectically except from probable things given: and therefore he must inquire into the judgment of the respondent, and from him inquire into the modes by which he may proceed to the distinction of the modes of the multiple.

But the fault occurring in the mode of opposing is that whoever of the opponents interrogates one speech or proposition for a long time and many times, sins and inquires badly. For if, when the respondent has been interrogated more often, the respondent himself has responded more often to that which the opponent interrogates, it is plain that either the opponent interrogates many things, or he interrogates the same things. Therefore if he frequently interrogates the same things, then either he acts youthfully, that is, imitates the foolishness of youths, who do not accept what has been answered; or, if he makes several or very many interrogations, he does not have a syllogism: for every syllogism is from few things, namely two propositions agreeing in one term, and from very few things. But if he does not have a syllogism, with the respondent saying this very thing, that he does not have a syllogism, then the opponent can do nothing else except rebuke the respondent, or withdraw from the proposed thing and dismiss the common work; and it could also be said that the respondent does not rebuke the opponent, and withdraws as from one acting youthfully and foolishly, and so on.
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CHAPTER VI.

In what way speeches are proved through prior and posterior things, and in what way the opponent ought both to interrogate and to order the things which he interrogates.

But by comparing one speech to another according to the difficulty of proving, we say that it is difficult by opposing to attempt, and easy for the respondent to sustain, the same hypotheses or positions in certain cases: and such are both those things which by nature are first, as principles, and those things which by nature are last, as conclusions. For principles indeed need definition for their own declaration or manifestation, because they cannot be terminated by syllogism, since they do not have other prior things, but are known by the definition of terms; but the last things are terminated through many middles for one distinguishing and wishing to take a continuous descent from the first things down to the last. And nevertheless the opponent must in this way descend from first things down to last things, if last things ought to be well terminated: because otherwise he will beg the principle, and thus will argue sophistically, and will seem sophistically to make argumentations. And since this is difficult, it is clear that the termination of last things through a dialectical syllogism is more difficult, one which does not begin from first and true and immediate things. And therefore he does not demonstrate who does not begin from first principles, and thus connect through all the middles down to the last things; but to determine first things is difficult.1

Therefore, because respondents do not approve defining through this, that they do not easily acquiesce in definitions given, nor attend to definitions if the questioner and opponent defines such things, because many things can be said against those defining. But if the principle has not been made manifest through definitions of terms, it will not be easy to argue, because we know the principle insofar as we know the terms. Yet this sort of difficulty occurs especially concerning principles, because those things must especially be known: because we know other things which are posterior through these which are principles, since they are shown through principles. But the principles themselves cannot be known syllogistically through other things: rather each one of such things must be known through definition.

Further, although those things which are near to first principles are less difficult than principles, nevertheless they are scarcely provable and are proved with difficulty. And the cause of this is that for this one cannot have or find several reasons from several middles, because they have very few things before them from which they are proved, since there are few middles of these things and of principles, from which, as from prior things, those things which are after the principles themselves are shown.

But the predicates which are of the number of definitions, or all definitions, are most difficult to argue about; and among definitions, more difficult to argue about than all definitions are whichever ones use such names as first are obscure, whether they are said simply, that is, in one way, or multiply, that is, in many ways. Further, it is especially difficult to argue about those concerning which it is not known whether they are said of the defined thing principally according to a first new imposition, or according to some transference of likeness that has been made. For such things, because they are uncertain in what sense they are said, do not have arguments by which they may be terminated. But because they are unknown with respect to this, that they are unknown, if they are such for this reason that they are said according to transference, they do not have rebuke.

But insofar as every proposition is difficult to prove altogether and universally, a proposition which is difficult for proving something must be judged either to need definition, or to be one of those things which are said multiply, and on account of this it is difficult to prove; or it is one of those things which are said according to transference; or because it is not far from principles; or also because it is not manifest to us according to which of the stated modes what provides doubt has been said. For when the mode according to which it was making doubt becomes manifest to us, then it becomes plain that either it had to be defined, if the principle is manifest, or divided, if it must be manifested through parts, or it was necessary to find middle propositions through which it would be proved, because it was uncertain: for through these things which are doubtful, the last things are proved.

Moreover, in several first propositions, when the definition is not well assigned, it is not easy to attempt disputing about them. As can be seen by example if one asks concerning this proposition, whether one thing is contrary to one thing, or several. But when contraries have been defined according to the mode by which they ought to be defined, as that contraries are the things which are most distant under the same genus, it is easy to see whether it happens that several things are contrary to the same thing: because, since they are most distant, and what is said by superabundance agrees only to one, it does not agree that several things are contrary to the same thing. And it is in the same way in other things which need definition.

But in the disciplines certain things seem to generate obscurity because of defect of definition, as is clear in a mathematical example: as if it is said that a line, which cuts a plane along the side, similarly divides the surface and the place, that is, according to the division of the lower and higher side it divides an equal thing into two equal middles, both the plane, that is, the surface, and also the place according to the space which is between the lines; and you will be able to see this in the figure in the margin. But when the definition has been stated, namely what it is to be divided along the side into two equal things, immediately what is said is manifest, because the places and the lines have the same taking-away or division, since places or spaces are contained by lines and are divided according to the division of lines. For the definition is of that account or proportion, according as there is also the proportion of division of the space or place which lies between the lines. But in elements or principles simply first, after the definitions of terms have been posited, it is easiest to show.

As, when certain definitions of terms have been posited, such as what a line is, and what a circle is, what a point is, and things of this sort, we most easily show the first theorems, as is clear in the first book of Euclid: because there is not much, or by many middles, to argue to each of the first things; but they are proved through the very definitions of their terms, as is clear through the proof of the first proposition of Euclid, which is that it is fitting to place an equilateral triangle on a given line; and this is proved through the definition of circle alone. But if those first things are not proved through such posited definitions of principles, they will be proved with greatest difficulty: for then they will not be proved except by experiment; but perhaps by the syllogistic way, and altogether it is impossible to prove them. Likewise it stands with these things which have been said also in those things which concern speeches, that is, dialectical speeches: and these are proposed from diverse things, and from first, middle, and last things; and it must not be hidden from the opponent that a proposition is difficult to argue about when it has undergone one of those three things which have been said concerning first, middle, and extreme things.

But by comparing the difficulty of the proposition to the difficulty of the conclusion, when the disputation will be about an axiom, which is a proposition posited in place of a conclusion (for in Greek axioma is called a proposition posited in place of a conclusion; nevertheless some say that an axiom is a proposition assumed for proving another, which is more difficult to prove than that for whose proof it is assumed; but here it is posited for a proposition affirming a syllogism), since this is more difficult to prove than the principal position or conclusion, there will be greater labor to dispute toward it than toward the principal position or conclusion; and because it is immediate, there is no way of argumentation to it.

Therefore someone will doubt whether in dialectical disputation such axioms are to be posited, that is, supposed, and conceded by the respondent, or whether proof of them is to be demanded from the opponent, because dialectic is inquisitive and has a way to the principles of the methods, and there is reason toward each part of that doubt. For if another says that the respondent should not posit or suppose these things, and commands disputing to this so that they may be proved, then an unsuitable thing seems to follow, because then he will prescribe a greater business, that is, one of greater labor, than that which was posited from the beginning: and this is called among the Philosophers the assumption of the more difficult. But if another says that the respondent should posit and suppose them as known through themselves, then it follows that he will believe certain things proved from them as from less credible things, insofar as they are less proved, although the dialectical way is toward these things as toward principles of the methods. Therefore from these things, disputed toward each part, it is clear that if one must not make the problem more difficult, then the axiom must be posited by the respondent. But if one must always syllogize through more known and proved things, then the axiom must not be posited: therefore an unsuitable thing occurs toward each part.

Or we say, solving this, that in diverse disputations an axiom both must be posited and must not be posited: for for the learner, that is, for one disputing disciplinarily, it must indeed not be posited unless it is more known and truer through itself and according to nature; but for the dialectician exercising, that is, disputing exercitatively, it must be posited, although it is not more known through itself, provided that it seems true and does not have an instance on the surface. On account of which it is manifest that it is not equally worthy for both the learner or one disputing disciplinarily to posit propositions of this sort. Therefore, by way of recapitulation, it has been said almost sufficiently how the opponent ought both to interrogate and to order the things which he interrogates.

Notes

	From this it is clear that it is impossible for someone to demonstrate unless he begins from first principles by connecting them down to the last things. (Ex quo patet quod impossibile est aliquem demonstrare nisi incipiat a primis principiis copulando ea usque ad ultima.) ↩





Book VIII of the Topics, Treatise II, Chapters I-II.

TREATISE II ON THE INSTRUCTION OF THE RESPONDENT AND ON THE MODE OF RESPONDING.

CHAPTER I.

What the proper work of one responding well is.

But since we are going to treat of the instruction of the respondent and of response or of the mode of response, first this must be determined, as a principle to be set before all the other things: because from the proper work of the respondent the proper mode of responding to individual things is determined and found. Therefore first let it be determined what is the proper work of one responding well, just as the proper work of the opponent or questioner has also been determined in what has been had before.

Now the proper and best work of the questioner in dialectical matters, insofar as dialectic is for obviation, is so to introduce an interrogative speech that he makes the respondent concede the most improbable things; and otherwise it would not be obviative toward more improbable things than those which are necessary on account of an improbable position, that is, than those things which almost follow from a probable thing. For just as it belongs to the opponent to obviate the respondent, so it belongs to the respondent to obviate the opponent. But the respondent must obviate on the contrary side, so that he always responds in such a way that the impossible, or another impossible or improbable thing, does not seem to happen because of him, that is, because of his response; but if something of such things happens, it may seem to happen because of the improbable position which he sustains. For in either of these two ways the respondent could err. But if he does not sustain the position, or if he concedes improbable things according to the matter, because the fault is different. Or also if he posits first in the position itself what he ought not; and it is another fault if he posits what he ought, and does not preserve it according to that mode of preserving by which he ought or can. But that mode is that he concede things consequent upon the position and deny things repugnant to it; from this arises knowledge of the false position. Thus therefore it is clear in common what the work of one responding well is; but this is diverse in his diverse disputations, and as yet nothing has been artificially determined about the modes of one responding well according to his proper work. But this must be determined through the diversity of disputation and the distinction of position.

Therefore, since infinite things must be observed by the respondent, and since to those, that is, to those disputing or opposing for this purpose, who make disputation for obviation on account of training, that is, wrestling and contest, and similarly it has been intimated what must be observed by the respondent toward those who make reasons or ratiocinations and disputations for receiving an experiment concerning the truth of an assigned problem or conclusion, as the inquisitive dialectician does, mention of this must be made. For the same considerations are not to be observed in disputing by teachers or by those disputing doctrinally, and by learners, that is, inquisitive persons, for an experiment of the truth of the conclusion, and by those wrestling together, that is, disputing for obviation or sophistically, because the obviating dialectician sometimes puts on the form and habit of the sophist, although he does not do this for the end of deception through a sophistical place, which is fallacy.

Nor is the same consideration present in responding to those who dispute for exercise, exercising one another for the sake of perspicacity, that is, so that they may become more perspicacious. For in all these the respondents must have diverse considerations, observing their proper work, which is the work of seeming to suffer nothing because of the opponent; and if he should suffer something, this is because of the position, because he has to defend it according to the mode proper to the position, that is, so that he concedes what follows from the position, and nothing repugnant to the position, as was said a little before. For art handed down to the artisan confers power for the proper work. But that diverse considerations must be observed toward those disputing in diverse ways is clear from this, that to the learner, that is, to one disputing inquisitively, those things which seem to be true must always be posited and conceded by the respondent, because otherwise he is not helped toward his work and his end by his companion or disputant. For none of the learners tries to say or persuade something false finally, so that he may stand in that; and if he concludes the false by a syllogism to the impossible, from that he immediately returns to the opposite true thing and stands in that. And thus the respondent also, conceding those things which seem to be true, suffers nothing because of the opponent, but what he suffers is because of the position.

But other considerations must be had in responding to one disputing by wrestling for obviation: for the one who disputes by wrestling, who does not only intend to dispute toward the position but more intends to dispute by obviating the respondent, must make something else seem against the respondent. For the respondent must bear himself toward him so that he seems to suffer nothing from him; and therefore toward him he needs precautions and considerations of precautions. But in dialectical agreements, when the opponent meets the respondent, in the case of those who make disputations not for the sake of wrestling but for the sake of experiment, that is, for expediting truth by syllogizing and ratiocination, and for the sake of perspicacity, that is, so that they may become perspicacious, it has not yet been unfolded by any craftsman what the respondent ought to conjecture by considering, and what things he ought not give or ought to deny for observing the position, which the respondent must observe according to the proper mode and work, as has been said. And because concerning this we have had nothing suitable handed down by others, we ourselves must attempt to say something about this by handing down the art.

CHAPTER II.

What and what sort of things must be conjectured by the respondent, whether the proposed thing, or position, is probable simply, or probable to someone, either to the respondent or to another.

Therefore, since to guard a position follows upon a position posited in its proper mode, and the position of the respondent is varied, the mode of responding must be diverse according to the diversity of the position. But it is necessary that the respondent who posits the speech which is called a position propose either a probable position, or an improbable one, or a neutral one, which is probable to someone and improbable to someone: or one which neither seems so nor does not seem so. And still, by subdividing this, he must posit either one simply probable, or simply improbable, or one standing indefinitely and indeterminately in a middle mode, or one probable to this particular person, or improbable to any other or to the respondent himself.

But considering in common the work of the respondent with respect to himself and to the thing itself, it makes no difference, with respect to the mode of responding in common, in whatever way or however the position about which he responds is probable or improbable. For the same common mode of responding well will be determined, and the same mode of giving, that is, conceding, or of not giving or denying what has been interrogated by the opponent, with respect to this, that he beware lest he seem to suffer anything from the opponent, especially the obviating opponent, and yet say nothing repugnant to the position. And this is proved from this: when the position is improbable, then it is necessary that a probable conclusion be made or follow from the opposites by the obviating opponent; but when the position is probable, then on the contrary it is necessary that an improbable conclusion be made, because the obviating questioner always tries to conclude the opposite of the position. But if that which is posited, or the position, is neither something probable simply nor improbable simply, it is necessary that the conclusion which the opponent tries to conclude be such as the position is, that is, neither simply probable nor simply improbable.

And one general teaching is that the respondent should beware lest he come to the conclusion which the opponent intends when he disputes by obviating, because he will seem to suffer something else from him. But this will happen in this way: since those who syllogize well demonstrate, that is, show the proposed thing or conclusion, from probable or better known things, it is manifest that when that to which the obviating disputant disputes is simply improbable, then to the respondent obviating on the contrary side nothing must be given or conceded from those things which simply do not seem so, because those things cannot be conceded. Nor again must anything else be given from those things which indeed seem so, but which seem less so or are less probable in the conclusion; and this is so because, when the position is improbable, the conclusion becomes probable, and he will come through probable things to a probable conclusion; and the respondent must beware of this by obviating. For if the opponent ought to come to a probable conclusion, all things which are taken by him for proving a probable conclusion must be either probable or even more probable than the conclusion, if, as was said, what is less known ought to be concluded through more known things. On account of which, if something of those things which are interrogated is not such, this must not be posited or conceded by the respondent. But if the position is simply probable, then from what has been said it is plain that the conclusion which the opponent intends to conclude by obviating will be improbable.

Therefore then the respondent must posit all things which seem so or are probable; and even among those things which do not seem so, that is, which are improbable, those can be posited and conceded which are less improbable than the intended conclusion, because through these he cannot come to an improbable conclusion. For if the respondent posits such things, it will sufficiently seem that the opponent has been drawn. Likewise if the position is neither probable nor improbable; for even thus the respondent must give and concede all things which seem so or are probable, and also among those things which do not seem so whatever are more probable than the conclusion. For thus it happens that disputations are made more probable in the premises than the conclusion is, and through such things he will not come to a neutral conclusion.

Therefore if what is posited is simply probable or improbable in relation to those things which seem so simply, responses must be made, as has been said, both by giving and by not giving such things through which he may not come to the intended conclusion. But if that which is posited by the respondent is neither probable simply nor improbable simply, but is probable or improbable to the respondent, then it must be posited or not posited by judging or comparing reasons to that very thing which seems so or does not seem so; and he should always concede such things through which he may not come to the intended conclusion, because then he seems to suffer nothing from the opponent.

But if he observes not his own opinion but the opinion of another, it is plain that one must posit or concede or deny by looking to that person's understanding, so that he may both say nothing repugnant to the position, and yet seem to suffer nothing from the opponent. On account of which also those who bring strange opinions or positions, as Heraclitus said that good and evil are the same, should not concede things repugnant to that position, namely that contraries are not simultaneously in the same subject, or that they mutually expel themselves from the same susceptible thing, because through this their position is destroyed, since it does not seem to them that, in sustaining their position according to Heraclitus, it must be said in this way. But in obviative disputations all do this who receive from others or from themselves strange opinions or positions to be defended: for they conjecture the understanding of the position according to that sense in which the one positing says it, and concede nothing repugnant. For we have said that one disputing by obviating attends more to the position and even to the fiction than to the problem, and the respondent takes care that he seems to suffer nothing from the opponent. Therefore, recapitulating, we say that from what has been said it is manifest what and what sort of things must be conjectured by the respondent, whether the proposed thing or position is probable simply, or to someone, either to the respondent or to another.
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CHAPTER III.

On the mode of responding to an interrogation proposed by the opponent, whether it is simple or multiple.

But once these things have been determined, namely how one must respond to a position and to one disputing in this or that way, it must be determined concerning the mode of responding to an interrogation proposed by the opponent, whether it is simple or multiple. Therefore by dividing we premise, saying that everything which is interrogated by the opponent is either probable, or improbable, or neutral, just as the position itself had these three differences. And again, this is pertinent to the speech or proposed thing, or it is not pertinent to the speech. And if indeed what is proposed by interrogating is apparent or probable, and is not pertinent to the speech or proposed thing, then it must be given by the respondent with this protestation, that he say that it indeed seems to be apparent or probable, because from this he will suffer nothing, since it is not toward the speech. But if what is proposed by interrogating is not apparent or probable, and also is not toward the speech, it must indeed be given, but with protestation, and it must be signified in the very concession that he gives it, and it does not seem so; and this protestation must be made as a precaution against foolishness, lest he also seem foolish who gives what is improbable and what does not pertain to the speech. But if what is interrogated is toward the speech, and also seems probable, then indeed it must be given with this protestation, that what has been proposed seems to be probable, but seems to be very near to that which was proposed in the beginning and wrapped up in it; and when this has been proposed or conceded, that which was posited in the beginning is taken away. But if that which is interrogated is toward the speech and very improbable, then the respondent must confess that an axiom occurs, that is, the assumption of the more difficult; and it must be said that to posit this is very foolish. But if it is neither probable nor improbable, and what pertains in no way to the speech, it must be given, so that the respondent protests nothing, nor determines anything else by protesting. But if what is interrogated is toward the speech and improbable, it must indeed be given with protestation that, when this also has been posited, what was posited in the beginning, that is, proposed, is destroyed on account of the concession of that which is improbable. For by observing these precautions in this way, both the one who responds seems to suffer nothing because of this which the opponent proposes by interrogating, if he foresees each thing which the opponent proposes and protests that they are unsuitable; and also in the case of him who interrogates, he obtains a syllogism when all the interrogated things which are more probable than the conclusion and the proposed thing have been posited and conceded by the respondent, and thus he does not have rebukes and suffers nothing from the opponent. But whichever opponents in this way try to syllogize from things more improbable than the conclusion, it is plain that they do not syllogize well; and on account of this, to those interrogating or proposing thus and such things, what they interrogate must not be conceded by the respondent.

Likewise, in responding, precautions must be observed in those things which are interrogated obscurely, that is, multiply: against these, in obviative disputation, the respondent must obviate carefully, so that he seems to suffer nothing. But since in such cases it is granted to the respondent, when what is obscure and multiple is not understood, to say to the opponent from the beginning that he does not understand what he proposes; and again it is conceded to the respondent, when some one of the proposed things is multiple, that it is not necessary that he himself either simply confess it or simply deny it. Therefore it is plain that unless the first proposed thing is plain and simple, the respondent must not be slow to say that he does not understand; and this must be done because often something difficult meets respondents from this, that they give and concede simply things which are not true, when they are proposed by questioners. But if from the beginning it is known to the respondent that the thing interrogated is said in many ways, one must consider whether the multiple itself is true or false in all senses: then it must be simply given or simply denied as if it were simple.1 But if in one sense indeed it is false and in another true, it must be signified and protested by the respondent that this is said in many ways, and on account of one thing, that is, in one sense, it is false, and in another, that is, in another sense, it is true. And he must do this at the beginning before the opponent proceeds to the conclusion. For if later, when the conclusion has already been made, he divides the multiple itself, it is uncertain whether the respondent himself perceived from the beginning this doubt which is in the multiple; and thus he will be lessened before the opponent. But if the respondent did not foresee the doubt which is from the multiple, and conceded it, and afterwards sees that it is multiple, in obviating he must say to the opponent: I did not give or concede the thing interrogated looking to this, that is, to this sense, in which you conclude, but I conceded it according to the other of those senses which the multiple has in itself. For with several senses existing under the same equivocal name or under the same amphibological speech, doubt is easy. But if what is proposed by interrogating is plain and simple, one must respond plainly, either thus or not, by conceding simply or denying simply.

CHAPTER IV.

In what way one must respond to an inductive reasoning and to a syllogism made either from necessary or from preter-necessary things.

But once it has thus been determined how one must respond to an interrogation and a necessary proposition, it follows here to say how one must respond to inductive reasoning and to a syllogism, whether made from necessary things or from preter-necessary things.

But for this, as a preamble, I say that every syllogistic proposition is either one of those from which, as necessary things, a syllogism is made, or it is a preter-necessary proposition which is introduced on account of some one of the necessary propositions, as has been said before. But it is plain that a preter-necessary proposition is taken for the sake of another, because it is taken on account of some necessary proposition. From this it happens that, with an inductive proposition, several similar things contained under one universal are sometimes interrogated inductively by the opponent: for opponents themselves take every universal either through induction or through syllogism proved in many cases. Therefore if he wishes to take the universal by induction, all the singulars must be posited and conceded by the respondent, provided that they are true and probable; but toward the universal or against the universal one must strive to bring an instance through some singular not previously introduced by the opponent, since the respondent has conceded the things previously introduced by the opponent; and if he brought an instance through any of those, he would seem to contradict himself. For without an instance, whether one which is or one which seems to prohibit the speech, the respondent must beware lest he seem perverse. Therefore it is clear that when it has appeared in many singulars to be so as is said, and the respondent has not given or conceded the universal, although he does not have an instance which he can bring forward, then it is manifest that he acts perversely.

Further, if he does not bring an instance, nor further has whence he may argue against it through the position, and whence he may prove that what has been proposed universally is not true, he seems still more perverse; although nevertheless not even this suffices so that through this he may exclude the proposed universal. This is proved from this, that we have many arguments of this sort posited by the Philosophers, which are commonly contrary to opinions, and against which many arguments are had; and yet they must be sustained by respondents, although it does not happen to solve the arguments which are to the contrary, or it is very difficult to solve the same. Such is the position of Zeno, that nothing happens to be moved, or to pass across some stadium or space; but nevertheless on account of this we do not say that those things which are opposed to such positions, or objected against such things by propositions or arguments brought to the contrary, are positions which must not be posited: for they are posited according to philosophy. Therefore if some respondent is one who neither has an instance against the proposed universal, so that he can make an instance against it, if he does not posit or concede, it is plain that he acts perversely. For in disputations a perverse response is one which is corruptive or impeditive of the syllogism beyond the aforesaid modes, as through instance and through contrary reasoning.

Furthermore, against the one arguing the respondent himself must infer it to himself, that is, for himself, and propose definitions and positions credible or necessary from some cause, or in which definitions are predicated which are necessary through themselves. For from whatever propositions or definitions the inquirers or opponents themselves take away the proposed thing, it is plain that by these, that is, through the same things, one must resist and obviate them. But this must especially be guarded against by the respondent, lest he introduce an improbable position. Now an improbable position is said in many ways. For in one way that is called an improbable position from which, once it is taken, it happens to say that unsuitable things follow, as in Zeno's position if someone says that all things are moved, or says that nothing is moved, as Melissus says: for from this many unsuitable things follow. And those who say that whatever things belong to worse custom or urbanity are to be chosen, and that whatever things are repugnant to the counsels of good and best people are to be chosen, as that pleasure is the good of man in life, which is repugnant to good customs, and that doing injury is better than suffering it, which is repugnant to good counsels: for hearers do not hate the respondent as one introducing these things for the sake of discourse or disputation, but they hate him as one saying things which also seem good and true, and as one embracing such things; because moral speeches are believed from love more than from persuasive speech. Therefore lest an unsuitable thing happen, or lest he be hated, such things must be introduced by the respondent. Thus therefore it has been said how one must respond to inductive speech.

But how one must respond to syllogistic speeches we now say. Therefore it must be observed that whatever speeches or argumentations syllogize the false, the respondent must solve them
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or through the taking-away of that because of which the false is made or follows; for he who takes away the false which is in the premises does not solve the false thing syllogized, nor again does he solve it even if what is taken away is false. For sometimes a speech or argumentation will have several false things, and nevertheless not all those false things are the cause of the falsity of the conclusion. The example of this is if someone says that one who sits, insofar as he sits, writes; for from this an unsuitable thing follows: for it happens that Socrates sits, and from these things it follows or happens that Socrates writes, which is false. Therefore, when the false has been taken away, that is, “Socrates writes,” the speech is no more solved, because that because of which the speech is false is not stated and taken away, although the axiom, that is, the assumed proposition, which is taken away is false. And this is so because that because of which the speech or argumentation is false is not taken away on account of this: because if someone is sitting and not writing, it is clear that the solution does not hold in this case. Wherefore the solution which was given will not be suitable; wherefore one ought not to have taken away “Socrates sits,” but rather ought to have taken away this, namely that one sitting, insofar as he sits, writes, for not everyone who sits writes insofar as he sits. Therefore he wholly solves the syllogistic argumentation who takes away that because of which it is false in the minor proposition and not in the major. But he knows how to solve, or knows the solution, who has known why the speech was false. A likeness and example of this in mathematics is in those lines which are described falsely with a circle: as if I should say that lines drawn from the same center of a circle to the circumference are equal, and curved lines drawn from the center to the circumference are described, and it is inferred that these are not equal. For in such argumentations it is not sufficient to object and to show that it is false because curved lines are unequal, where straight lines drawn from the center to the circumference are equal. For thus, by assigning the cause of falsity, it will be manifest whether some one of the respondents, foreseeing or not foreseeing the cause of falsity, has brought an instance against the universal or against the syllogistic argumentation.

CHAPTER V.

On reasoning toward a speech not concluded.

Now a speech can be, or happens to be, prohibited from being concluded, that is, a problem or conclusion can be prohibited lest it be concluded, because question, problem, and conclusion are the same. But this prohibition that it not be concluded also happens in four ways. For this happens either because the respondent shows in what the false consists, on account of which it does not conclude, as was said a little before. Or in a second way, by bringing an instance, that is, an impediment, to the questioner, lest he proceed to the conclusion, as by seeking the meaning of the things proposed interrogatively, or by inquiring into lateral questions near the proposed thing, and as if by reproaching the respondent. For often the respondent does not indeed solve in order to show the cause of falsity, but so that he makes the questioner unable to carry the speech further or direct it all the way to the conclusion because of the many things asked. But the third impediment is to contradict the things interrogated or the things proposed to the questioner: for it happens that what we wish is not made, that is, does not follow, from the interrogated things, because they have been interrogated not well, that is, not in the due mode or order, or deficiently; and when something is added, that is, in due order, or when that which was deficient is added, it happens that the intended conclusion is made. Therefore such an omitted thing the respondent ought to state against the interrogated things from his office. Therefore if the questioner cannot, because of things omitted by himself, produce his speech further, that is, up to the conclusion, then an instance with rebuke of the opponent will have to be brought by the respondent to the questioner, that is, against the questioner. But if the impediment belongs to the questioner and not to the thing interrogated, so that the questioner can indeed proceed to the conclusion, then it belongs to the respondent to seek an instance to the things interrogated, so that from this side he may impede the conclusion, lest he seem to suffer something else on account of it. But the fourth and worst instance, which most afflicts the opponent, is the one which is for time: for respondents object with more prolix speeches, toward which disputing belongs to more time than belongs to the present exercise, which concerns the principal proposed thing; and this is what was said before, the assumption of greater difficulty. And by these modes the one working and disputing obviatively is impeded, lest he arrive at the intended conclusion.

Therefore, by way of recapitulation, as was said before, instances are made in four ways. But by comparing these instances with one another, we say that among these instances or impediments there is no solution of a speech not concluding, except only the first, as was determined in the preceding chapter. But the remaining three stated instances are not solutions, but certain prohibitions and impediments of conclusions, lest they be made against the respondent, who ought to prohibit lest he seem to suffer something else from the opponent.

CHAPTER VI.

On rebuke of a speech from the side of the one using it, in general, and from the side of the speech in general, and so on.

But rebuke of a speech, or a rebukable speech, is sometimes both according to the speech itself and also from the side of the one using it, and when the same things are not interrogated which ought to be interrogated toward the proposed thing according to the quality of the proposed thing which is intended and toward which the disputation ought to be, or in that sense in which it must be interrogated. For very often the respondent who is interrogated in disputation is the cause that the speech or position is not well disputed, because he, acting perversely, does not concede those things from which one could plainly dispute toward the proposed speech; and then the speech becomes rebukable from the side of the one using it. For since disputing is the work of two, of the opponent and also of the respondent, it does not belong to one alone to take well, that is, to lead to the due end, the common work in which each must be helped by the other. Whence sometimes it is necessary for the opponent to strive with reasons toward him who says, that is, against him who says, that without doubt he then does not respond according to the true account of response, although indeed against the opponent, when both he who responds and performs the office of respondent observes this, so that by obviating he may say contrary things to the questioner or opponent, and strives to oppose the opponent and not to be helped toward the inquiry of the position; and especially when he says contrary things to the opponent, persuading them by reason because thus it is or seems to be probable. For such respondents, weighing down the opponents themselves in this way, do the things which belong to exercise contesting and wrestling, and not to dialectic, which proceeds from probable things for determining a problem or position.

But since speeches of this sort on the side of the respondent and on the side of the opponent are for training or wrestling and contest, and for the experiment which the respondent wishes to receive concerning the powers of the opponent, and are not inquisitive for making doctrine concerning the position, it is plain that for restraining the respondent the opponent must syllogize not only the true but also the false, so that he may sometimes conclude false things against the respondent; nor must the opponent always pre-syllogize through true things, but sometimes through false things, so that sometimes he may proceed against the respondent from false things given by the respondent. For often it happens that, when a true thing has been posited, the disputants or opponents must take it away, because through it the respondents themselves impede the disputation; and then, because the true is not taken away by the true but by the false, in the syllogism false things must be extended and proposed.1 Since also when a false thing has been posited, this cannot be taken away except by leading through false things to an unsuitable result, then also false things must be extended: for nothing prevents those things which are not, that is, which are false, from sometimes seeming to some of the respondents in probable matters more than the things which are true seem. For example, that the sun is one foot across seems more to someone than that it is larger than a dwelling; on account of which, when an argumentation has been made from false things which seem to be answered to him, he will be more persuaded so that he is restrained than helped.

On account of this, when argumentation has been made from false things for doctrine or teaching, the speech is sometimes badly syllogized from the side of the opponent, because the opponent who transfers and refers obviative disputation to the respondent, if he wishes to conduct himself well in disputing, ought to transfer dialectically and not contentiously, so that he also disputes from probable things toward the position, and does not transfer himself to contention; just as the geometer also ought to dispute geometrically. And this the opponent indeed ought to observe, whether what is to be concluded against the proposed thing is false or true. But what sort of dialectical syllogisms the opponent ought to use was said before in the first book of this science.

But since he is a bad companion who impedes the common work, it is plain that in a speech, that is, in disputation, he is bad who impedes the due progress of disputation. For where what is proposed in definitions is a common work both to the opponent and to the respondent, but with these, the opponent and respondent, contending and striving against each other for victory, it is not possible for the same thing which each intends to happen to both. For when two contend against each other, it is impossible for more than one to win: both cannot win, but one will win, and the other will yield or succumb. But it makes no difference, with respect to the impediment of disputation, whether this, namely to litigate badly, is done by responding or by interrogating. For just as one who opposes litigiously, that is, for the end of strife, litigates badly, so also does he who responds litigiously, as the one who in responding does not concede what seems so and what is probable, nor by assenting receives anything of that which the questioner, making the proposed position, wishes to inquire into.

Therefore from these things which have been said it is manifest that not similarly, that is, not from the same cause, must both the speech in itself or according to itself, and the questioner or opponent, be rebuked; rather the opponent is rebuked for one cause, and the respondent for another. For nothing prevents the speech indeed from sometimes being bad, while the questioner, as it happens, that is, insofar as the disputation and speech permit, disputes very well against the respondent according to the mode and law of dialectical disputation. For against difficult respondents perhaps it is not possible immediately unless he is first restrained through cavillations, such as someone or another of the opponents wishes to make syllogisms; but he must make such as it happens to make for restraining the difficult one.
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But because it is indefinite or uncertain and indeterminate when contrary things to the opponent or respondent, and when those things which are in the principle, are unsuitable and make for the intended proposed thing or are proposed by people disputing with one another, the opponent and the respondent; very many also first refuse and deny them, and afterwards concede and posit these, as often happens in probable matters; and this happens because respondents for the most part understand the things heard toward a perverse understanding, referring the things which the questioners interrogate from the beginning, and from this disputations must become bad. And the cause of this is the one who responds, conceding these contentious things, but not conceding other such things which make for the proposed thing. Thus therefore the speech is rebukable from the side of those using the speech. And it is manifest, as we have said, that speeches and questioners are not to be rebuked in the same way.

CHAPTER VII.

On the five rebukes of a speech according to itself.

But of a speech taken through itself, not in the use of the opponent or respondent, there are five rebukes. The first indeed is taken in the speech according as it is the cause of the conclusion, when the speech is such that from the propositions interrogated nothing is concluded, neither the proposed thing nor anything else at all, since several of those in which the conclusion consists, or all, are either false or improbable. For the premises, as to the extremes, stand materially toward the conclusion, and as to the middle they stand as an efficient cause toward the conclusion; and the conclusion is in them as an effect in a material cause in one way, and as an effect in an efficient cause in another way. And when, neither by certain things removed, nor by things added, nor even by these removed and those added, some conclusion is made from them, such things cannot in any way be the cause of a conclusion; and this is so because all syllogistic forms are repugnant, and they preserve no order of middle or extremes, nor are they confirmed through being said of every or through being said of none; and therefore they are deservedly to be rebuked.

But the second rebuke or cause of rebuke is if the speech is such that from it no syllogism is made toward the proposed thing; for it errs because it lacks the due end; or also if a dialectical syllogism is not made from such probable things as those concerning which it was said before in the first book of this science. But the third rebuke or cause of rebuke is if the speech is such that a syllogism toward the proposed thing is not made from it unless certain things are added, because then it is clear that it is diminished and deficient, and fails in necessary things, and especially when the things added for proving are worse and less probable than the conclusion. Again, the fourth cause of rebuke is if the speech is such that from it a syllogism toward the proposed thing is not made unless certain things are removed, because then it abounds in superfluous things which cannot be the cause of the conclusion. For sometimes opponents take more things to be interrogated than are necessary for the proposed thing; and on account of this, then a concluding syllogism is not made, since these things are such that they cannot be the cause of the conclusion. Further, the fifth cause of rebuke is if a syllogism is made from things more improbable and less credible than the conclusion is; or also if it is made from true things, but from those needing more work or labor in order to be sufficiently manifested than the conclusion needs in order to be demonstrated. For this is the axiom assumed, as was said before.

For understanding and explanation of the things which have been said, it must be noted that one ought not say that dialectical syllogisms, even toward the proposed thing, are made from all or any propositions whatever; and one ought not say that syllogisms are similarly, that is, equally, probable and likely. For naturally, from the very nature of propositions, certain of those which are sought or interrogated are easier and more probable than others, and certain are more difficult and more improbable. On account of which, he who has connected or proposed syllogisms from propositions as probable as possible according as agrees with the proposed matter, that is, insofar as the proposed matter permits, disputes well in these things; and the speech is not said to be rebukable, because it is also clear that an argument proceeds from probable things.

It is also manifest from what has been said that the cause of rebuke is not the same in a speech according as it is ordered to showing the proposed thing, and in a speech according as it is taken through itself and ordered similarly to any conclusion whatever. For nothing prevents a speech from being blameworthy through itself and nevertheless praiseworthy for the problem; and this happens especially when one disputes obviatively toward something, toward whose position or fiction the speech is intended and proceeds from the things given by the respondent. Again, on the contrary, nothing prevents a speech from being praiseworthy through itself but blameworthy for the problem, because it does not make for the proposed thing; and this happens when a speech is concluded from more and truer things and can easily be proved, but nevertheless by things impertinent to the proposed thing. But sometimes it will be, or sometimes it happens, that a concluded speech is worse than one not concluded; and this indeed happens when what is concluded is concluded from foolish things, that is, from very improbable things, while the proposition not concluded is not of such a sort that it could be concluded from foolish things, but is one which, for its proof, needs such things as are more probable and true. And especially then that speech is bad which is concluded from foolish things, when it also errs so that the conclusion is not in the propositions assumed for the syllogism as an effect in an efficient cause. But it is not just to rebuke those opponents who conclude the true through false things; for indeed the false can be syllogized through the false by necessary consequence, but sometimes the true can happen through false things. And this has long since been made manifest and determined in the Prior Analytics.

But since these things have thus been determined concerning the diversity of syllogistic speech, we shall also say incidentally that those arguing are diversified in these things. Therefore we say that a speech which is demonstration is thus called ostensively the speech of some determinate conclusion; if something else is intermixed with such a conclusion which in no way relates to proving or avoiding the conclusion, it will not be a syllogism concerning that or from that as from a cause of the conclusion, but it will be a non-cause as a cause. But if it seems to make for the conclusion through some sophistical place and does not, then it is a philosophism, not a syllogism, and it will not be a demonstration or ostensive argumentation. But a philosophism is called a demonstrative syllogism. An argument, however, is called a dialectical syllogism, because an argument is a reason of a doubtful thing making faith; and faith is the proper effect of a dialectical syllogism, because opinion helped by reasons becomes faith, as is said in the third book On the Soul.1 But a contentious syllogism is called a sophism. But an aporism is called a dialectical syllogism of contradiction, which is especially in obviative disputations, and is a Greek name composed from a, that is, without, and πόρις, which is appearance, as is commonly said, because through it one argues to each part and neither appears before the other; nevertheless it is better said from πορία, which is disturbance, because one is disturbed between each part of the contradiction.

But if some dialectical syllogism is made in which, from both propositions, that which seems so and is probable is shown, so that the premises do not seem similarly probable, nothing prevents that which is shown, which is the conclusion, from being more and more probable. But if such a syllogism is made in which one proposition seems and is probable, but that remaining proposition stands in neither mode, neither probable nor improbable; or also if one of the propositions seems and is indeed probable, but the other does not seem so, because it is not probable, or is improbable, the conclusion which follows will similarly be either neutral, or probable, or improbable. But if the proposition follows one of the two more, and with the remaining proposition there is probability or improbability, then the conclusion also follows, having itself more toward that toward which the proposition is more disposed.

But there is a certain fault about speeches or argumentations, which nevertheless is the same as some one of the predicates, because it is of the genus of a rebukable speech. This fault is when someone shows through longer or more things what belongs through fewer or greater things to the premises; and through such lesser things which belong to the speech, that is, the argumentation, just as premises belong to the conclusion as to the extremes, because otherwise the conclusion would not follow from the premises unless the premises were in the conclusion. For the middle position of both premises is the conclusion by which the greater extreme is concluded of the lesser. The example of this is if it has to be proved that one opinion is more true or certain than another, and someone, for proving this, has sought or assumed that, among singular things, or being the same predicated of itself, is more true or certain, and for this has assumed as the minor proposition that in opinion there is the same opinable thing of itself, and through this concludes that the opinion in which the same thing is of itself is more certain than that in which something else is opined of another, and thus forms the syllogism. Everything the same predicated of itself is more certain than where another is predicated of another. The opinion which opines the same of itself is that in which the same is predicated of itself. Therefore it is more certain than that which opines another of another. And this suffices for showing the proposed thing. But where this opinable thing, or for this probable proposition, that what is said of itself is more true and certain, which was the major proposition, it has also been sought that the same opinion of itself is more true, these are superfluous things and make the ratiocination longer than due for the speech; and afterwards from all those things it is concluded that the same opinion of itself is more certain than another. For when it is held that everything predicated of itself is truer than some other thing, and that opinion is predicated of itself, one need not assume that the opinion of the same thing concerning itself is maximally true, because the conclusion is held without that; and therefore it is a fault and badness of a rebukable speech. For what greater badness of a speech or argumentation could there be than one which by its length and superfluity makes hidden the cause of the consequence about which the speech is? For when very many things are premised, it is not known from which of them the conclusion follows. And that this is badness and malice of speech is clear in the opposite: because a speech is plain and manifest in goodness in one most public way, that is, most common way, if it is concluded so evidently that nothing else, that is, nothing further, needs to be doubted or asked. But in another way also in which the goodness of speech is especially spoken of, it is when such things are in the premises from which, as from premises or principles, it is necessary that the conclusion be. But it has been concluded, or the things have been concluded, through conclusions, that is, through proved and better known propositions. Further, badness or malice of speech exists if there is lacking in the premises what is very probable, that is, more probable than the conclusion, as was said in the premises; but this malice exists when the speech is diminished and longer than it ought to be, and so on.

CHAPTER VIII.

On the modes of false speech.

Therefore, with the causes and modes of rebukable speech thus held, we shall speak of the modes of false speech; and we call speech argumentation, as was said before. Therefore we say that such a speech is called false in four ways. In one way and first, when through the speech there seems to be concluded what is not concluded; and this speech is false, because it lacks form and errs in form. But this speech is called an apparent syllogism from the number of contentious and sophistical syllogisms; and he does not set it down here because it pertains to the dialectician, but rather makes up the number in the modes of false speech, lest the division seem insufficient. But a speech or argumentation is called false in a second way when something is concluded, but not toward the proposed thing; and this is more vain than false, because vain is what is toward an end which it does not conclude. This fault is especially in syllogisms which are to the impossible to which they lead; and therefore from this the proposed thing cannot be proved.
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Or in a third way a speech or argumentation is called false when it indeed concludes toward the proposed thing, but not from proper things, that is, from things taken according to the proper discipline of the conclusion, as Brisso did in the quadrature of the circle. But this fault exists when, in a medical conclusion, a common proposition is taken which is not medical, yet seems medical to someone; or when one which is not geometrical nevertheless seems geometrical to someone; or when one which is not dialectical or probable nevertheless seems to someone to be dialectical, whether what happens in the conclusion through improper syllogistic propositions is true or false. But in another and fourth way a speech or argumentation is called false if it is syllogized through false things, and it errs in matter. Now a conclusion syllogized through false things will sometimes indeed be false, and sometimes true. For the false is always indeed concluded through the false; but the true can happen to be concluded through things not true, as was said before. But that a speech or argumentation is false in this way is more the fault of the one saying, that is, of the respondent, than of the speech, because unless the respondent gave false things, the dialectician would not proceed from false things. And still, such a fault is not always of the one saying or respondent, but when, that is, sometimes; but then it is not the fault of the one saying when it is hidden from him that it is false, because false things accepted through themselves or according to themselves we receive as more and more probable than several true things. And this happens if the opponent takes away some true thing from these false things conceded by the respondent, which seem especially probable and have been conceded as true; because this is not a fault in dialectical matters. For since the false is probable, it is not a fault to concede when it is hidden; for when such is a demonstration, that is, an ostension taking away some true thing, it must be of other true things, a Graecism, that is, putting the genitive for the ablative, that is, through other things from true things, that is, from false things, there must be a demonstration or ostension, because if a true thing is taken away through some false thing, some one of the posited things, that is, of the conceded premises, must not be altogether, because of which there is demonstration, that is, ostension or proof, of this taking-away of the true.

And lest someone say that one ought not take away the true through a false thing posited in the premises, because the true is proved through the false and therefore ought not be taken away through the false, we say that if the true is concluded through false things, and through things which are very foolish, that is, improbable to many even considering according to the senses, such a speech will be a certain worse thing than one which syllogizes the false through the false. For such a true thing does not follow from such false things except by a formal syllogism and one not proving; nor will it be an ostension on account of why, but only that, as was said in the Prior Analytics.

But the mode of solving false speeches according to all those four modes is this. Wherefore it is now plain from what has been said that, for one wishing to solve in the first mode, the first consideration of the speech accepted through itself must be had, so that he may consider whether it concludes, and he solves by saying that it does not conclude because it errs in form. The second consideration is in the second mode of false speech, so that he considers whether it concludes true or false toward the proposed thing. But the third in the third false speech is that he consider from what sort of premises it concludes, whether also from proper or improper things according to the proper discipline; for if it concludes from false but probable things, the speech is rational as to the dialectician, who proceeds from probable things, whether true or false. Sometimes, if it does not prove and indeed proceeds from existing things, that is, true things, but improbable ones, the speech is bad as to the dialectician. But if it proceeds from false and very improbable and foolish things, it is plain that then the speech is bad: either simply, because they are foolish, or bad toward the proposed thing, because it proves nothing, since consequences in such things do not have a cause.

CHAPTER IX.

On the impediment which is to beg that which is in the principle, or to beg the contrary.

But because it has already been said in the preceding things that it is indeterminate when opponents posit the contrary or that which is in the principle, and in what ways the opposite is begged, therefore we say first how the questioner begs that which is in the principle, and when he begs the contrary; indeed according to truth this has been said in the Posterior Analytics, but here this must be said according to opinion. And I say according to truth, when through what is more unknown and equally unknown that which is in the principle is similarly begged. But secondly, that which is in the principle is begged when through that which is the same, or equally known, or more unknown to us, that which is in the principle is begged. Still further it must be noted that one is said to beg that which is in the principle, and not the principle in itself; rather what is in the principle, frequently wrapped up in another as in a whole or in a part or in a convertible or something of this kind, is begged.

But determining the modes of that which is to beg what is in the principle, we say that someone seems to beg what is in the principle in five ways. In the first way, it happens most manifestly to beg what is in the principle if someone begs, in the same name and thing, the same thing which must be shown; it is not easy for this to escape the respondent. But in univocal things, that is, in synonyms, in which the name is the same and the definitive account of the speech or complex account with respect to the name is the same, it is more hidden. And this must be understood of those things in which the name and the definition are equally known, because in the place from definition, insofar as definition is the principle and cause of knowing the defined thing, there is no begging of the principle. The example of this is if I say, a man runs, therefore a man runs; or in synonyms, a sword cuts, therefore a blade cuts, and things of this sort.

In the second way, that which is in the principle is begged when what someone has to prove particularly he begs universally in its universal whole, since a part is not diverse from its whole, although it is also not in every way the same as it. The example of this is someone who tries to show that there is one and the same discipline of contraries, and begs that there is one discipline of all opposites. And attend that in essential predicates, which belong more to superiors than to inferiors, or do not belong to superiors except through inferiors, or to inferiors except through superiors, this is a good process and is not begging that which is in the principle. But in accidental predicates which belong first to inferiors and afterwards to superiors, if the inferior is begged in the superior, it will be begged in something less noble than it is; and therefore in such things there is begging of the principle, as is clear in the example introduced, which is an accidental predicate. But in such things there is begging of the principle which seems so because that particular or special thing which ought to have been shown taken through itself is begged in the whole with many other particulars contained in that whole.

The third mode is if someone begs particularly the same thing which is to be shown universally in the proposed thing; this mode is the converse of the preceding one, because such a whole, especially according as it is considered as an integral thing from its parts, is only the power of its composed part, or is integrated universally from its parts, when it is not essence, but is simply. The example of this is if someone proposes to show something concerning all contraries in the whole, and begs this in certain ones; for he seems to beg the very same thing in parts taken as divided outside the whole which ought to have been shown in several things taken in the whole.

Again, the fourth mode, which is the converse of the third, is if someone, dividing, begs in parts what was proposed to be demonstrated conjointly. As if one had to show conjointly that medicine is the science of the healthful and the disease-producing, and from this infers that medicine is healthful science and disease-producing science; for the coupled whole is not its parts accepted together.

Or also the fifth mode is in convertibles, if someone begs one of those things which follow one another convertibly to be by necessity, and from that concludes the remaining one. As if it were necessary to show that the diameter is incommensurable to the side, he begs that the side is incommensurable to the diameter; for one of these is converted with the other, and they have the same proof, and one is equally unknown as the other. Attend, however, that if one were also by accident more known than the other through the other, then through it the remaining one could be inferred, and it would not be begging of the principle, but the place from the convertible, and so on.

CHAPTER X.

On the modes of begging the contrary.

Now equal in number with the five modes of begging the principle are the five modes of begging the contrary, so that every opposite or disparate thing is called a contrary. For first, that is, in the first mode, someone begs the contrary if he has begged according to affirmation and negation; for these are most of all opposed. In the second mode the contrary is begged if someone begs contraries stated according to the opposition of contrariety. As if someone begs good and evil as the same, that is, one in the other. But the third mode is if someone ought to prove something universally and has begged the contradiction of the universal in particular particularly. As if someone, for proving that there is one discipline of contraries, had assumed that there is one discipline of contraries, and proves another thing, namely that there is not the same discipline of the healthful and the disease-producing; for then he begs that there is not the same discipline of certain contraries, and thus begs the contradictory of that which is that there is the same discipline of all contraries. Or the fourth mode is the converse of the third, if someone wishing to prove that there is the same discipline of certain contraries, as of the healthful and the disease-producing, has tried to take the contradiction universally. Again, the fifth mode is if someone begs the contrary of what happens by necessity, because these, that is, the contrary of the conclusion, are already in the premises by necessity, and by consequence here he begs the contrary in the contrary. Or also in another mode, which nevertheless will be reduced to this one, as if someone does not beg things truly opposed or contrary, yet begs two disparate things such that from them an opposite contradiction will be consequent. Therefore in these modes the contrary is begged in the contrary.

Since we have now said how that which is in the principle is begged, and how the contrary is begged in the contrary, let us show the difference of these from one another according as they make badness in argumentative speech. Therefore we say that receiving contraries differs only from begging what is in the principle, because the fault of begging what is in the principle is referred to the conclusion; because, looking to the conclusion, we say that someone begs what is in the principle when he begs the same thing which he ought to have concluded in the conclusion. But contraries exist and are begged in one another in the premises, in that the propositions are related to one another in some one of the five stated modes concerning which we have said that the contrary is begged in the contrary.
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TREATISE III.

IN WHAT WAY DIALECTIC IS FOR EXERCISING.

CHAPTER I.

On teachings pertaining to exercise, both formal and rational.

Now dialectic has been handed down according as it is for inquiry and for disciplines according to philosophy, and dialectic has also now been handed down according as it is for obviation, both from the side of the opponent and from the side of the respondent. Therefore now, lastly, it is handed down according as it is something for exercise and meditation, which is an act of memory; and the same things are frequently for exercise and for meditation of such speeches as avail for exercise. The first teaching, formal and contributive to exercise, is that one must become accustomed so that he knows how to use a conversive syllogism, so that he also knows how such disputed speeches are converted. For by knowing how to use conversive syllogisms, we shall also have ourselves more suitable for that which is said, and we shall present ourselves as more prepared, and from speeches taken in few things we shall have several speeches making for the proposed thing. But the reason of this is that to be converted, or to use a conversive syllogism, is that someone, transferring the conclusion of the first syllogism already syllogized into another syllogism and into the opposite to the conclusion, posits that opposite with the remaining premise, or with the other of the premises, to take away one of those premises which were given in the prior syllogism. For if the conclusion is not true and the opposite of the conclusion is syllogized with one of the premises, the opposite of the other premise of the first syllogism will necessarily follow; and this indeed is necessary if this is conceded, that when all the premises with the first conclusion have been posited and conceded, it was necessary that the conclusion be or follow from the premises: for then the opposite follows when the opposite of the conclusion has been posited with the other premise.

But in giving teachings according as the exercitative is for determining a position, we say that for every position of the respondent one must consider the argument terminating it to affirmation, that it is so as it is posited, and arguing to negation, that it is not so as it is posited. But after disputation has been made toward each part, then one must seek to find the solution: for by doing this frequently, it happens at once that one is exercised in interrogating or opposing and responding; and if we have no one else for disputing by syllogism, nevertheless we shall have ourselves to exercise ourselves in this way.

But another teaching is that, when arguments have thus been introduced to each part and weighed alternately, one must choose which arguments to the same opinion are more strong, whether those are toward the affirmative of the opinion or toward the negative. For this contributes much suitability for knowing concerning anything, and has a great help through exercise for arguing to any proposed thing: because someone is suitable through exercise for arguing both that it is thus affirmatively and that it is not thus negatively. For from such teachings observation happens, and the faculty happens to be made from things observed; and it also has a help for knowing concerning anything according to philosophy speculative prudence, that is, foresight, so that in anything there may be foreseen what is true and what is false; and to be able to inspect in individual things what happens to be said on both sides, that is, toward each part of the contradiction, concerning each thing from hypothesis, that is, supposition, that is, from such propositions as are supposed so that we may use them as principles. For this is no small instrument for those things which have been said: from this, then, what remains and is left and caused is for us to choose by reason one of the contradictories, whichever it is that is true. But for this choice someone must be of good natural ability according to the power of rational nature. To be of good natural ability is to be able from native capacity to choose the true in anything and flee the false, because those who are well born, that is, those to whom this is well inborn, can do this well; because natural ability is said as “inwardly born,” and this is the one who has subtle spirits, ready animal operations, and a good collative reason. For those who love the true as applicable to their nature, and who hate the false which is brought forward as hostile to their nature, easily discern the best in all things through art helping nature.

But another teaching is that the one who wishes to be exercised must know disputative speeches availing for those problems which often occur; for these are common and availing for many things, and especially concerning proper propositions which we use for those other things as principles, because these are constructions and avail for many things. In these propositions the respondents themselves often contend with opponents, because they avail in many problems.

Further, another teaching is that one must be suitable in terms, that is, definitions and principles, so that he retains by memory many definitions of many things and many principles, and in the more probable and in the first or prior things he must be prompt: for these, as Aristotle says, are smallest in quantity and greatest in power, and through such things many syllogisms are made.1 But one must try especially to retain chiefly in memory those things into which speeches, that is, argumentations of disputants, often fall as into principles in many problems; just as in geometry, before the work of theorems about elements, that is, principles, the geometer must be exercised, because into those, as into principles, the demonstration of theorems falls; and as in numbers, before the generation of proportionable numbers, someone must have himself prompt about the principal numbers from which they arise, as is clear in the beginning of arithmetic; for this contributes much to knowing another number multiplied from a principal number and generated. Likewise in rhetorical speeches one must know useful propositions and allegations, and store principles in a memorial treasury, as it were; and immediately when remembrance returns to them, they make the same things be remembered, and syllogistic propositions, that is, universal and common ones, do this more than others, through which there is syllogistic passage, because those exercising inspect them as determined according to number. But singular propositions are not syllogistic, since they are not determined according to number, and therefore cannot be remembered. But in such memorable things, the universal is more to be stored in memory than the speech, that is, the whole argumentation; for to be moderately suitable concerning principle and hypothesis, that is, position, is difficult, that is, it is difficult for someone to be even moderately suitable concerning the proper principles of each thing and the proper propositions. And therefore common things must be retained by memory.

CHAPTER II.

About which speeches one must especially be exercised.

Further, one who wishes to exercise must especially study to make one speech or one argumentation into several and very many, if it can be done, and to become accustomed to doing this. But that one speech becomes several for opponents will be done most obscurely or most latently by hiding universals and higher proposed things while departing from the proposed thing. The teaching for this, that many argumentations and propositions be made, will happen if some one of the opponents departs very much from those particulars about which, or of which, the speech is, that is, about which or concerning which he then disputes; because by thus departing, very many propositions are made latently in prosyllogisms, and syllogisms of many middles; and therefore those opponents will be powerful in many speeches who most of all and from custom can suffer them. For memory is a passive and receptive position, and habituation is a certain undergoing of accidents by becoming accustomed; and therefore he who has been affected by these things, by memory and habituation, through the very reception of such a habit will be most powerful for making such things. But the example of this is that this be proposed, that there is not one discipline of contraries; one departs into this most common thing, that there is not one discipline of several things. For by thus departing he will have that in those things which are relatives there is not one discipline, and in conjugates it will be similar, and in all things which are several, immediately it will be held that there is not one discipline.

But in such a teaching for multiplying, one must make remembrance of speeches which are especially universal or are universals, because into these one must especially depart, although the opponent himself had been disputing particularly, that is, toward a particular. For thus it is possible to make one speech into several in prosyllogisms. Likewise it is also in rhetorical enthymemes, that several speeches are made by departing from a particular cause into a universal; and then there will be several rhetorical places taken from the name and the circumstances of the business. But the same opponent must as much as possible flee or depart into the universal, and must bring many syllogisms or prosyllogisms; and the opponent must always consider about what things he disputes, if they are disputed in several speeches: for all particular speeches are disputed in universals, and not conversely the universal in particulars. And even in particular speeches there is universal demonstration, because the particular is demonstrated through the universal; and it is not possible to demonstrate anything except through the universal, because without a universal it is not possible that anything else be syllogized.

CHAPTER III.

For what one should use this exercise, and by which exercise one should use this or that.

But since exercise is both in inductive propositions and in syllogistic or universal ones, the exercise of inductive propositions must be used toward rude and inexperienced persons who judge according to sense; but the exercise of syllogistic or universal propositions must be used toward an educated respondent who judges according to intellect. And indeed one must try to accept propositions from syllogistic speeches or argumentations, which are propositions for this reason and are so called, because they can be posited for concluding other things, and these are universal. But from inductive particulars one must try to take likenesses and parables; for thus very many speeches are made: for in these and such things both inductive and also syllogistic speeches are exercitative, that is, for proper exercise
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having been brought down. Altogether, however, and speaking universally, for the exercise of disputants one must try, because they are exercised for this, that they may be able to try to propose and bring forward a syllogism concerning something, whatever it may be, to be concluded, or a solution concerning a doubtful matter, or a proposed universal from which someone can use it in a syllogism, or an instance against a universal: since sometimes instances are solutions, whether someone has spoken by right reason concerning the proposed thing, that is, truly, or not rightly, that is, falsely; and if someone has said this before himself or to another against whom he disputes, and concerning what, that is, whatever each one here has said, that is, the opponent and the respondent: because to be able promptly to bring forward propositions and syllogisms and instances and solutions against objections are those things from which there is also the power of doing such things easily. Exercise, however, is the cause of such easy power. For Victorinus says in his Rhetoric that nature makes one apt, but art powerful, and use or exercise makes one easy; and especially exercise concerning syllogistic propositions and concerning instances makes such power.

For, as it may be said simply or universally, the dialectician is exercitative and propositional and instancing, and he is exercised for this, that he may be able to do these things promptly. To propose, however, is to make some one universal, and the things which are many in particulars must altogether be taken as one in the universal, toward which there is disputation: because there is no syllogistic disputation toward the singular. But to make an instance altogether, that is, universally, is to make that which is one in the universal many in particulars, through which the instance is brought. For the one bringing an instance either first divides the universal into particulars, or takes away the universal through a particular, giving this particular indeed, but not giving that in which the particular is not, and through that which he does not give, of those things which have been posited in the universal, the universal is taken away by instancing against it.

Finally, this must be joined to this treatise, that one must not dispute about everything to which speeches can be reduced, nor with anyone whatever, that is, one must not be exercised against anyone whatever, because not against the troublesome man denying all things: because if one is exercised against troublesome men denying all things, it is necessary that depraved disputations be made. For against him who is troublesome, and by denying all things altogether tries to seem to flee disputation, it is indeed just that one try altogether to make a syllogism, but neither is this fine for the dialectical proposer: because it is not fitting for the dialectician, as soon as he is impeded in disputation by someone, immediately to stand for war by disputing against troublesome men of any sort; for if he has disputed against such persons, it is necessary that a laborious discourse of disputation happen, because it is laborious to prove all things which the troublesome man denies; for those opponents who have been exercised cannot abstain from contentious disputation, or contrary disputation (that is, from disputing into the contrary of that which the troublesome man says), and thus the disputation becomes depraved.

But one must also have speeches and argumentations already made, appropriated and ordered for the interrogations of troublesome men of this sort, and with this universal ones, in which indeed, being least in quantity and number and greatest in power, because they are more with respect to others, we shall have through memory abundant things useful for concluding very many things. But those are universal propositions, with respect to which it is most difficult to abound continuously or immediately: and therefore one must have them standing and prepared in memory in this book: for they have been posited for the facility of disputation, because they are of the number of speeches which are laughable, when the order must be signified or rather found with one word. But if they are from examples, they are more laughable: because examples, as in most cases, cannot be disputed through the present science; and because it is useless to linger over such things, since Aristotle himself also says that we use examples in this way, so that he who learns may perceive: and sometimes examples are false and supposed toward the position of others; and when they are disputed much, those who determine say the end: and therefore we do not care about such things.
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