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INTRODUCTION.

The investigation of the science of Mind_, especially

as to its element, Thought, is of so interesting a charac-

ter as in great measure to reconcile the inquirer to the

abstruseness of formal reasoning. The beauty of the

flower, whilst concealing the ruggedness, is apt to with-

draw our attention from the utility, of the soil on

which it grows ; and thus in like manner the charms of

Idealism, ending but too frequently in visionary specu-

lation, have obstructed the clear appreciation of the

design and use of Logic. Not that we deny the con-

nexion which must ever subsist between Logic, as the

science of the laws of reasoning, and psychology; in-

deed the latter is constantly introduced in several topics

of the Organon ; but if we would derive real practical

benefit from logical study, we must regard it as enun-

eiative of the universal principle of inference, afibrding

a direct test for the detection of fallacy, and the estab-

lishment of true conclusion.
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Wherefore, while prmiarlly connected with the laws

of Thought, Logic is secondarily and practically allied

to language as enunciative of Thought. To enter into

the mental processes incident thereto, though so tempt-

ing a theme as already to have seduced many from the

direct subject of the science, would far exceed the

limits of this Introduction. We shall therefore content

ourselves with a few observations upon the utility of

the study connected with the Organon itself.

It is a quaint remark of Erasmus, that the human un-

derstanding, like a drunken clown lifted on horseback,

falls over on the farther side the instant he is supported

on the nearer ; and this is the characteristic of human

praise and censure. From an ignorant and exaggerated

notion of its purport. Logic, instead of being limited to

its proper sphere, was supposed commensurate with the

whole investigation of abstract truth in relation to

matter, cause, and entity,—in fact, the substance of a

folio volume, describing every phase of human life,

compressed into a few pages of Boethius and Aldrich.

Thus, not having effected what nothing short of a mi-

raculous expansion of the understanding could effect, it

sunk into insignificance, until recently vindicated, and

placed upon its proper footing, by Whately, Mansel,

and others.

It is true that, whether viewed as an art or a science.
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Logic does not solve the origin of mental conception;

but it furnishes the rules on which all reasoning is

constructed ; and it would be strange indeed if we re-

fused the practical assistance of surgery because it does

not exhibit in theory the operation of will upon matter.

We may learn Logic and yet not be able to think ; but

the science cannot be blamed for the imperfection of

the element worked upon, any more than the artificer

for the inferiority of the only material within his reach.

It is sufficient that Logic, without entering into all the

phenomena of mind, provides certain forms which an

argument, to be legitimate, must exhibit, certain tests

by which fallacy may be detected, and certain barriers

against ambiguity in the use of language.

Hence, the utility of a science which enables men

to take cognizance of the travellers on the mind's

highway, and excludes those disorderly interlopers

verbal fallacies, needs but small attestation. Its search-

ing penetration by definition alone, before which even

mathematical precision fails,^ would especially com-

mend it to those whom the abstruseness of the study

does not terrify, and who recognise the valuable results

which must attend discipline of mind. Like a medi-

cine, though not a panacea for every ill, it has the

health of the mind for its aim, but requires the de-

termination of a powerful will to imbibe its nauseating

^ Prior Analyt. ii. 16. •

i5
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yet wholesome influence : it is no wonder therefore that

Tiuny intellects, like weak stomachs, abhor and reject

it. What florid declaimer can endure that the lux-

uriant boughs of verdant sophistry, the rich blossoms

of oratorical fervour, should be lopped and pared by

the stern axe of a syllogism, and the poor stripped

trunk of worthless fallacy exposed unprotected to the

nipping atmosphere of truth ?

Like the science of which it treats, not only has the

term " Logic " been variously applied,^ but even the Or-

panon, as a whole, presents no great claim to unity.

The term is neither found, as belonging to an art

or science, in Aristotle, nor does it occur in the writings

of Plato, and the appellation " Organon," given to the

treatises before us, has been attributed to the Peripatetics,

who maintained against the Stoics that Logic was " an

instrument " of Philosophy. The book, according to

M. St. Hilaire, was not called " Organon " before the

15th century,^ and the treatises were collected into one

volume, as is supposed, about the time of Andronicus of

Rhodes ; it was translated into Latin by Boethius about

the 6th century. That Aristotle did not compose the

Organon as a whole, is evident from several portions

having been severally regarded as logical, gram-

matical, and metaphysical, and even the Aristotelian

names themselves. Analytic and Dialectic, are applica-

> Scotus super Univ. Qu. 3. » Cf. Waitz, vol. ii. p. 294.
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ble only to certain portions of the Organon. Still the

system is so far coherent in the immediate view taken

of Logic, as conversant with language in the process of

reasoning, that any addition to the structure of the

Stagirite can never augment the compactness with

which the syllogism, as a foundation, is built. The

treatises themselves are mentioned under distinct titles

by their author, and subsequent commentators have

discussed the work, not as a whole, but according to its

several divisions. It is remarkable also, that no quot-

ations from the Categories, de Interpretatione, or So-

phistical Elenchi, are found in the extant writings of

Aristotle, since those given by Ritter * of the first and

last must be considered doubtful.

In the present Translation my utmost endeavour has

been to represent the mind and meaning of the author

as closely as the genius of the two languages admiia.

The benefit of the student has been my especial obi^^ct;

hence in the Analysis, the definitions are given in the

very words of Aristotle, and the syllogistic examples,

introduced by Taylor, have been carefully examined

and corrected. In order also to interpret the more con-

fused passages, I have departed somewhat from th<

usual plan, and in addition to foot-notes have affixec

explanations in the margin, that the eye may catch, ix

the same line, the word and its import. Wherevei

" Vol. iu. p. 28.

b
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further elucidation was necessary, I have referred to

standard authorities, amongst whom I would gratefully

commemorate the works of Mr. Mansel and Dr.

Whately, not forgetting my solitary predecessor in this

laborious undertaking, Thomas Taylor, whose strict

integrity in endeavouring to give the meaning of the

text deserves the highest commendation. For books

placed at my disposal I have especially to express my
sincere acknowledgments to the Rev. Dr. Hessey,

Head Master of Merchant Tailors' School, and John

Cuninghame, Esq. of Lainshaw.

By an alteration in the original plan, it has been

found requisite, in order to equalize the size of the

volumes, to place Porphyry's Introduction at the close,

iiiEtead of at the commencement, of the Organon.

O. F. O.

htt^-itow, Jane 23, 1853.



ARISTOTLE'S OEGANON.

THE CATEGORIES.^

Chap. I.

—

Of Hoynonyms,'^ Stjnonyms^ Paronyms.

Things are termed homonymous, of which the i- what are

name alone is common, but the definition (of sub- '° ^' "

stance according to the name) is different ; thus " man

"

' Categories, or Predicaments, so called because tliey concern tilings

which may ahvays be predicated, are the several classes under Avhich all

abstract ideas, and their signs, common words, may be arranged. Theii

classification imder ten heads was introduced by Archytas and adoiHed by
Aristotle. The reason why, in this treatise about them, Aristotle does not

begin from these, but from Homonyms, &c., is that he might previously

explain what was necessary to the doctrine of the Categories to prevent

subsequent digression. Vide Porphyr. in Praedicam. After comparing
various opinions of Alexander Aphrodisiensis, Syrianus, Simplicius, and
others, it appears agreed by all, that Aristotle's intention in this treatise

was, to discuss simple priynary a)id geyieral words, so far as they are sig-

nificant of things ; at the same time to instruct us in things and conceptions,

so far as they are signified by loords. A recollection of this digested ex-

planation, will much assist the student in the enmiciation of the plan.

' " Homonyms," equivocal words,— -" Synonyms," univocal,
—

" Paro-

hyms," derivative. We may remark here, that analogous nouns consti-

tute only one species of equivocal : that the synonyms of Ai'istotle must
be distinguished from the modern synonyms, which latter are defined by
Boethius, " those which have many names, but one definition ;" and
lastly, that paronyms have been limited by the schoolmen to certain con-

crete adjectives, a limitation which is not warranted by Aristotle, and is

expressly rejected by his Greek commentators.—Hansel's Rudiments of
Logic. See also Simplicius Scholia, p. 43, b. 5. " The reason," says

Syrianus, " why things polyonomous, and heteronomous, are omitted by
Aristotle, is because they rather pertain to ornament of diction, than to

the consideration of things ; they are therefore more properly discussed

ill the Rhetoric and Poetics."
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and " the picture of a man " are each termed " animal,**

since of these, the name alone is common, but the definition

(of the substance according to the name) is different :
^ as if

any one were to assign what was in either, to constitute it

" animal," he would allege the peculiar definition of each.

But those are called synonyms, of which both the

synlonj^ms.'^^
name is common, and the definition (of the sub-

stance according to the name) is the same,^ as

both " a man " and " an ox " are " animal," for each of these

is predicated of as " animal " by a common name, and the

definition of the substance is the same, since if a man gave
the reason of each as to what was in either, to constitute

, ^„, it " animal," he would assi^^n the same reason.
3, Paronyms. » . i . „ i

°
i • , i ^Agam, thmgs are called paronyms which, though

differing in case, have their appellation (according to name)
from some thing, as " a grammarian " is called so from "gram-
mar," and " a courageous man " from " courage."

Chap. II.

—

Of the logical division of Thitigs and their Attributes.*

1 Subjects of
^*' things discoursed npon, some are enunciated

discourse com- after a complcx, others after an incomplex, man-

?ompiex."^ ner ; the complex as "a man runs," "a man con-

quers," but the incomplex as " man," " ox,"

' Taylor translates \6yog sometimes " reason," at others " definition."

It is better to preserve the latter as far as may be, though the student will

do well to remember that it is capable of both significations. The brack-

ets are retained from the Leipsic and other copies.
* Ovffia, " a thing sufficient of itself to its own subsistence." Taylor.

He translates it " essence," rather than " substance," because this latter

word conveys no idea of self-subsistence. See his Introduction of Por-
phyry, It must be observed, however, that whilst by continued abstrac-

tion from the subject and different predicates of Propositions, the predi-

cates arrive at the nine other categories, the subject will ultimately end in

" substance." Cf. Phys. Ausc. lib. iii.

^ This chapter, containing the several divisions of terms, into abso-

lute and coimotative, abstract and concrete, respectively, has presented

endless difficulties to commentators ; and the question of relation seems
as far from being settled as ever. The whole subject may perhaps be

properly condensed in the following manner. All ovra are divided by
Aristotle into four classes. Universal and Singular Substances, and Uni-

versal and Singular Attributes; the former existing per se, the latter in

the former. Universals are predicable of singulars, but attributes, in
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*' runs," " conquers." Likewise also some things 2. Varieties of

are predicated of a certain subject, yet are in no predication.

subject, as "the man" is predicated of a subject, i. e. of

their original state, are not predicable of substances ; but by the mental
act, we may so connect an attribute \Wth a subject, as to render the

former predicable of the latter, as a difference, property, or accident.

When a predicate is thus formed from an attribute, it is called connota-

tive, or, as Whately justly remarks, " attributive," and signifies primarily,

the attribute, and secondarily, the subject of inhesion. Original uni-

versals or attributes, as "man," "whiteness," are called "absolute;"
but terms may be made to cross, so that by an act of mind, that which
signifies substance may be conceived as an attribute, and as no longer

predicable of the individuals ; in this sense they are called " abstract," as
" humanitas" from " homo ; " but when they are primarily or secondarily

predicable of individuals, they become " concrete," e. g. " man " is con-

crete and absolute; "white," concrete and connotative; "whiteness,"

abstract and absolute ; it must be remembered only, that no abstract term
is connotative. Vid. Occam, Log. p. i. ch. 5, 10. Simplicius enumerates
eleven modes of predication, arising from the relations of genus and spe-

cies. Aristotle, in the Physics, divides substance in eight modes, omit-

ting " time "—considering subject as both composite and individual.

The division into universals and particulars was probably taken from the

categorical scheme of Pythagoras.
We annex a scheme of the relation of subject to predicate, in respect

of consistency and inhesion.

Contrary to or inconsistent with

Substance

Uaiversal

Accident

?.s

ij Particulsr

-ab-contrary ot inconsistent with

B 2
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"some certain man," XSL-i^iiL-HS -&^M£^** Others, again,

are in a subject, yet are not predicat^T^f any subject, (I

mean by a thing being in a subject, that which is in an}-'

i thing not as a part, but which cannot subsist without that

I

in which it is,) as "a certain grammatical art" is in a sub-

! ject, " the soul," but is not predicated of any ; and " this

white thing" is in a subject, "the body," (for all "colour" is

! in " body,") but is predicated of no subject. But some
I things are both predicated of and are in a subject, as " sci-

' ence" is in a subject—"the soul," but is predicated of a

subject, namely, "grammar." Lastly, some are neither in,

nor are predicated of, any subject, as "a certain man" and
"a certain horse," for nothing of this sort is either in, or

3 Individuals, Predicated of, a certain subject. In short, indi-

not predicated viduals, and whatcvcr is one in number, are pre-
o asu jec

. (jicatcd of no Subject, but nothing prevents some
of them from being in a subject, for " a certain grammatical
art" is amongst those things which are in a subject, but is

not predicated of any subject.

Chap. III.— Of the connexion hetween Predicate and Sidjject.

1. statementof WiiEN oue thing is predicated of another, as of

abs^racT^^'^
a subjcct, whatever things are said of the predi-

cate, may be also said of the subject,^ as " the

man" is predicated of "some certain man," but "the animal"

is predicated of "the man," wherefore "the animal" will be

predicated of "some certain man," since "the certain man" is

2. Differen/:e of ^oth "man" and "animal." The differences of

distinct geiiera different genera, and of things not arranged under

* Genera, species, and difTerences, differ according to their predica-

ments, hence in each predicament, there are genera, species, and differ-

ences. Those genera also, liave a mutual arrangement, one of which is

under the other, as " flying " under " animal," but those are not mutually

arranged, one of which, is not ranked under the other, as "animal" and
*' science." Upon the application of this general rule, see Whately and
Hill's Logic, especially the latter, in respect to summa and subaltern

genera, and their cognates, pages 56, 57, Properly speaking, there can

be only one highest genus, namely, Being ; though relatively a subaltern

term, may at any time, be assumed as the summum genus, as " sub-

stance," " animal, ' etc.
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each other, are diverse also in species,^ as of " ani- i"'^"<^es diffei-
^

, cnce in species

mal" and " science." For the differences of " ani- under them.

mal" are "quadruped," "biped," "winged," "aquatic," but

none of these, forms the difference of " science," since " sci-

ence," does not differ from " science," in being
3 ^^^ ^^ ^ ^^

"biped." But as to subahern genera, there is subaltern ge-

nothing to prevent the differences being the same,

as the superior are predicated of the genera under them ; so

that as many differences as there are of the predicate, so many
will there also be of the subject.

Chap. TV.—Enumeration of the Categories.

Of things incomplex enunciated, each signifies j ofincom-
either Substance, or Quantity, or Quality, or Re- p'ex uni-

lation, or ^Yhere, or When, or Position, or Pos-
session, or Action, or Passion.- But Substance is, (to speak

generally,) as "man," " horse ;"_Quantity, as "two" or

"three cubits ;" Quality, as "white," a "grammatical thing ;'*

Relation, as " a double," "a half," "greater;" Wliei-e, as "in
the Forum," "in the Lyceum ;" When, as "yesterday," "last

year;" Position, as "he reclines," "he sits;" Possession, as

"he is shod," "he is armed;" Action, as "he cuts," "he
burns;" Passion, as "he is cut," "he is burnt." 2. Categories

Now each of the above, considered by itself, is by.themsdves.
-,. , ., n* ' ^ •

-I
neither atnrm

predicated neither afnrmatively nor negatively, ativenomega

but from the connexion of these with each other, ^^^^*

affirmation or negation arises. For every affirmation or nega-
tion appears to be either true or false, but of things enun-

^ DifTerence joined to genus constitutes species— it is called specific

difference, when it constitutes the lowest species, as of individuals. Cf.

Crakanlhurpe Logica, lib. ii. The common definitions of the heads of

the predicables, are those of Porphyry, adopted by subsequent logicians.

Vide Porph. Isagoge.
^ The principle of distinction above is shown to be grammatical, by

Trendelenburg, Elementa, section 3rd. The six last may be reduced to

Relation, see Hamilton on Reid, p. 6S8. The categories are enu-
merated and exemplified in the following verses, for the student's recol-

lection.

Summa decern : Substantia, Quantum, Quale, Relatio,

Actio, Passio. Ubi, Quando, Situs, Habitus.
Presbyter exilis, specie ])ater, oral et ardet,

in campo, semper rectu.-s, et in limica.
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ciated without any connexion, none is either true or false, aa

'' man," " white," " runs," " conquers."

Chap. V.

—

Of Substance}

1. Primary sub- SuBSTANCE, in its Strictest, first, and chief sense,

stance is nei- jg that which is neither predicated of any subject,
ther in, nor is . . tt \ ' )j lc \ •

predicated of, uor IS lu any ; as " a certain man, or " a certain
any subject. horsc." But Secondary substances are they, in
2. Secondary

.
•'

. it.
substances con- which as spccics, thosc primarily-named sub-
tain the first,

glances are inherent, that is to say, both these

and the genera of these species ;^ as "a certain man" exists

in "man," as in a species, but the genus of this species is

"animal;" these, therefore, are termed secondary substances,

' On tlie various modes in which Aristotle employs the term ovaia,

cf. Metaphy. lib. iv., and Phys. lib. iii. Without entering into the

dispute relative to the real existence of genera and species, as substances

independent of us, between the old Realists and the modern Conceptual-

ists, it will be sufficient to state that Aristotle here employs the term as

the s\mmium genus, under which, by continued abstraction of diflerences,

all things may be comprehended as a common universal. Thus also

Plato in Repub. lib. vii. Whether called Entity, Being, Substance, or

Subsisfen-ce, it may be defined, " That which subsists hidependently of
any other created thing," and in this view may be affirmatively predi-

cated of every cognate term, though no cognate term can be so predi-

cated of it : thus all bodies, all animals, all lions, etc., are substances

or things, according as we adopt either of these last as summum genus.

Archytas places essence first ; Plotinus and Nicostratus doubt its generic

affinity altogether ; but all regard the principle laid down, of some one,

independent, existence, or conception.
2 But in getting to this ultimate abstraction, the first common nature

of which the mind forms conception from individual comparison, is called

the lowest primary or most specific species, and of this, every cognate term

may be universally predicated, though itself canno* be predicated of any

cognate term. Between these extremes, all intermediate notions (and their

verbal signs) are called subaltern, each of which, like the step of a lad-

der, is at once superior to some and inferior to others, and becomes a

genus in relation to some lower species, and a species to some higher

genera. The annexed " Arbor Porphyriana" is given by Aquinas, Opusc.

48. I'ract. 2, cap. 3. In all the earlier specimens, "animal rationale"

is placed between "Animal" and "Homo," as the proximum genus,

divided into " mortale" and " immortale," in accordance with Porphyry's

definition of man. We shall here observe also, that a summum genus can

have no constitutive differences, which are represented at the side, tliough

a summum genus may have properties.



CHAP. V 1 THE CATEGORIES.

a« both "man" and " animal."^ But it is evident
3 j^ predka.

from what has been said, that of those things tion the name

which are predicated of a subject, both the name of the^ubjec?

L. d the definition must be predicated of the sub- must be predi-
A cated,

ject, as "man" is predicated of "some certain

man," as of a subject, and the name, at least, is predicated, for

you will predicate "man" of "some certain man," and the

Substantia

Corporea

Animatum

SensibUe

Rationale --''^^v

Incorporea

Inanimatum

Insensibile

Irrationala

Socrates Plato

» For the method of predication, vide Huyshe, Aldrich, or Whately
Also compare the Topics iv. 2, Isagoge 2, Aquinas Opusc. 48, cap. 2

Genus and species are said " praedicari in quid," i. e. are expressed bj

a substantive ; Property and Accident " in quale," or by an adjective

This whole chapter, brings forcibly to the mind, Butler's satirical bur

IcsQue of Hudibrastic acumen, in discovering
" Where entity and quiddity.

The ghosts of defunct bodies fly !

"

Hudibras, Part i. Can. 1.

Though very necessary, the initiative processes of Logic, indeed present
•* A kind of Babylonish dialect,

Which learned pedants much aflfect."
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definition of man will be predicated of " some certain man,"
for "a certain man" is both "man" and "animal;" where-

fore both the name and the definition will be pre-

h'appens°in the dicatcd of a subjcct. But of things which are in

?nhes°ionr"^
a subject, for the most part, neither the name nor

the definition is predicated of the subject, yet with

some, there is nothing to prevent the name from being some-
times predicated of the subject, though the definition cannot

be so; as "whiteness" being in a body, as in a subject, i.s

predicated of the subject, (for the body is termed "white,")

but the definition of "whiteness" can never be predicated of

i body. All other things, however, are either predicated of ;

primary substances, as of subjects, or are inherent in them- 3^
as in subjects;^ this, indeed, is evident, from several obvi-T^

ous instances, thus " animal " is predicated of " man," and
therefore is also predicated of some " certain man," for if it

5. The uni- wcrc predicated of no "man" particularly, nei-
versai involves tlicr could it be of " man " universally. Again,
leparicuar.

"(jQ^Qur" is in "body," therefore also is it in

"some certain body," for if it were not in "some one" of

bodies singularly, it could not be in "body" universally;

so that all other things are either predicated of primary sub-

stances as of subjects, or are inherent in them as in subjects

;

if therefore the primal substances do not exist, it is impossible

that any one of the rest should exist.

6. Species more -^^* ^^ sccoudary substauccs, species is more
a substance substaucc than genus;^ for it is nearer to the
than genus. . , ,

^ i •!• i • '
i.prmiary substance, and it any one explam wnat

the primary substance is, he will explain it more clearly and
appropriately by giving the species, rather than the genus ;

as a person defining "' a certain man " would do so more
clearly, by giving " man " than " animal," for the former is

more the peculiarity of "a certain man," but the latter is

more common. In like manner, whoever explains what ^''a

certain tree" is, will define it in a more known and appropri-

7. Primary sub- atc manner, by introducing "tree" than "plant."
statices become Besidcs the primary substances, because of their
fiubjects to all

. ,
^ J

.

'

i i •

predicates; subjcctiou to all otlicr things, and these last beuig

' Plato, in the Philcbus, observes, that a philosopher ought not to de-

scend, below -wholes, and common natures.
' Vidt supra, note ; also Mulaph. lib. iv. and vi.
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either predicated of them, or being in them, are for hence their

this reason, espenially, termed substances. Yet the "^"^^*

same relation as the primary substances bear to all other things,

does species bear to genus, for species is subjected to genus

since genera are predicated of species, but species s. Genusarre

are not reciprocally predicated of genera, whence
cies^^but not

the species is rather substance than the genus. vice versa.

Of species themselves, however, as many as are 9. infima

not fjenera, are not more substance, one than an- species are

, n 1 .^i . • equal in their

other, for he will not give a more appropriate not being sub-

definition of " a certain man," who introduces ^^^"^^•

" man," than he who introduces " horse," into the definition of

"a certain horse:" in like manner of primary substances,

one is not more substance than another, for "a certain man"
is not more substance than a " certain ox." With reason

therefore, after the first substances, of the rest,
J 1 X J J I''- Species and

species and genera alone are termed secondary genera aione

substances, since they alone declare the primary are secondary
'

^. 1 • f substances.
substances 01 the predicates ; thus, 11 any one were
to define what "a certain man" is, he would, by giving the

species or the genus, define it appropriately, and will do so

more clearly by introducing "man" than "animal;" but
whatever else he may introduce, he will be introducing, in

a manner, foreign to the purpose, as if he were to introduce
" white," or " runs," or any thing else of the kind, so that

with propriety of the others, these alone are termed sub-
stances. Moreover, the primary substances, be-

cause they are subject to all the rest, and all the
Jeiatfo^^be-^

°^

others are predicated of, or exist in, these, are most tween cognate

properly termed substances, but the same relation fpec^el^"'^

which the primary substances bear to all other

things, do the species and genera of the first substances bear to

all the rest, since of these, are all the rest predicated, for you
will say that " a certain man " is " a grammarian," and therefore

you will call both " man" and " animal" " a grammarian," and
in like manner of the rest.^

^ Arcliytas adopts a different division of substance, into matter, form,
and a composite of the two, and this division Aristotle shows in his

Physics, and Metaphysics, and Physical Auscultation he knew, but does
not employ it in this treatise, as not adapted for its subject matter,
namely, logical discussion. Cf. Physica Ausc. lib. iii., and Metaph. lib*

Ti. and xi.
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•

^2. No sub- -^^ ^^ common however to every substance, not to

i
stance in a sub- be in a Subject,^ for neither is the primal substancc in

a subject, nor is it predicated of any ; but of the se-

condary substances, that none of them is in a subject, is evident

from this ; " man " is predicated of " some certain " subject

J
"man," but is not in a subject, for "man" is not in "a cer-

tain man." So also " animal " is predicated of " some certain
"

13. Of inhe- subject " man." but " animal " is not in " a certain
sives the name man." Morcovcr of tliosc which are, in the sub-

cated of the^
' jcct, nothing prevents the name from being some-

theSnition°*
^^^^^ predicated of the subject, but that the defi-

nition should be predicated of it, is impossible.

Of secondary substances however the definition and the name
are both predicated of the subject, for you will predicate the

definition of " a man " concerninar " a certain man,"
14 The latter • .

may be predi- and likewise the definition of " animal," so that
cated of second- substancc, mav not be amonerst the number, of those
ary substances. ,.,''. ,

.°
things which are in a subject.

15. Difference This liowcvcr is not the peculiarity of sub-
does not exist gtancc, but difference also is of the number ofm subject. '

. t . ,»

those things not in a subject;^ lor "pedestrian

and "biped" are indeed predicated of "a man" as of a

subject, but are not in a subject, for neither "biped" nor

"pedestrian" is in "man." The definition also of differ-

ence is predicated of that, concerning which, difference is pre-

dicated, so that if " pedestrian " be predicated of " man," the

definition also of " pedestrian " will be predicated of man, for

" man" is " pedestrian." Nor let the parts of sub-

substances are Stances, being in wholes as in subjects, perplex us,
also sub- go that we should at any time be compelled to say,
stances. , , , •' ^ . ^, .

"^

tnat they are not substances ; tor m this manner,

' Simplicius observes that Aristotle discusses the things which sub-
stance has in common with the other predicaments ; lamblichus, what is

common to it, and also its property and difference. Some may doubt
how essence, will not be in a subject, as ideas according to Plato are in

intellect, yet these are neither as in a subject, but are as essence in an-

other essence : Aristotle discusses this in the 12th book of the Metaphysics.
' Generic difference, it must be remembered, constitutes subaltern spe-

cies—specific difference, forms the lowest species—the former difference

is predicated of things different in species, the latter of things differing in

number. In the scholastic theory, the properties of the summum genua
were retrarded as flowing from the simple substance, those of all subor-

dinate classes, from the differentia. See Hill's Logic on the Predicables
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things would not be said to be in a subject, which are in

any as parts. It happens indeed both to substances

and to differences alike, that all things should be andSc^ndaly
predicated of them univocallj, for all the cate- substance pre

gories from them are predicated either in respect cSy^
of individuals or of species, since from the primary

substance there is no category, for it is predicated in respect

of no subject. But of secondary substances, species indeed

is predicated in respect of the individual, but genus in respect

to species and to individuals, so also differences are predicated

as to species and as to individuals. Again, the

primary substances take the definition of species

and of genera, and the species the definition of the genus, for

as many things as are said of the predicate, so many also will

be said of the subject, likewise both the species and the indi-

viduals accept the definition of the differences : those things

at least were univocal, of which the name is common and the

definition the same, so that all which arise from substances

and differences are predicated univocally.

Nevertheless every substance appears to signify
jg ^j, g^^.

this particular thing :
^ as regards then the pri- stance sifrnifies

mary substances, it is unquestionably true that ^
'

"'

they signify a particular thing, for what is signified is indi-

vidual, and one in number, but as regards the secondary sub

stances, it appears in like manner that they signify this par

ticular thing, by the figure of appellation, when any one says
" man " or " animal," yet it is not truly so, but 20. secondary
rather they signify a certain quality, for the sub- substances sig-

' It was the opinion of Kant, as well as of Reid and Stewart, that in

mind, as in body, substance and unity are not presented but represented,

but what the thing itself is, which is the subject and owner of the several

qualities, yet not identical with any one of them, can only be conceived,

in as far as Ave can attain to any single conception of the to uv—through
its many modifications, which attainment is itself questionable. Vide
some admirable remarks in Mansel's Prolego. Log. '277. Generally it

suffices to retain the quaint form of the schools noticed above upon pre-

dication of genus and species. Vide Aldrich's Logic. Genus is a whole
logically, but species metaphysically, or, as they may be better expressed,
the first is Totnm Universale, the second Totum Essentiale. Cf. Cra-
kanthorpe Logica, lib. ii. cap. 5. Since writing the above, the striking

illustration occurs to me, used by Lord Shaftesbury, of " the person left

within, who has power to dispute the appearances, and redress, the ima-
gination," Shaftesbury's Charac. vol. i. p. 325. The passage has more
tense than, yet as much sound as, any of his Lordship's writing.

r- I '
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nify a certain ject is not oiic, as the primary substance, but "man '"

" ^"^'^* and " animal " are predicated in respect of many.
Neither do they signify simply a certain quality, as "Avhite,"

for " white " signifies nothing else but a thing of a certaic

quality, but the species and the genus determine the quality,

about the substance, for they signify what quality a certain

substance possesses: still a wider limit is made by genus
than by species, for whoever speaks of " animal," comgr^hueiKk
more than he who speaks of " man."

It belongs also to substances that there is no

su'bstlll^e ad- Contrary to them,^ since what can be contrary to the

trar^
"° ^^^' prii^ary substance, as to a certain " man," or to a

certain " animal," for there is nothing contrary

either at least to "man" or to " animal ?" Now this is not the

peculiarity of substance, but of many other things, as for in-

stance of quantity ; for there is no contrary to "two"

Iti^es^^
^"" cubits nor to " three " cubits, nor to "ten," nor to any

thing of the kind, unless some one should say tliat

" much" is contrary to " little," or " the great" to " the small
;

"

but of definite quantities, none is contrary to the other. Sub-
stance, also, appears not to receive greater or less ;'-

greaSioriess! -"- Q^^an, not that One substance is not, more or less,

substance, than another, for it has been already

said that it is, but that every substance is not said to be

more or less, that very thing, that it is ; as if the same sub •

stance be " man " he will not be more or less " man ;" neither

himself than himself, nor another "man" than another, for

one " man " is not more " man " than another, as one " white

thing " is more and less " white " than another, and one
" beautiful" thing more and less " beautiful" than another, and
" the same thing" more or less than " itself;" so a body being
" white," is said to be more " white " now, than it was before,

and if " warm " is said to be more or less " warm." Substance

at least is not termed more or less substance, since " man "

is not said to be more " man " now, than before, nor any

' This, says Simplicius, is doubted by some, and indeed in his Physics,

lib. i., Aristotle apparently contradicts his own statement above by in-

stancing Form as the contrary to Privation, both being substantial ; but
Form is but partly, substance, and partly, habit, and only in so much as it

is the latter, is it contrary to Privation, not "quoad substantiam."
2 This is true, discrete quantities being unchangeable, and definite in

quantity.
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one of such other things as are substances : hence substance

is not capable of receiving the greater and the less.

It appears however, to be especially the pecu- 24. individu-

liarity of substance, that being one and the same ceiv^contm-

in number, it can receive contraries, which no one pes. in which

rr- n ^ 1 • i i
1^ ditiers trom

can ainrm oi the rest whicli* are not substances, those which are

as that being one in number, they are capable of "°* substances.

contraries.^ Thus "colour," which is one and the same in

number, is not " white " and " black," neither the same action,

also one in number, both bad and good ; in like manner of other

things as many as are not substances. But substance being

one, and the same in number, can receive contraries, as " a

certain man " being one and the same, is at one time, white,

and at another, black, and warm and cold, and bad and good.

In respect of none of the rest does such a thing appear, ex-

cept some one should object, by saying, that a sentence and
opinion are capable of receiving contraries, for the same sen-

tence appears to be true and false ; thus if the statement be

ti'ue that " some one sits," w^hen he stands up, this

very same statement will be false. And in a si- objectio/b/a

milar manner in the matter of opinion, for if i^'erence to the

any one should truly opine that a certain person

sits, when he rises up he w411 opine falsely, if he still holds

the same opinion about him. Still, if any one, should even
admit this, yet there is a difference in the mode.
For some things in substances, being themselves in substances

changed, are capable of contraries, since cold, be- changed."capa-

ing made so, from hot, has changed, for it is bie of contra-

changed in quality, and black from white, and "^ ^*

good from bad : in like manner as to other things, each one
of them receiving change is capable of contraries. The sen-

tence indeed and the opinion remain themselves altogether

immovable, but the thing being moved, a contrary is pro-
duced about them ; the sentence indeed remains the same,
that " some one sits," but the thing being moved, it becomes
at one time, true, and at another, false. Likewise as to opinion,

* He does not mean that contraries exist in substance at one and the

same time, as may be perceived from the examples he adduces. Archy-
tas, according to Simplicius, admits the capability of contraries to be the
peculiarity of substance ;

" thus vigilance is contrary to sleep, slowness
to swiftness, disease to health, of all which, one and the same man, is capa-
ble." Simp, in Arist. Cat. Compare also Wai'z, Organ, p. 291, Comment.
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so that in this way, it will be the peculiarity of substance, to

receive contraries according to the change in itself, but if any
one admitted this, that a sentence and opinion can receive

contraries, this would not be true. For the sen-

of'passion\n"
tcncc and the opinion are not said to be capable

the example as of contrarics in that they have received any thin"-,
to sentence and -i . • .i x r, . xi," i

•

opinion. but, in that about something else, a passive qua-

lity has been produced, for in that a thing is, or

is not, in this, is the sentence said to be true, or false, not in

that itself, is capable of contraries.^ In short, neither is a sen-

tence nor an opinion moved by any thing, whence they can-

not be capable of contraries, no passive quality being in them ;

substance at least, from the fact of itself receiving contrarics,

is said in this to be capable of contraries, for it receives dis-

ease and health, whiteness and blackness, and so long as it

receives each of these, it is said to be capable of receiving

contraries. Wherefore it will be the peculiarity of substance,

that being the same, and one in number, according to change
in itself, it is capable of receiving contraries ; and concerning

substance this may suffice.^

Chap. YL—Of QuantityJ"

1. Quantity ^^ Quantity, one kind is discrete, and another
two-fold, dis- continuous;'* the one consists of parts, holding

' Simplicius alleges that certain Peripatetics asserted that matter itself

was susceptible of irdOoQ. It must be remembered however that Aris-

totle's definition of Trddt) (Rhet. lib. i.) is, that they are certain things

added to substance, beyond its own nature. Vide Scholia ad Categurias,

ed. Waitz, p. 32. Leip. 1844.
'^ The union between oixria and v\r} is laid down in the treatise de

Anima, lib. ii. 1, sec. 2 : the latter term was used by the schoolmen to

signify the subject matter upon which any art was employed, in which
sense, it was tantamount to primal siibstance.

' Some say that quantity, is considered in juxta-position with substance,

because it subsists together with it, for after substance is admitted, it is

necessary to inquire wliether it is one or many ; others, because among
other motions, that which is according to quantity, viz. increase and
diminution, is nearer to the notion of substance, viz. generation and cor-

ruption, than " alliation " is, which is a motion according to quality.

Taylor. Vide ch. 8, and Sulpicius, concerning the nature of this last. See
also, Arist. Phys. lib. iii. et v., also cf. Cat. ch. 14.

* Conf. Metaphy. lib. iv. cap. 13, Uoaov Xeytrat to Siaiptrbv el<;

ivvirdpxovTa, k. t. \. The reader will do well to compare the above
chapter, throughout, with that quoted from the Metaphysics, where
tliese terms are all used ^q'\ivocaIly.

ft
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position with respect to each other, but the other crete and conti-

of parts, which have not that position. Dis- ocTupy'ing^reS

crete quantity is, as number and sentence, but the position,

. ^ T r» • IT 1 • T ^^^ the con-
continuous, as hne, superncies, body, besides trary.

place and time. For, of the parts of number, disSet^^^"
there is no common term, by which its parts con- i. Number,

join, as if five be a part of ten, five and five, conjoin at no
common boundary, but are separated. Three, and seven, also

conjoin at no common boundary, nor can you at all take a
common limit of parts, in number, but they are always separ-

ated, whence number is of those things which „ ^ .

',. T Ti p 2. Oratio.
are discrete. In like manner a sentence, lor

that a sentence is quantity is evident, since it is measured
by a short and long syllable ;

^ but I mean a sentence produced
by the voice, as its parts concur at no common limit, for there

is no common limit, at which the syllables concur, but each is

distinct by itself. A line, on the contrary, is 3 Examples
continuous, for you may take a common term, at continuous.

which its parts meet, namely, a point, and of a

superficies, a line, for the parts of a superficies coalesce in a

certain common term. So also you can take a common term
in respect of body, namely, a line, or a superficies,

by which the parts of body are joined. Of the

same sort are time and place, for the present time is joined

both to the past and to the future. Again, place 3. Time and

is of the number of continuous things, for the p^^^^-

parts of a body occupy a certain place, which parts join at a

certain common boundary, wherefore also the pai'ts of place,

which each part of the body occupies, join at the same bound-

ary as the parts of the body, so that place will also be con-

tinuous, since its parts join at one common boundary.

Moreover, some things consist of parts, having

position with respect to each other, but others of sition of some

parts not having such position ;2 thus the parts of
JJ^^^g^

^° ^^'

a line have relative position, for each of them lies

' Aristotle means by \6yog, a sentence subsisting in voice, not in intel-

lect. Sulpic. He adds also, that Archytas, Athenodorus, and Ptolemy
condemn the division of quantity into two kinds, and prefer that of num-
ber, magnitude, and momentum, but the reply is, that the last is a quality,

the same as density.
' Plotinus, in his first book on the Genera of Being, says, if the con-

tijiued, is Quantiti', discrete- cannot be ; but he questions it as existing in

I
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some where, and you can distinguish, and set out, where each
lies, in a superficies, and to which part of the rest, it is joined.

Sd also the parts of a superficies, have a certain position, for

it may be in like manner pointed out where each lies, and
what have relation to each other, and the parts of a solid, and

of a place, in like manner. On the contrary, in
5 Parts have ... .

no relation in rcspcct of number, it is impossible for any one to
respect of nura- gj^Qw that its parts havc any relative position, or
Ixr or time. ^, J

, . , p ,

that they are situated any where, or which oi the

parts are joined to each other. Nor as regards parts of time,

for not one of the parts of time endures, but that which
does not endure, how can it have any position ? you would
rather say, that they have a certain order, inasmuch as one

part of time is former, but another latter. In the same man-
ner is it with number, because one, is reckoned before two,

and two, before three, and so it may have a certain order, but

you can, by no means, assume, that it has position.

A speech likewise, for none of its parts en-

dures, but it has been spoken, and it is no longer possible to

bring back what is spoken, so that there can be no position

of its parts, since not one endures : some things therefore

consist of parts having position, but others of those which
have not position. What we have enumerated

named are^he ^^'^ alonc propcrly termed quantities ; all the rest
only proper bein"; SO denominated by accident, for lookinsr
auanta—all

,
,° n i i • • • ^ •

others reduci- to thcsc, wc Call Other thuigs quantities, as white-

Exampks'"
~~ ^^^^ ^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^ mucli, bccausc tlic superficies is

great, and an action long, because of its time be-

ling long, and motion also, is termed, much. Yet each of

these is not called a quantity by itself, for if a man should

explain the quantity of an action, he will define it by time,

describing it as yearly, or something of the sort ; and if he

were to explain the quantity of whiteness, he will d(;fine it by
the superficies, for as the quantity of the superficies, so he

would say is the quantity of the whiteness ; whence the par-

tic'ulnrs wc have mentioned are alone properly of themselves

termed quantities, none of the rest being so of itself, but ac-

tlie intellect, and confounds the distinction bet-vvcen order, in discrete,

und position, in continued quantities. The point is touched upon also in

lib. vi. of the I'hysics. Compare also ch. 12, on l'riv)rity, in the Cate-

gories, as to the relation in respect ol" number and time.
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cording to accident. Again, nothing is contrary
g Quantity,

to quantity,^ for in the definite it is clear there is perse, has no

nothing contrary, as to " two cubits " or to " tlu-ee,"
^°^^^^^ •

or to " superficies," or to any thing of this kind, for there

is no contrary to them ; except indeed a man should allege

that "much" was contrary to "little," or the " great " to the
" small." Of these however, none is a quantity, but rather be-

longs to relatives, since nothing, itself by itself, is described as

great or small, but from its being referred to

something else. A mountain, for instance, is called j'ect^oSuncSi

"little," but a millet seed "large," from the fact upon the con-

of the one being greater, but the other less, in re- to^smau?
^^^^

fipect of things of the same nature, whence the

relation is to something else, since if each were called "small"

or "great" of itself, the mountain would never have been

called " small," nor the seed " large." We say also that there

are " many " men in a village, but '*' few " at Athens, although

these last are more numerous, and " many " in a house, but

"few" in a theatre, although there is a much lai'ger number
in the latter. Besides, " two cubits," " three," and every thing

of the kind signify quantity, but " great " or " small " does not

signify quantity, but rather relation, for the " great " and
" small " are viewed in reference to something else, so as evi-

dently to appear relatives. AVhether however any one does,

or does not, admit such things to be quantities, still there is

no contrary to them, for to that which cannot of

itself be assumed, but is referred to another, how
can there be a contrary ? Yet more, if " great " and " small

"

be contraries, it will happen, that the same thing,

at the same time, receives contraries, and that the

same things are contrary to themselves, for it happens that the

same thing at the same time is both "great" and "small."
Something in respect of this thing is " small," but the same, in

reference to another, is " large," so that the same thing happens
at the same time to be both "great" and " small," by which at

the same moment it receives contraries. Nothing
jg simuitane-

however appears to receive contraries simuitane- pus contrariety

ously, as in the case of substance, for this indeed "°i'°"'^^^-

' iSiov Tov 7ro(roi5 ciTrtdojKav rivsg to firfSiv exftv ipavriov, npog ava-
rpo7n]v Se tovtov ov x^^P^'. ^'^^ '"o irpofTtxioQ SiSd^ai, on ovSe ry ovaiq,
iariv ivavTiov.—Magent. Schol. ed. Waitz. Cf. Metaph. Ub. ix. c. 4, 5,
6, and 7.

c
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seems capable of contraries, yet no one is at the same time "sick
"

and " healthy," nor a thing " white " and " black " together,

neither does any thing else receive contraries at one and the

jg ^ same time. It happens also, that the same things

are contrary to themselves, since if the " great

"

be opposed to the " small," but the same thing at the same
time be great and small, the same thing would be contrary to

itself, but it is amongst the number of impossibilities, that the

same thing should be contrary to itself, wherefore the great is

not contrary to the small, nor the many to the few, so that even
if some one should say that these do not belong to relatives,

but to quantity, still they will have no contrary.

14. The contra- The Contrariety however of quantity seems
riety of quan- especially to subsist about place, since men admit

subsistent in " upward " to bc Contrary to " downward," calling
space.

ii^g place toward the middle " downward," because

there is the greatest distance from the middle, to the extremities

of the world ;
^ they appear also to deduce the definition of the

other contraries from these, for they define contraries to be

those things which, being of the same genus, are most distant

from each other.

15 Quantity is
Nevertheless quantity does not appear capable

incapable of de- of the greater and the less, as for instance "two
^'^^^'

cubits," for one thing is not more " two cubits
**

than another ; neither in the case of number, since " three " or

"five" are not said to be more than "three" or "five," nei-

ther "five" more "five" than "three" "three;" one time

also is not said to be more " time " than another ; in short, of

none that I have mentioned is there said to be a greater or a

less, wherefore quantity is not capable of the greater and less.

ic But of
^^^^^ ^* ^^ ^^^® especial peculiarity of quantity

equality and to bc Called " cqual " and "unequal,"^ for each of
inequaity.

^^^ abovc-mcntioned quantities is said to be

* The " upward " and " downward " do not signify place, but the pre-

dicament where, ju.st as " yesterday " and " to-day " do not signify time,

hut the predicament wheti. Simplicius. Andronicus also assents to this.

Compare the 4th book of Arist. Physics, where he defines place to be

the boundary of that which it contains ; the Pythagoreans, who in words

agree with Aristotle, in effect differ most widely from him. Phys. lib.

vi. and viii.

2 This may bc shown thus : Quantity, quoad se, is measurable ; but

the measurable can be measured by the same, or by more or by fewer

measures ; in the first case therefore, equal'ty, in the second, inequality,
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"equal" and "unequal," thus body is called "equal" and

"unequal," and number, and time, are predicated of as "equwl
**

and " unequal ;

" likewise in the case of the rest enumerated,

each one is denominated "equal" and "unequal." Of the

remainder, on the contrary, such as are not quantities, do net

altogether appear to be called " equal " and " unequal," as for

instance, disposition is not termed entirely " equal " and " un-

equal," but rather "similar" and "dissimilar;" and white-

ness is not altogether " equal " and " unequal," but rather

"similar" and "dissimilar;" hence the peculiarity of quan-

tity will especially consist in its being termed " equal " and
" unequal."

Chap. VII.—0/ Relatives}

Such things are termed "relatives," which are
i. Definition oi

said to be what they are, from belonging to other relatives, and

things, or in whatever other way they may be re-
"^^ ^""''"

ferred to something else ; thus " the greater" is said to be what
it is in reference to another thing, for it is called greater than

something ; and " the double " is called what it is in reference to

something else, for it is said to be double a certain thing ; and si-

milarly as to other things of this kind. Such as these are of the

number of relatives, as habit,^ disposition, sense, knowdedge, po-

sition, for all these specified are said to be what they are, from
belonging to others, or however else they are referrible to

another, and they are nothing else ; for habit is said to be
the habit of some one, knowledge the knowledge of something,
position the position of somewhat, and so the rest. Relatives,

therefore, are such things, as are said to be what they are, from
belonging to others, or which may somehow be referred to an-
other ; as a mountain is called " great" in comparison with an-
other, for the mountain is called "great"in relation to something,
and " like" is said to be like somewhat, and other things of this

subsists. Archytas divides the equal and unequal trii)ly, according to

the three differences of quantity. Taylor.
' Compare the divisions of relation given in the Metaphys. lib. iv. c. l-'i.

' This must not be confounded with the action of habit alluded to in

b. ii. c. 2, of the Ethics. Plotinus doubts whether habit in things re-

lated be other than a mere name. This chapter is a thorotigh specimen
of Aristotelian prolixity, of -which, by a slight change in the Horatian
line, we may say,

—

*' Et facundia deseret hunc et lucidus ordo." Ars Poet 41.

c 2
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sort, are similarly spoken oi, in relation to something. Re-
clining, station, sitting, are nevertheless certain positions, and
position is a relative ; but to recline, to stand, or to sit, are not
themselves positions, but are paronymously denominated from
the above-named positions.

2 Some reia- ^^^ there is Contrariety in relatives, as virtue
tives admit is contrary to vice, each of them being relative,
con rane y. ^^^ knowledge to ignoraucc ;

^ but contrariety is not
inherent in all relatives, since there is nothing contrary to

double, nor to triple, nor to any thing of the sort.

3 Ais d
Relatives appear, notwithstanding, to receive

the more and the less, for the like and the unlike

are said to be so, more and less, and the equal and the un-
equal are so called, more and less, each of them being a
relative, for the similar is said to be similar to something, and

4 Ex )f
*^^® vinequal, unequal to something. Not that all

relatives admit of the more and less, for double is

not called more and less double, nor any such thing, but all

5. Relatives relatives are styled so by reciprocity, as the servant
reciprocally is said to be scrvant of the master, and the master,

master of the servant ; and the double, double of

the half, also the half, half of the double, and the greater,

greater than the less, and the less, less than the greater. In

like manner it happens as to other things, except that some-
times they differ in diction by case, as knowledge is said to

be the knowledge of something knowable, and what is know-
able is knowable by knowledge : sense also is the sense of

6. Except the sensible, and the sensible is sensible by sense,
where the attri- Sometimes indeed they appear not to recipro-
butionofthe .^ i , i .

• . i ., •^ \
relation is er- catc, II that be Hot appropriately attributed to
roneous. wliich relation is made, but here he who attributes

errs ; for instance, a wing of a bird, if it be attributed to the

bird, does not reciprocate, for the first is not appropriately

' These are relatives, according to their genus, which is habit in tliis

case. It may, however, be inquired how Aristotle afterwards ranks sci-

ence, virtue, and their opposites, amongst qualities ? Because the same
tiling, as he shows throughout, according to its connexion with ditierent

relations, occupies often a different predicament. Hence, also, contrariety

is only partly inherent in relatives, since they derive their contrariety

froni the contrariety of their predicaments : thus in habit or in quality

they receive contrariety, but not in the double or triple, because quantity

does not receive it. To admit contraries therefore, is not the peculiarity

©f relatives, since contrariety is not in all relatives, nor in them alonei



CHAP, yu.] THE CA.TEGORIES. 21

attributed, namely "wing" to "bird," since "wing" is not

predicated of it so far as it is " bird," but so far as it is

" winged," as there are wings of many other things which are

not birds, so that if it were appropriately attributed, it would
also reciprocate ; as "wing " is the wing of "a winged crea-

ture," and " the winged creature " is " winged " by the " wing."

It is sometimes necessary perhaps even to invent „ ^, . ,

a name, ^ if there be none at hand, for that to sometimes l-i-

which it may be properly applied : e. g. if a rudder
fo^"S"^reiata"*

be attributed to a ship, it is not properly so attri-

buted, for a rudder is not predicated of a ship so far as it is

" ship," since there are ships without rudders ; hence they do

not reciprocate, inasmuch as a ship is not said to be the ship

of a rudder. The attribution will perhaps be more appro-

priate, if it were attributed thus, a rudder is the rudder of

something ruddered, or in some other way, since a name is

not assigned ; a reciprocity also occurs, if it is appropriately

attributed, for what is ruddered is ruddered by a rudder. So
also in other things ; the head, for example, will be more ap-

propriately attributed to something headed, than to animal,

for a thing has not a head, so far as it is an animal, since

there are many animals which have not a head.

Thus any one may easily assume those things to g Ruie for no-

which names are not given, if from those which mination of re-

are first, he assigns names to those others also,
^^^^^'^

with which they reciprocate,^ as in the cases adduced,
" winged " from " wing," and " ruddered " from " rudder."

All relatives therefore, if they be properly attri- g ah proper

buted, are referred to reciprocals, since if they relatives reci-

are referred to something casual, and not to that
^^"'^^ ^"

to which they relate, they will not reciprocate. I mean, that

neither will any one of those things which are admitted to be
referrible to reciprocals, reciprocate, even though names ba

assigned to them, if the thing be attributed to something ac-

cidental, and not to that to which it has relation : for ex-

• Conf. Top- i. 5, 1, also Anal. Post, ii. 7, 2. Definable objects are

of two classes, producing a corresponding variety in the form of defini-

tion. 1st, Attributes, which include things belonging to every other cate-

gory but that of substance. 2nd, Substances, which not existing in a sub-

ject, but per se, must be assumed before their attributes or relatives can be
demonstrated. The definition of an attribute is to be found in its cause.

* See Blair's Lectures on Rhetoric, under Figurative Language.
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ample, a servant, if he be not attributed as the servant of a

master, but of a man, of a biped, or any thing else of the kind,

will not reciprocate, for the attribution is not appropriate.

If however that, to which something is referred, be appropri-

ately attributed, every thing else accidental being taken

away, and this thing alone being left, to which it is appropri-

ately attributed, it may always be referred to it, as " a

servant," if he is referred to " a master," every thing else ac-

cidental to the master being left out of the question, (as the

boing " a biped," and " capable of knowledge," and that he is

'•a man,") and his being "a master*' alone, left, here the

"servant" will always be referred to him, for a "servant"

is said to be the servant of a " master." If again, on the

other hand, that to which it is at any time referred is not ap-

propriately attributed, other things being taken away, and
that alone left, to which it is attributed, in this

IxiSenceli'^^ casc it will not be referred to it. For let a " serv-

one depends ant" bc referred to "man," and a "wing" to

vX'ii'fral'i"' "bird," and let the being "a master" be taken

away from " man," the servant will no longer

refer to man, since "master "not existing, neither does "serv-

ant" exist. So also let " being winged" be taken away from
" bird," and " wing " will no longer be amongst relatives, for

wliat is "winged" not existing, neither will "wing" be the

wing of any thing. Hence it is necessary to attribute that,

to which a thing is appropriately referred, and if indeed a name
be already given to it, the application is easy ; but if no name be

assigned, it is perhaps necessary to invent one ; but being thus

attributed, it is clear that all relatives are referred to reciprocals.

Naturally, relatives appear simultaneous, and

by nSe If-^
this is truc of the generality of them, for " double

"

muitaneous, and "half" are simultaneous, and "half" existing,

Sption^
^''"

"double "exists, and "a master" existing, the "serv-

ant " is, and the " servant " existing, the "master "

is, and other things are also like these. These also are mutually

subversive, for if there is no " double" there is no "half," and no

"half" there is no "double" ; likewise as to other things of the

same kind. It does not however appear to be true of all re-

12 As science
l^^tivcs, that they are by nature simultaneous, for

and its object, the objcct of " scicuce " may appear to be prior
apparently.

^^ ^ scicnce," siuce for the most part we derive
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science from things pre-existing, as in few things, if even in

any, do we see science and its object originating together.

Moreover, the object of science being subverted,
^3 sometimes

co-subverts the science, but science being sub- tut not always,

verted, does not co-subvert the object of science,
'^^'^^ ^erbive.

for there being no object of science, science itself becomes
non-existent, (since there will be no longer a science of any
thing) ; ^ but on the contrary, though science does not exist,

there is nothing to prevent the object of science existing. Thus
the quadrature of the circle, if it be an object of scientific

knowledge, the science of it does not yet exist, though it is itself

an object of science : ^ again, " animal " being taken away, there

will not be " science," but still it is possible for
j^ instance of

many objects of science to be. Likewise also do things pertain-

things pertaining to sense subsist, since the sens-
^"°

ible seems to be prior to the sense, as the sensible being sub-

verted co-subverts sense, but sense does not co-subvert the

sensible. For the senses are conversant with body, and are in

body, but the sensible being subverted, body also is subverted,

(since body is ofthe number of sensibles,) and body not existing,

sense also is subverted, so that the sensible co-subverts sense.

Sense on the other hand does not co-subvert the sensible, since if

animal were subverted, sense indeed would be subverted, but yet

• This is self-evident, as also that there are some few things in which
science is the same as its object, e. g. things without matter are certainly

present at the same time as the intellectual science which abides in

energy. On the contrary, in the other case, as Simplicius observ'es, if in-

dolence reject the knowledge of things, yet the things themselves remain,
as music, etc. Vide also Brewer's Introduction to the Ethics, book v., as

to the position occupied by tTriaTrffiTj in the scheme of the five habits. It

will thence appear second, and correspond to deduction from certain prin-
ciples, the latter being a subdivision of abstract truth, thus :

Abstract truth

Principles Deductions from
vbvg Principles

I
k-7ri<TTT]fiIJ

y ^ . '

together | aofia.

* Aristotle selects this instance, as the quadrature of the circle does not
appear from this, to have been known in his time, but lamblichus asserts

that it was known to the Pythagoreans, and Sextus Pythagoricus re-

ceived it by succession. Archimedes is stated to have discovered the

quadrature of the circle by a line called the line of Nicomedes : he himseli

styled it the quadratrix.
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the sensible will remain ; such for instance as "body," "warm,"
" sweet," " bitter," and every thing else which is sensible. Be-
sides, " sense " is produced simultaneously with what is " sensi-

tive," for at one and the same time " animal " and " sense " are

produced, but the " sensible " is prior in existence to " animal"

or " sense," for fire and water, and such things as animal con-

\ sists of, are altogether prior to the existence of animal or sense,

so that the sensible will appear to be antecedent to sense.

^r: x>r;^^r.r It Is doubtful howcvcr whether no substance is
xo* * riiiid.ry

substance has amoug tlic uumbcr of relatives, as seems to be the

case, or whether this happens in certain second sub-

stances ; for it is true in first substances, since neither the

wholes, nor the parts, of first substances are relative. " A cer-

tain man " is not said to be a certain man of something, nor " a

certain ox " said to be a certain ox of something ; and so also with

respect to the parts, for a " certain hand " is not said to be a cer-

tain hand ofsome one, but the hand of some one ; and some head
is not said to be a certain head of some one, but the head of some
one, and in most secondary substances the like occurs. Thus
man is not said to be the man of some one, nor an ox the ox
of some one, nor the wood the wood of some one, but they

are said to be the possession of some one ; in such things

therefore, it is evident, that they are not included amongst re-

16. But some lativcs. In the case of some secondary substances
secondary sub-

t^^^j.^ is a doubt, as " head," is said to be the head of
stances seem to '

t »• i -i

possess tela- somc ouc, and " hand, ' the hand oi some one, and in

question Is^ ^^^e manner, every such thing, so that these may
solved by an appear amongst the number of relatives. If then

definition of the definition of relatives has been sufficiently
Twv Tipdu Ti. framed, it is either a matter of difficulty, or of

impossibility, to show that no substance is relative ;
' but if

* Plato's favourite method of definition, -which however was rejected by
Speusippus, was to take a wide genus, and by the addition of successive

differentue, to arrive at a complex notion, co-extensive with the desired

definition. Aristotle, on the other hand, to discover definition, employed
the inductive method, (he does not name this however,) which consisted

in examining the several individuals, of which the term to be defined is

predicable, and observing what they liad in common. This will apply to

relatives and co-relatives equally, and hence we perceive that, properly

speaking, all definition is an inquiry into attributes. Every substance

definable must be a species, every attribute a property. Vide Scholia.

Edinburgh Review, No. cxv. p. 23G. Pacius on Anal. Post, 11, 13, 21.
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the definition has not been sufficiently framed, hut those

things are relatives, whose substance is the same, as consists

"with a relation, after a certain manner, to a certain thing
;

somewhat, perhaps, in reply to this, may be stated. The
former definition, however, concurs with all relatives, yet it

is not the same thing, that their being, consists in relation,

and that being what they are, they are predicated 17. one reia-

of other thinors. Hence it is clear, that he who ^^""'^ ^^^"?
, 1 . 1 r. • 1 Ml 1 1

known, the co-

knows any one relative, derinitely, will also know relative can be

what it is referred to, definitely. Wherefore also
^^^'•'•'^

from this it is apparent, that if one knows this particular

thing to be among relatives, and if the substance of relatives

is the same, as subsisting in a certain manner, with reference

to something, he will also know that, with reference to which,

this particular thing, after a certain manner, subsists ; for if, in

short, he were ignorant of that, with reference to which, this

particular thing, after a certain manner, subsists, neither would
he know, whether it subsists, after a certain manner, with re-

ference to something. And in singulars, indeed,

this is evidentJ for if any one knows definitely,

that this thing is " double," he will also forthwith know that,

definitely, of which it is the double, since if he knows not that

it is the double, of something definite, neither wiil he know
that it is "double," at all. So again, if a man knows this

thing, to be more beautiful than something else, he must
straightway and definitely know that, than which, it is more
beautiful. Wherefore, he will not indefinitely know, that this,

is better, than that which is worse, for such is opinion and not

science, since he will not accurately know that it is better

than something worse, as it may so happen that there is

nothing worse than it, whence it is necessarily evident, that

whoever definitely knows any relative, also definitely knows
that, to which it is referred. It is possible,

notwithstanding, to know definitely what the verse true of

head, and the hand, and every thinor of the sort sf^on^ary sub-

, . .
"^ ° stances.

are, which are substances ; but it is not necessary

to know that to which they are referred, since it is not neces-

sary definitely to know whose, is the head, or whose, is the

hand ; thus these will not be relatives, but if these be not

relatives, we may truly affirm no substance to be among re-

latives. It is, perhaps, difficult for a man to assert assuredly
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any thing of such matters, who has not frequently considered

them, yet to have submitted each of them to inquiry, is not
without its use.^

Chap. VIII.

—

Of the Quale and of Quality?

1. Quality and By quality, I mean that, according to which, cer-

latS^^f f u^^^
*^^^ things, are said to be, what they are. Quality,

kinds. however, is among those things which are predi-

disposSon—
'^ catcd multifariously ; hence one species of quality

these ex- is Called "habit" and "disposition," but habit,
p aine .

differs from disposition, in that it is a thing more
lasting and stable.^ Of this kind too, are both the sciences

and the virtues,"* for science appears to rank among those

things, which continue more stable, and are hardly removed,
even when science is but moderately attained, unless some
great change should occur from disease, or from something
of the sort; so also virtue, as justice, temperance, and so

forth, does not appear capable of being moved or changed with
facility. But those are termed dispositions, which are easily

moved and quickly changed, as heat, cold, disease, health, and
such things ; or a man is disposed, after a manner, accord-

ing to these, but is rapidly changed, from hot becoming cold,

and from health passing to disease, and in like manner as to

other things, unless some one of these qualities has, from

• Cf. Metaph. lib. iv. c. 15.
^ TioiorriQ. Def. " That which imparts what is apparent in matter, and

what is the object of sense." Taylor's Explanation of Aristotelian Terms.
See also Metaphys. lib. iv. c. 14, 19, and 20, Leip. The distinction in

the text has been remarked upon, as exemplifying Aristotle's passion for

definition, but it would be more correct to remember that it was perhaps

less his inclination than his judgment, which induced him to lay down
strict notions of verbal definition primarily, knowing that the thing signi-

fied, or idea, could never hold its proper position in the mind, if any doubt

existed as to the meaning of the term or verbal symbol of it, ab origine.

It is a great pity that modern controversialists so frequently neglect this.

' Cf. Ethics, book ii. ch. 5, and book ii. ch. 1. In the latter place,

Aristotle shows that moral virtue arises from habit, in opposition to Plato,

who taught that the virtues were not produced by learning or nature, bu i

were divinely bestowed. Aristotle's opinion resembled Locke's, in the de-

nial of innate ideas, the soul having nothing within it but inclination, t6

vs<Pvk6q. The«student will profitably refer here to Bishop Butler's Analogy,

on the growth of mental habits. Anal, part i. ch. 5. Bohn's Stand. Lib.
* So Cicero, de Off. lib. iii., connects these two, " temperantia est

•cientia." See also Montaigne's Essays, ch. xl. b. i., and ch. ii. b. iii.
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length of time, become natural, immovable, or at least dif-

ficult to be moved, in which case we may term it a habit.

But it is evident that those ought to be called habits, which are

more lasting, and are with greater difficulty removed, for those

persons who do not very much retain the dogmas of science, but

are easily moved, are said not to possess a scientific habit,

although they are in some manner disposed as to science,

either worse or better ; so that habit differs from disposition

in the one being easily removed, but the former is more lasting,

and less easily removed. Habits are dispositions also,^ but

dispositions not necessarily habits, for those who have habits

are also, after a manner, disposed according to them, but those

who are disposed are not altogether possessed of the habit.

Another kind of quality is, that, according 2nd species of

to which, we say that men are prone to puo-ilism, quality, that

^ •^ 111 !•• Miiich compre-
or to the course, or to health, or to disease, m hends the fa-

short, whatever things are spoken of according to
*^"^'^^^^-

natural power, or weakness ; for each of these is not denomi-

nated from being disposed after a certain manner, but from
having a natural power or inability of doing something easily,

or of not suffering ; thus, men are called pugilistic, or fitted

for the course, not from being disposed after a certain man-
ner, but from possessing a natural power of doing something
easily. Again, they are said to be healthy, from possessing a

natural power of not suffering easily from accidents, but to be
diseased, from possessing a natural incapacity to resist suffer-

ing easily from accidents : similarly to these, do hard and soft

subsist, for that is called "hard" which possesses the power
of not being easily divided, but " soft," that which has an impo-
tence as to this same thing.

The third kind of quality consists of passive qua- ^^^ passive
lities and passions, and such are sweetness, bitter- qualities.

• The 'UOog signifies the habitual disposition or *' humour," as in

Every Man out of his Humour, by Ben Jonson.
" When some one peculiar quality

Doth so possess a man, that it doth draw
All his affects, his spirits, and his powers,
In their confluctions, all to run one way

—

This may be truly said to be a humour."
Vide Aristotle's Rhetoric, (Bohn's Class. Lib.). And again, Coriolanus;
act iii. scene 2, —Away my disposition, and possess me

Some harlot's spirit

!

Or, act iii. so. 1, *' Men: His nature, is too noble for the world," etc
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ness, sourness, and all their affinities, besides warmth, and cold-

ness, and whiteness, and blackness. Now that these are qualities,

is evident from their recipients being called from them, "qua-

lia," ^ as honey from receiving sweetness, is said to be sweet, and

the body white, from receiving whiteness ; in like manner in

other things. They are called passive qualities,^ not from the re-

cipients of the qualities suffering any thing, for neither is honey

said to be sweet from suffering any thing, nor any thing else of

such a kind. In like manner to these are heat and cold called

passive qualities, not from the recipients themselves suffering

any thing, but because each of the above-mentioned qualities

produces passion in the senses, they are denominated passive

qualities ; for as sweetness, produces a certain passion in the

taste, and warmth, in the touch, so also do the rest. Whiteness,

1 Exception in
^^^ blackucss, and other colours are, on the con-

the case of co- trary, not called passive qualities in the same man-
ner with the above-mentioned, but from themselves

being produced from passion ; for that many changes of co-

lours spring from passion is evident, since when a man blushes

he becomes red, and when frightened, pale, and so every thing

of this sort. Whence also if a man naturally suffers a passion

of this nature, he will probably have a similar colour, since the

disposition which is now produced about the body when he

blushes, may also be produced in the natural constitution, so

as that a similar colour should naturally arise. Whatever
such symptoms then originate from certain passions diffi-

* Simplicius doubts whether the same thing is signified by quale, and
quality : probably the latter signifies the peculiarity itself, but quale that

which participates in the peculiarity, as in the examples given above. As
to the term " quality," Plato in his Theactetus insinuates that he was
the author of it, and indeed some ancient philosophers, as Antisthenes,

subverted certain qualities, and allowed only the subsistence of qualia,

which they deemed incorporeal. The Stoics, on the contrary, thought

the qualities of incorporeal natures incorporeal, and of bodies, corporeal.

Simplicius defmes qualities— *' powers, active, yet not so, primarily, nor

alone."
'^ It may perhaps seem strange that Aristotle distinguishes passions and

passive qualities by the same characteristics as he has before used about
habit and disposition ; but it may be replied, that here he considers tha

passions and passive qualities which by nature are easily or hardly re-

moved. Heat, so far as it disposes a subject, is a disposition ; so far as

that disposition is permanent, is a habit ; if it be superficially effected by an
agent, it is called a passion, and so far as the passion is produced perma-
»ently and intrinsically, it is called passive quality Taylor.
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cult to be removed and permanent are called passive qualities.

For whether in the natural constitution, paleness, or blackness,

be produced, they are called qualities, (for according to them
we are called "quales;") or whether through long disease or

heat, or any such thing, paleness or blackness happens, nei-

ther are easily removed, or even remain through life, these are

called qualities, for in like manner, we are called " quales " in

respect of them. Notwithstanding, such as are

produced from things easily dissolved, and quickly
J^ '^J^^J^

™*y

restored, are called passions,^ and not qualities,

for men are not called "quales" in respect of them, since neither

is he who blushes, in consequence of being ashamed, called red,

nor he who turns pale, from fear, called pale, they are rather

said to have suffered something, so that such things are called

passions, but not qualities. Like these also are 3 ^^^^ ^^^^
passive qualities, and passions denominated in the tions of the

soul. For such things as supervene immediately

upon birth from certain passions difficult of removal, are called

qualities ; as insanity, anger, and such things, for men ac-

cording to these are said to be "quales," that is, wrathful and
insane. So also as many other mutations as are not natural,

but arise from certain other symptoms, and are with ditficulty

removed, or even altogether immovable, such are qualities,

for men are called " quales " in respect of them. Those which,

on the other hand, arise from things easily and rapidly restored,

are called passions, as for instance, where one being vexed
becomes more wrathful, for he is not called wrathful who is

more wrathful in a passion of this kind, but rather he is said

to have suffered something, whence such things are called

passions, but not qualities.

^

The fourth kind ofquality is figure and the form,
^^^ species of

which is about every thing, besides rectitude and quality— form

curvature, and whatever is like them, for accord- *" ^^^^'

ing to each of these a thing is called "quale." Thus a tri-

angle or a square is said to be a thing of a certain quality,

also a straight line or a curve, and every thing is said to be
" quale " according to form. The rare and the dense, the

rough and the smooth, may appear to signify a certain quality,

' Cf. Ethics, b. ii. ch. 5; also Mefaphys. Ub. iv. ch. 21 ; where tLe
same examples of inanimate objects axe given.

• Ethics, book ix. cli. 8. The being loved is like sometliing passive.



30 Aristotle's organon. [chap. vni.

but probably these are foreign from the division of quality, as

each appears rather to denote a certain position of parts. For

a thing is said to be " dense," from having its parts near each

other, but "rare," from their being distant from each other, and
*•' smooth," from its parts lying in some respect in a right line,

but " rough," from this part, rising, and the other, falling.

5. Things call- There may perhaps appear to be some other ^

nymousiyfrom Diode of quality, but thosc we have enumerated
these qualities, are most commonly called so. (

The above-named therefore are qualities, but " qualia " are

things denominated paronymously according to them, or in some
other manner from them ; most indeed and nearly all of them
are called paronymously,^ as "a white man" from "whiteness,"
" a grammarian" from "grammar," a "just man " from "justice,"

and similarly of the rest. Still in some, from no names having
been given to the qualities, it is impossible that they should

be called paronymously from them ; for instance, a " racer

"

or " pugilist," so called from natural power, is paronymously
denominated from no quality, since names are not given to

those powers after which these men are called " quales," as

they are given to sciences, according to which men are said

to be pugilists or wrestlers from disposition, for there is said

to be a pugilistic and palasstric science, from which those dis-

posed to them are paronymously denominated "quales."

Sometimes however, the name being assigned, that which is

called "quale" according to it, is not denominated parony-
mously, as from virtue, a man is called worthy, for he is called

worthy, from possessing virtue, but not paronymously from
virtue ; this however does not often happen, wherefore those

tilings are called " qualia," which are paronymously denomin-
ated from the above-mentioned qualities, or which are in some
other manner termed from them.'-^

* Vide supra, Cat. i. Massinger's employment, of the very word,
we are now discussing, presents a peculiar difficulty, in establishing the

paronymous or denominative relation. In the Roman Actor, act i. scene

3, and also in the Picture, act ii. scene I, the word qtiality is limited to

actors and their profession. See Giflbrd's notes on Massinger. In fact,

most of our ancient dramatists confined the word chiefly to histrionic

performers.
' The name " conjugata " is more prcperly applied to derivatives from

tlie same primitive, as sapiens, sapienter, sapientia ; the avaroixfi of Aria

totle. Cf. Topics ii. 9, 1. Cic. Top. c. iii
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In quality, there is also contrariety,^ as justice ^ ^ ,

^ 1 ' ' .' J uv 4. It 1 6- Quality
IS contrary to injustice, and whiteness to black- sometimes sus.

ness, and the like; also those things which sub-
t^Sty°^*^°"*

sist according to them are termed qualia, as the

unjust to the just, and the white to the black. This however
does not happen in all cases, for to the yellow, or the pale, or

such like colours, though they are qualities, there is no con-

trary.2 Besides, if one contrary be a quality, the other, will

also be a quality, and this is evident to any one con-

siderino; the other cateo^ories. For instance, if
. ^. =1 ^ X • • .• 1 • ^- 1 7. If one con-
justice be contrary to injustice, and justice be a trary be a quale

quality, then injustice will also be a quality, for
be\*^Juaie^^^

none of the other categories accords with injustice,

neither quantity, nor relation, nor where, nor in short any
thing of the kind, except quality, and the like also happens as

to quality in the other contraries.

Qualia also admit the more and the less,^ as one thing is

said to be more or less " white " than another, and one more
and less "just" than another ; the same thing also

g j^ ^^^ ^j^^

itself admits accession, for what is " white," can be- admit degree,

come more, "white." This however, does not hap- " ^^ a wa>6

pen with all, but with most things, for some one may doubt
whether justice, can be said to be more or less justice, and so

also in other dispositions, since some doubt about such, and as-

sert that justice cannot altogether be called more and less, than

justice, nor health than health, but they say, that one man has

less health, than another, and one person less justice, than an-

other, and so also of the grammatical and other dispositions.

Still the things which are denominated according to these, do
without question admit the more and the less, for one man is said

' See below, Cat. xi. 5.

2 Repugnance is not synonymous "with contrariety, e. g. red and blue
are repugnant, but not opposed. Archytas says, " Certain contraries are

conjoined to quality, as if it received a certain contrariety and privation."
' Here he evidently means qualities by qualia, as the examples indi-

cate. There were four opinions entertained, upon the admission by qualia,

of degree. Plotinus, and the Platonists, asserted that all qualia, and qua-
lities alike, received the greater and the less ; others, limited intension, and
remission, to the participants ; the Stoics avowed that the virtues are inca-

pable of either ; and the fourth opinion, which Porphyry opposes, allows

degree, to material, but denies it, to immaterial, and self-subsistent, qua-
lities. Vide Simp, in Catego. Iamb. Opera. Aristotle, below, seems tc

refer to the second, of these opinions.
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to be more grammatical, than another, and more healthy, and
more iust, and similarly in other things. Tri-

Form incapable , ^
"^

.^ ^ 11
of degree. (Cf. angle and square appear nevertheless incapable

c^ 5*se'/'6^
"' ^^ ^^® more, as also every other figure, since those

things which receive the definition of a triangle,

and of a circle, are all alike triangles or circles, but of things

which do not receive the same definition, none can be said to

be more such, than another, as a square, is not more a cir-

cle, than an oblong, for neither of them admits the definition

of the circle. In a word, unless both receive the definition of

the thing propounded, one cannot be said to be more so and so,

than another, wherefore all qualities do not admit the more and
the less.

Of the above-mentioned particulars then, no

pe/tyo/quaiity ^^^ ^^ pcculiar to quality, but things are said to

that similitude bc similar, and dissimilar, in respect of qualities
IS predicated in , ^ j^i • • ^ ^•^ .1 • x
respect of it. alone, lor one thing is not like another m respect

of any thing else, than so far as it is quale, so

that it will be peculiar to quality, that the like and the unlike

should be termed so in respect of it.^

Yet we need not be disturbed lest any one should say that,

proposing to speak of quality, we co-enumerate

objection—that many things which are relatives, for we said that

posiUoTare^^" habits and dispositions are among the number of re-
reckoned latives, and nearly in all such things the genera are

tives"as weifas Called relatives, but not one of the singulars. Sci-
amongst qua- eucc, for example, although it is a genus, is said to

be what it is, with respect to something else, for it is

said to be the science of a certain thing, but of singulars not

one is said to be what it is, with reference to something else,

as neither grammar is said to be the grammar of something,

nor music the music of something. But even perhaps these,

are called relatives, according to genus, as grammar is said to

be the science of something, not the grammar of something,

and music the science of something, not the music of some-

* If impression and character produce similitude, and quality consists

in character, it will justly have its peculiarity accordinff to the similar

and dissimilar. Archytas observes, " The peculiarity of quality is the si-

milar and the dissimilar ; for we say that all those thmgs are similar

in colour which have the same colour, and the same idea of character;

but those arc dissimilar which subsist in a contrary manner."
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thing ; so that singulars are not of the number of relatives.

Still, we are called quales from singulars * for ,, ^.
,

'
^

u 1 • ^.-c r ^^- Singulars
these we possess, as we are called scientinc irom not included

possessing certain singular sciences ; so that these
t^"4"s!fcf "^Hni's

may be singular qualities, according to which Logic, de Divi-

we are sometimes denominated quales, but they
^^°"^

'

are not relatives ; besides, if the same tiling should happen to

be both a particular quality and a relative, there is no absurdity

in its enumeration under both genera.

Chap. IX. Of Action, Passio?!, and the other categories of
Position : IVhen : Tflie}'e : and Possession.

Action and Passion admit contrariety, and the

more and the less, for to make warm, is contrary Pajtlon'adraft

to making cold ; to be warm, contrary to the being contrariety and

cold, to be pleased, contrary to being grieved ; so
^^^^^'

that they admit contrariety. They are also capable of the more
and the less, for it is possible to heat, more and less, to be

heated, more and less, and to be grieved, more and less ; where-
fore, to act, and to suffer, admit the more and less, and so much
may be said of these. But we have spoken of the being situ-

ated in our treatment of relatives,'- to the effect that it is

paronymously denominated, from positions : as re- g _

gards the other categories, when, where, and to tion of the other

have, nothing else is said of them, than what was ^^^^sones.

' Toiq KnB' iKaffra, etc. It may be useful here to give a general defin-

ition of the several meanings applied by Aristotle to peculiar uses of the
preposition as regards relative action and relation. At' 6, on account of
which, then signities— the final cause; di' 6v through -nhich— the instru-

mental cause ; f^ 6v or tv (f, from or in which—the material cause
;

Ka9' 6—according to which—form is thus denominated ; -rrpbg o, with re-

lation to which—or the paradeigmatic cause ; and vtp' 6v, by which—tho
demiurgic or fabricative cause. Cf. Top. lib. iv. c. 15, et seq. Taylor
makes one continual mistake in the translation of /ca0' iKaara, by ren-
dering it "particular," whereas the latter is "iv /ufpci." Buhle, on the
contrary, is correct in this translation throughout.

'^ Aristotle here refers the reader to the category of relation, but as re-
gards the opinion entertained of the remaining categories, Porphyry and
lamblichus consider them as accessorial relatives ; e. g, " Wheii ''

and
*' where" are not, per se, place and time, but when these two latter exist
primarily, the former accede to them. Thus also " having" signifies some-
thing distinct from the existing thing, at the same time that it exists with it.

Upon the reduction of the latter six categories to relation, see Hamilton
oa Reid, p. 688; also St. Hilaire's Translation, PraUfii p. 68, et 3€^.
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mentionefl at first, bocausethey are evident ; e.g. that "to have/*

signifies to be shod, to be armed ;
" where," as in the Lycneum,

in the Forum, and the rest which are spoken of these. Of
the proposed genera therefore, sufficient has been stated.

Chap. X.—Of Opposites?

1. Opposites ^^ must now speak of opposites, in how many
ire of four ways Opposition takes place. One thing then is

said to be opposed to another in four ways, either

IS rehitive, or as contrary, or as privation and habit, or as

affirmation and negation. Thus speaking summarily, each

thing of this kind is opposed, relatively, as " the double " to

"the half," contrarily, as "evil" to "good," privatively and
habitually, as " blindness " and " sight," affirmatively and ne-

gatively, as " he sits," " he does not sit."

Whatever things then are relatively opposed, are

positfon^^^^
°P' said to be what they are with reference to opposites,

or are in some manner referred to them, as " the

double of the half," is said to be what it is, with reference to

something else, for it is said to be the double of something ; and
" knowledge " is opposed relatively to the object of knowledge,

and is said, to be what it is, in reference to what may be

known, and what may be known, is said to be what it is, in

reference to an opposite, namely, " knowledge," for " the ob-

ject of knowledge " is said to be so, to something, namely, to

"knowledge."

* For a brief exposition of this chapter, the reader is referred to the

nature and laws of logical opposition in necessary, impossible, and con-

tingent matter, given in Aldrich, Huyshe, Wliately, Hill, and Man-
sel. It will be remembered however that he here speaks of the opposi-

tion of terms, the rules for the opposition of propositions being more
especially considered in the Interpretation : still a reference to that treatise,

as well as to the authors cited above, will be useful, as elucidating the

grounds on which all logical opposition is founded. Archytas (says

Simplicius) does not omit, but seems to have more accurately explained

the differences of contraries adduced by Aristotle. He says : Of contra-

ries, some are in the genera of genera, as good and evil, the first bemg the

genus of the virtues, the second of the vices ; some again in the genera of

species, as virtue to vice, the first being the genus of prudence, temperance,

etc. ; the other of imprudence, intemperance : lastly, some in species, as

fortitude to timidity, etc. : but he adds, " there is nothing tc prevent the

contraries of genera being reduced under one genus, as gc >\ and evil

under quality."
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Things therefore relatively opposed are said to be, what
they are, with reference to opposites, or in whatever manner,

they are referrible to each other, but those which
are opposed as contraries, are by no means, said opposition^

to be what they are, with reference to each other,

but are said to be contrary to each other, for neither is

"good" said to be the "good" of "evil," but the contrary of

evil, nor is "white," denominated the " white " of "black,"

but its contrary, so that these oppositions differ from each

other. Such contraries however, as are of that kind, that one

of them must necessarily be in those things, in which it can

naturally be, or of which it is predicated, these have nothing

intermediate ; but in the case of those, in which it is not

necessary, that one should be inherent, there is something

intermediate. For instance, health and disease may na-

turally subsist in the body of an animal, and it is necessary

that one, should be therein, either disease, or health ; the odd
and even are also predicated of number, and one of the two,

either the odd or the even, must necessarily be in number, yet

there is nothing intermediate between these, neither between
disease and health, nor between the odd and the even. Those
contraries, again, have something intermediate, in which one

of them need not be inherent, as black and white are naturally

in body, but it is not necessary, that one of these, should be
inherent in body, for every body, is not white or black.

Vileness, also and worth, are predicated of man, and of many
others, yet one of these, need not be in those things of which
it is predicated, for not all things are either vile or worthy

;

at least, there is somethmg intermediate, as between white
and black, there is dark brown, and pale, and many other

colours, but between vileness and worth, that, is intermediate,

which is neither vile, nor worthy. In some instances, the inter-

mediates have names, thus, the dark brown, and the pale, and
such colours are media between white and black, but in other

cases, it is not easy to assign a name to the intermediate, but the

latter is defined, by the negation of either extreme, as, for exam-
ple, whatever is neither good nor bad, nor just nor unjust.^

Privation, however,^ and habit are predicated a. opposition

' Vide Whately, book ii. ch. 5, sect. 1 ; also book ii. ch. 3, sect. 4 ; al:30

Metaph. lib. iv. c. 10.

' Cf. Metaph "ib. iv. c. 22 and 23, Examples of Positive, Privative,

D 2
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«f hahif and ofSomething identical, as sight and blindness of the
privation.

^^.g^ ^^^ univ^ersallv, in whatever the habit is natu-

rally adapted to be produced, of such is either predicated. We
say then, that each of the things capable of receiving habit is

deprived of it, when it is not in that, wherein it might naturally

be, and when it is adapted naturally to possess it ; thus we say

that a man is toothless, not because he has no teeth, and blind,

not because he has no sight, but because he has them not, when
he might naturally have them, for some persons from their birth,

have neither sight nor teeth, yet they are neither called tooth-

1. Distinction l^ss nor blind. To be deprived of, and to possess
^" the meaning habit, then, are not privation and habit, for the
of habitual and .,.,.., , . . •iti i

privative op- Sight 13 habit, but the privation is blindness, but
position.

^Q possess sight is not sight, nor to be blind, blind-

ness, for blindness is a certain privation, but the being blind

is to be deprived, and is not privation, for if blindness were
the same as being blind, both might be predicated of the same
person, but a man is said to be blind, jet he is never called

blindness. To be deprived also, and to possess habit, appear

to be similarly opposed, as privation and habit, since the mode
of opposition is the same, for as blindness is opposed to sight, so

likewise is the being blind, opposed to the possession of sight.'

4. Opposition Neither is that, which falls under affirmation and
of affirmative negation, affirmation and negation ; for affirmation

n.ga i\e.
.^ ^^ affirmative sentence, and neiration a ne<2:ative

and Negative words are given in Hill's Logic, p. 27. Aldrich's definition

of the three will be remembered here, namely, that the first signifies the
presence of an attribute ; the second, its absence from a subject capable
of it ; the last, its absence from a subject incapable of it. A definite

noun and its corresponding indefinite noun together, constitute a perfect
division.

* This opposition between propositions is said to be as to their quality
;

to this may be appended that contrariety of quality which exists between
two particulars, properly called the opposition of sub-contraries. It may
liere be observed, that though this last-named form of contrariety is ad-
mitted by Aristotle, (Int. ch. 7,) he does not use the term v-ntvavTiux^ as

expressive of it, but calls it, in Anal. Prior, ii. 15, an opposition Kara Tr]v

Xl^ir. The term is used by the Greek commentators, (Ammonius Schol.

p. 115, a. 15,) Roethius Int. ad Syll. p. 564. A poetical example of the

mutual subversion of some relative opposites may be foimd in Shaks-
peare's King John, act iii. scene 1

:

" Indirection thereby grows direct,

And falsehood falsehood cures : as fire cools fire

Within the scorched veins cif one new bum'd.**
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sentence, but nothing which fjiUs under affirmation and nega-

tion is a sentence (but a thing). Still these are said to be

mutually opposed, as affirmation and negation, since in them
the mode of opposition is the same, for as affirmation is some-

times opposed to negation, for example, "he sits" to "he doe.'

not sit," so that thing which is under each is opposed, aa

"sitting" to "not sitting."

But that privation and habit, are not opposed

as relatives, is evident, since what a thing is, is and habit not

not asserted of its opposite, for sight is not the ^^q^^^^^^' °^'

sight of blindness, nor in any other way spoken

in reference to it, so also blindness, cannot be called the blind-

ness of sight, but blindness indeed is said to be the privation

of sight, not the blindness of sight. Moreover, all relatives

are referred to reciprocals, so that if blindness were relative,

ii would reciprocate with that to which it is referred, but it

does not reciprocate, for sight is not said to be the sight of

blindness.

From these things, also, it is manifest that those which aie

oredicated, according to privation and habit, are not

contrarily opposed, for of contraries which have
[rariiy"

^ '^"^

no intermediate, one must always necessarily be

inherent, wherein it is naturally adapted to be inherent, or of

which it is predicated, but between these, there is no inter-

mediate thing wherein it was necessary that the one should be in

what was capable of receiving it, as in the case, of disease and
health, in odd and the even number. Of those however between
which there is an intermediate, it is never necessary that one

should be inherent in every thing ; for neither is it necessary

that every thing capable of receiving it, should be white or

black, or hot or cold, since there is no prevention to an interme-

diate being between them. Again, of these also there was a cer-

tain medium, of which it was not requisite that one should be
in its recipient, unless where one is naturally inherent, as in fire

to be hot, and in snow to be white : still in these, one, must
of necessity be definitely inherent, and not in whatever way
it may happen, for neither does it happen that fire is cold,

nor that snow is black. ^ Wherefore it is not necessary that one
of them should be in every thing capable of receiving it, but

' Vide Whately and Hill's Logic, De terminorum dislributione : alsa

the former upon "Fallacies, book i. sections 1 and 13.
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only In these wherein the one is naturally inherent, and in

these, that -syhich is definitely and not casually, one. In
privation however, and habit, neither of the above-men-
tioned particulars is true, since it is not always necessary

that one should be inherent in what is capable of receiv-

ing it, as what is not yet naturally adapted to have sight,

is neither said to be blind nor to have sight

;

intermediates whereforc thcsc things will not be of such contra-
m respect to j.[q^ ^^ havc nothino; intermediate. But neither,
opposition.

, , T .11 1 1 1

on the other hand, will they be amongst those

tvhich have something intermediate, since it is necessary that

at some time, one of them, should be inherent in every thing ca-

pable of receiving it : thus when a man is naturally fitted to

have sight, then he will be said to be blind, or to have sight,

and one of these, not definitely, but whichever may happen,

since he need not necessarily be blind, nor see, but either, as it

may happen. In respect nevertheless of contraries, which have

an intermediate, it is by no means necessary that one, should

be inherent in every thing, but in some things, and in these,

one of them definitely, and neither casually, so that things

which are opposed according to privation and habit, are evi-

dently not in either of these ways opposed, as contraries.

Again, in contraries, when the recipient exists, a change

into each other may happen, unless one is naturally inherent

in something, as for instance, in fire to be hot. It is possible

also for the healthy to be sick, the white to become black,

cold to become hot, (and the hot to become cold) ; from good

it is possible to become bad, and from bad good, for he

who is depraved, being led to better pursuits and discourses,

advances, though but a little, to be better, and if he once makes
an advancement ever so little, he will evidently become either

altogether changed, or have made a very great proficiency,'

' Vide Ethics, book ii. ch. 1; rIso Magna Moralia, and Metaph. lib.

viii. It will be observed that here, as elsewhere, he speaks of moral, not

intellectual advancement: Truth, however, he considers the work of

both the intellectual parts of the soul. Ethics, book vi. ch. 2. See Mer-

chant of Venice, act iv. scene 1 ; and Massinger's beautiful lines on th&

progress of moral habit in the 5th act, 2nd scene, of the Virgin Martyr:

also the duty of increasing the mental powers, Hamlet, act iv. so. 4

:

" Sure he that made us with such lar2:e disccurse.

Looking before and after, gave us not

That capability and godlike reason

To fas. in us unused."
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since he ever becomes more disposed to virtue, even if he has ob-

tained the smallest, increase, from the beginning. Wherefore
he will probably acquire greater increase, and this perpetually

occurring, he will at last be transformed entirely to a contrary

habit, unless he be prevented by time ; but in privation and
habit, it is impossible for a mutual change to occur, since it

may take place from habit to privation, but from privation to

habit is impossible, as neither can he who has become blind,

again see, the bald again liave hair, nor has the toothless ever

yet again got teeth.

Whatever things are opposed, as affirmation - rpj^^
^^^_

and negation, are evidently opposed according to Harity of affir-

none of the above-mentioned modes, since in these gative oppos^"^"

alone it is always necessary that one should be ^1!^"',!.^'?^ "^"^

, ,
•( „, ,•' ., .., should be true

true, but the other false ;
^ as neither, is it al- and the other

ways necessary in contraries that one should be ^^^^'

true but the other false, nor in relatives, nor in habit and
privation. For instance, health and disease, are contrary, yet

neither of them is either true or false ; so also the double and
the half are relatively opposed, and neither of them is either

true or false ; nor in things which are predicated as to priva-

tion and habit, as sight and blindness. In short, nothing pre-

dicated without any conjunction, is either true or false, and
all the above-named are predicated without conjunction. Kot
but that a thing of this kind may appear, to happen in contraries,

which are predicated conjunctively, for " Socrates is well" is

opposed to " Socrates is sick," ^ yet neither in these is it always

necessary, that one should be true and the other false, for

while Socrates lives, one will be true and the other false, but
when he is not alive, both will be false, since neither is it

true that Socrates is sick, nor that he is well, when he is not

' Vide rules of natural opposition in the common Logical Treatises.
^ These are properly contradictories, one being; true and the other false,

but the definition of contradictories does not include them as being given
by Aldrich only of universals ; the definition however given in Anal.
Post, i. 2, 6, will include them

—

dvriipaaig dk avTiOecng tjg ovk tort

fiiTa^i) Ka9' avTTjv. Some logicians call the opposition of singulars

secondary contradiction. Boethius, p. 613, regards such instances as con-
tradictories ; also Wallis, lib. ii. ch. 5. Compare Aldrich's Logic upon
rules of contradiction : it is remarkable that he does not mention the op-
position of singulars until he comes to the causes of opposition of propo-
sitiofts. Cf. Interpretation 7, Anal. Prior, xi. 15.
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ill existence at all. In privation and habit, tlien when the sub-

ject is non-existent, neither is true, but when the subject exists,

the one is not always true, nor the other false. '* Socrates

sees " is opposed to " Socrates is blind," as privation and habit,

and whilst he exists, one need not be true or false, for when he

is not naturally fitted to possess them, both are false, but when
Socrates does not exist at all, both will thus be false, that he

sees, and that he is blind. In affirmation and negation always,

if Socrates be or be not, one will always be false and the other

true ; for it is evident with respect to these two, " Socrates is

sick," and " Socrates is not sick," that when he exists one of

them is true and the other false ; and in like manner when he

does not exist, for in the latter case that he is ill is false, but

that he is not ill is true ; so that in those things alone which
are affirmatively and negatively opposed will it be the pecu-

liarity that one of them is either true or false.

Chap. XI.— Opposites continued, especially as to the co7itrariety he-

tween the Evil and the Good.

1. Opposition
" Evil " is of necessity opposed to good, and

of good and this is evident from an induction of singulars,

as disease to health, and cowardice to courage,

and similarly of the rest. But to evil, at one time, good, is

contrary, and at another, evil, for to indigence being an evil,

Rhet. b i. c. 7 ^xccss is Contrary, which is also an evil ; in like

and Etii. b. ii. manner, mediocrity, which is a good, is opposed to

each of them. A man may perceive this in re-

spect of a few instances, but in the majority the contrary to

evil is always good.^

Again, of contraries it is not required, if one is,

contraryISs that the remainder should be; for when every

' Compare note in the preceding chapter relative to the observation of

Arcliytas as to generic and specific contrariety, whence it will be seen
that this chapter is nothing else than an elaboration of the principle he
lays down. He adds in his treatise on Opposites, " There are three dif-

ferences of contraries ; for some things are opposed as good to evil, as for

instance health to sickness, some as evil to evil, as avarice to prodigality,

and some as neither to neither, as the white to the black, and the heavy
to the light.' Wliat he calls " neither," and Aristotle " the negation of

extremes," subsequent philosophers called " indifferent," d^id^opa.
Comp. Cic. ad Atticum, also Sanct. Chrys. in Ep. ad Ephes. c. 6
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sarj- tliat the
other should
exist—but
sometimes one
destroys the
other.

man is well, there Avill indeed be health, and not it is not neces

disease, and so also when all things are wliite, there

will be whiteness, but not blackness. Besides, if

* Socrates is well" be the contrary of " Socrates is

ill," and both cannot possibly be inherent in the

same subject, it follows, that when one of the contraries exists^

the other cannot possibly exist, for " Socrates is well " exist-

injr, " Socrates is ill" cannot exist.

^

Contraries, however, evidently are, by their na-

ture, adapted to subsist about the same thing,
Jen^eraUv'Jnhe-

either in species or genus, since disease and health rent in similar

naturally subsist in the body of an animal, but ffe"!"^*
^^ ^^^^'

whiteness and blackness simply in body, and jus-

tice and injustice in the soul of man.
Notwithstanding, it is requisite that all contraries be either

in the same genus, or in contrary genera, or be ge-

nera themselves ; for white and black are in the J; ShLTn^t^^e

same genus, as " colour '' is the genus of them : same genus, or

, . .
^ ^. J • •

i.' • X p in contrarj- 1,'e-

but justice and injustice in contrary genera, tor nera, orbege-
" virtue" is the genus of one, but " vice " of the ""^ ^^^em-

^ selves*

other ; lastly, "good" and " bad " are not in a genus,

but are themselves the genera of certain things.

Chap. XII.—Of Priority.''

A THING is said to be prior to another in four

respects : first and most properly, in respect of fourfoiT
^

time, according to which, one is said to be older 1st, in respect

and more ancient than another, since it is called

older and more ancient, because the time is longer. Next,
when it does not reciprocate, according to the „ , „.^

„ .
^ , . . 2nd, A\hen

consequence ot existence : thus one is prior to two, there is no re-

for two existing, it follows directly that one ex-
fJJe'^conse-^^

^"

ists ; but when one is, it is not necessary that two quence of ex-

should be, hence the consequence of the re-

mainder's existence does not reciprocate from the existence of

the one ; but such a thing appears to be prior, from which
the consequence of existence does not reciprocate.

' Logic taking no cognizance of understood matter, the necessary, im-
possible, and contingent should be omitted from the table of opposition.—
Mansel. Compare also Whately de Oppositione. cited above.

> Cf. Metaph. lib. iv. c. U.
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srd, In respect Thirdly, the prior is that predicated according
of order.

^^ ^ Certain order, as in the instance of sciences and
discourses, for in demonstrative sciences, the prior and the

posterior, subsist in order, since the elements are prior in

order, to the diagrams, and in grammar, letters are before

syllables ; so also of discourses, as the proem is prior, in order,

to the narration.

Moreover, besides what we have mentioned, the

knee!"
^^^^^' better and more excellent appear to be prior by

nature. The common people are accustomed to

say, that those whom they chiefly honour and especially re-

gard, are prior in their esteem ; ^ but this is nearly the most
foreign of all the modes, wherefore such are (nearly) the modes
of priority which have been enumerated.

2. Another Bcsidcs the abovc -mentioned, there may yet
mode of prior- appear to be another mode of the prior ; as of
ity may be add- , /

.

• ,. t j. j.i^

ed, where one thmgs rcciprocating, accordiug to the consequence
thing is the ^f existence, that which in any respect is the cause
cause of an- . ' • i • • i ,

other's exist- 01 the cxistencc 01 the one, may justly be said to be
*"^" by nature prior, and that there are, certain things

of this kind, is manifest. For that man exists, reciprocates,

according to the consequence of existence, with the true sen-

tence respecting him, since if man is, the sentence is true, by
which we say, that man is, and it reciprocates, since if the

sentence be true, by which we say that man is, then man is.

Notwithstanding, a true sentence, is by no means the cause of

a thing's existence, but in some way, the thing appears the

cause of the sentence being true, for in consequence of a thing

existing, or not existing, is a sentence said to be true or

false. Wherefore one thing may be called prior to another,

accordins: to five modes.^o

' In the text, rovg ivTifjni)TkpovQ. The adverbial construction repre-

sented in Greek by the neuter plural, was frequently the form of employ-
ing irpCoToc in this sense : thus Herod, vi. 100, A-iaxivtlQ o 'SoOiovoQ tcjv

Tu)v 'Eparpieajv to. TrpuiTa. In Latin the same expression occurs for

great men, primates equivalent to optimates, and sometimes primores

;

thus Liv. l^rimoribus patrum ; Hor. I'opuli primores, etc. An odd in-

stance of " first" for "noblest" occurs in Coriolanus, act iv. scene 1,
" My first son,

Whither wilt thou go ?" where see note. Knight's ed.
' The tautological baldness of this whole chapter, it is hopeless to

remedy, its arrangement also is slovenly : for the latter portion, the next
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Chap. XIII.—Of things simultaneous.

Things are called simultaneous simply and most
]. Those things

properly, whose generation occurs at the same are simuitane-
• ous wliicli Rt

time, lor neither is prior or posterior ; these, the same time

therefore, are said to be simultaneous as to time,
and wwdrre-

But by nature those are simultaneous, which re- ciprocate, but

ciprocate according to the consequence of exist- cause\he
^^

ence, although one, is by no means the cause of other's exist-

the existence of the other, as in the double and

the half, for these reciprocate ; thus the double existing, the

half also exists, and the half existing, the double exists, but

neither is the cause of existence to the other.

Those, also, which being derived from the same „ „ ...
'

. .
o

'J 2. Or which as

genus, are by division mutually opposed, are said species of the

to be naturally simultaneous ;
' but they, are said

opposld"i?i^he'

to have a division opposite to each other, which same relation

subsist according to the same division ; thus the

winged is opposed to pedestrian and aquatic, as these being

derived from the same genus, are by division mutually opposed,

for animal is divided into these, viz. into the winged, the pe-

destrian, and aquatic, and none of these is prior or posterior,

but things of this kind appear naturally simultaneous. Each
of these again, may be divided into species, for instance, the

winged, the pedestrian, and the aquatic ; wherefore, those will

be naturally simultaneous which, derived from the same genus,

subsist according to the same division. But genera are al-

ways prior to species, since they do not reciprocate according

to the consequence of existence ;^ for the aquatic existing, ani-

mal exists, but though animal exists, it is not necessary that

the aquatic should.

Hence those are called naturally simultaneous, which in-

deed reciprocate, according to the consequence of existence

;

but the one is by no means the cause of existence to the other,

which is also the case with things that, derived from the same

chapter will appear elucidatory, and, in fact, is the same statement of the

whole, in reverse.
' Porphyry recognises only a relative difference between two givea

species. See Introduction ; also Hill's Logic.
' See Whately, book ii. ch. 5.
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genus, have by division a mutual opposition ; those, how-
ever, are simply simultaneous whose generation is at the same

time.^

Chap. XIV.—0/ J/b^eon.'»

1. Motion of Of motion, there are six species, generation, cor-
61X kinds.

ruption, increase, diminution, alteration, and
change of place.

The other motions then evidently differ from each other,

for neither is generation, corruption, nor increase, diminu-

tion, nor alteration, change of place, and so of the rest. In

2. Alteration the case of alteration however, there is some
questionably doubt, whether it be not sometimes necessary that
relative to the . • i i i • n
rest, this dis- what IS altered, be so, in respect to some one, ol
proved.

^^iq other motions, but this is not true, for it hap-

pens that we are altered, as to nearly all the passions, or at

least the greater part of them, without any participation

of the other motions, for it is not necessary that what is

passively moved should be either increased or diminished.

Wherefore, alteration will differ from the other motions, since

1st, By no in- if it wcrc the same, it would be necessary that
crease or dimi- what is altered, be forthwith increased or dimin-
nution neces- . , , n ^^ c , , • ,

sariiy occurring islicd, or lollow some ot the Other motions, but

tered.^*
'^ ^^" this is not ncccssary. Similarly, also, what is in-

2nd, By no crcascd or movcd with any other motion, ought

p/ac"e^in
^ ^"^ to be altered (in quality) ; but some things are

quality. increased which are not so altered, as a square

is increased when a gnomon ^ is placed about it, but it has

* The office of Logic being to guard against ambiguity in the use of

terms ; it is clear that by nominal division alone, species from the same
genus will often liave a subordinate opposition, as antagonistic in its na-

ture, as opposite genera; for example, purple, yellow, etc., under colour.

Boethius uses division in three senses: 1. Of a genus into species. 2, Of
a whole into its parts. 3. Of an equivocal term into its several significa-

tions. Cicero, Top. vi. ch., calls the first, divisio, the second, partitio.

Aristotle approves division by contraries. See Top. vi. 6, 3, de part.

Anim, i. 3.

^ Compare the Physics, books iii. v. vi. vii. viii., also Metaph. lib. x.

ch. 9, 11, 12. In the 11th ch. of the 10th book, Meta., he defines motion,

"H KivrjiTig iv'tpytia fxiv elvai ^oKel rtg c'lTfXiig ^L Vide also the Scholia

Marc. ed. Waitz, 'H KivTjrrig lariv t^dXXa^a; kui tKcrraaiQ.

^ The following figure will illustrate this comparison : the use of the

yvdjjiov being the ascertainment of right angles.
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3. Generic and
specific contra-
riety to motion.

not become altered (in quality) ; and in like manner with other

things of this kind, so that these motions will dilFer from
each other.

Nevertheless simply, rest is contrary to motion,

the several rests to the several motions, corrup-

tion to generation, diminution to increase, rest

in place to change in place ; but change to a contrary place

seems especially opposed, as ascent to descent, downwards to

upwards. Still it is not easy, to define the contrary to the re-

mainder of these specified motions, but it seems to have no
contrary, unless some one should oppose to this, rest according

to quality, or change of quality into its contrary, just as in

(.'hange of place, rest according to place, or change to a contrary

place. For alteration is the mutation of quality, so that to mo-
tion according to quality, will rest according to quality, or

change to the contrary of the quality, be opposed ; thus becoming
white is opposed to becoming black, since a change in quality

occurs, there being an alteration of quality into contraries.

Chap. XV.— OftJw verb " to Haver

To have, is predicated in many modes ; either

as habit and disposition or some other quality,

for we are said to have knowledge and virtue ;
^

3 Nv

1st /

/ Square

/

/ m ^v

1. Having pre-

dicated in

many wavs.
1. Quality.

' This form is often cognate, and ahnost identical -with the 7th, of pos-
session, thus St. Paul's Ep. 2 Cor. iv. 7 ; as to the 2nd, the idiom of the

English does not fully correspond with the Greek Ixuv, our word in re-

lation to quantity being " to hold." A rare use of the word "havings"
occurs in the Lover's Complaint of Sliakspeare ; see Knight's edition;
" Whose rarest havings made the blossoms dote."
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2. Quantity or as to quantity, as the size which any one has ;

thus he is said to have the size of three or four cubits ; or

3. Investiture, as things about the body, as a garment or a
4. In apart. tunic ;

^ or as in a part, as a ring in the hand ;

5. As to a part, or as a part, as the hand or the foot ; or as in a

6. In measure, vesscl, as a bushel has wheat, or a flagon, wine,

for the flagon is said to have^ the wine, and the bushel the

wheat ; all these therefore are said to have, as in a vessel ; or

, „ . as a possession, for we are said to have a house or
7. Possession. , ,

^ '

land.

A man is also said to have a wife, and the wife a husband,

but the mode now mentioned, of " to have," seems the most

8. Also indi-
foreign, for we mean nothing else by having a wife,

rectiy or by than that she cohabits with a man ; there may
ana ogy.

perhaps appear to be some other modes of having,

but those usually mentioned have nearly all been enumerated.

ON INTERPRETATION.^

Chap. I.

—

What Interpretation is^ lohich is here discussed: of the

Si/}7ibols or Exponents of the Passions by the voice—of Nouns and
Verbs.

1.Things enun- We must first determine what a noun, and what

vSS^a^e sym- ^ "^^^'^' ^^^ ' TiQiLt, what are negation, aflirmation,

bois of the pas- enunciation, and a sentence,

soul!
^" ^ Those things therefore which are in the voice,

* This is Shakspearian usage also. Sometimes this form is applied

generally to condition or estate, and even attire, and manner. See Win-
ter's Tale, iv. 3. The next are in the sense of " holding," again.

^ More properly x^P^^^'^- It is evident throughout this chapter, that

the elliptical modes in which we employ " have " as an auxiliary verb

are endless, and in the use of it, the assimilation of the English to the

Greek is peculiar. Sometimes a very decided verb is omitted, and the

auxiliary made to stand alone; thus, in K. Henry VIII. act ii. sc. 2,

"All the clerks,

I mean the learned ones, in Christian kingdoms.

Have their free voices " for " have sent " their free voices.

For the Aristotp''an usages of 'he word, compare Metaph. lib. iv. c. *23.

3 Having discussed in the Categories the doctrine of simple terms,

Aristotle, in the following treatise, proceeds to the discussion of Proposi-
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are symbols of the passions of the soul, and when "wntten, are

symbols of the (passions) in the voice, and as there are not the

, same letters among all men, so neither have all the same voices,

f yet those passions of the soul, of which these are primarily the

i signs, are the same among all, the things also, of which these

are the similitudes, are the same. About these latter, we have

spoken in the treatise " Of the Soul," ' for they are parts be-

lono-ino: to another discussion, but as in the soul, there is

sometimes a conception, without truth or falsehood, and at

another time, it is such, as necessarily to have one of these.

inherent in it, so also is it with the voice, for false- 2. Truth and

hood and truth are involved in composition and falsehood of

division. 2 Nouns therefore and verbs of them- dependent on

tion, which is the result of the conjunction of simple terms, and discard-

ing the other species of sentence, confines himself to the categoric form
of the enunciative sentence simply, preparatory to the systematic inquiry

into the nature of syllogism, hereafter to be conducted in the Analytics.

Indeed, for this reason, as occupying a middle place befween simple terms

and syllogism, this treatise is more properly introduced here, as Waitz,

Buhle, Averrois, and Taylor place it, than after the Topics, as by Bekker.

So highly is it esteemed by Ammonius, (in librum Aris. de Int., Venet.

1545,) that he states his gratitude to the god Hermes if he shall be able

to add any thing to its elucidation, from -what he recollects of the interpret-

ations of Proclus, the Platonist, his preceptor.

As to the title, notwithstanding much diiference of opinion, the fruit of

primary misconception of the terra (nepi epfj.T]viiag), its application here

seems well grounded, as descriptive of language in its construction, being

enunciative of the gnostic powers of the soul ; it may therefore, we
think, (with the learned author of the Prolegomena Logica, Mansel,) be
adequately Anglicized, " Of language as the interpretation of thought."

Boethe defines it, " Interpretatio est vox significativa, per se ipsam, aliquid

significans," to which Waitz adds the remark, " latius patet tpfnjveia

quam Xs^ig." Isidore of Seville observes :
" Omnis elocutio conceptae

rei interpres est : inde perihermeniam nominant quam interpretationem

nos appellamus." For various interpretations of the word, see St. Hilaire,

de la Logique d' Aristote, p. i. ch. 10. The treatise itself may be divided

into four parts : First, concerning the principles of the enunciative sen-

tence, including definitions of its component parts ; the three others in-

forming us of proposition : as, 1st, purely enimciative ; 2nd, more complex,
wherein something is added to the predicate, making in fact a fourth

term ; 3rd, modal : at the end he annexes an inquiry connected with a case

of problematic contrariety.
' Vide de Anim. iii. 6 ; also Metaph.
' This is evident, since logic itself is psychological; but observe, he

does not say all truth is conversant with composition and division, the last

is indeed excluded from the idealities of Plato. Thought, per se, has no
need of systematic language, the most accurate development of which doea
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compositiovi selves rescmble conception, without composition

twefs'/ifsjm- and division, as "man," or "white," when some-
bois. thing is not added, for as yet it is neither true nor

false, an instance of which is that the word rpaytXacpoQ^ sig-

nifies something indeed, but not yet any thing true or false,

unless to be, or not to be, is added, either simply, or according

to time.

Chap. II.

—

Of the Noun and its Case.

, Definition ^ NOUN therefore is a sound significant ^ by
of the noun— compact witliout time, of which no part is separ-

parateiysign^-" atcly significant ; thus in the noun KdWi-mroQ, the
ficant—distinc.

'l-^-n-og si^-nifies nothinof bv itself, as it does in the
tion between -^ o o •/ ^

simple and Sentence KaXoQ tTTTToc ; neither does it happen with
composite. simple nouns as it does with composite, for in the

former there is by no means the part significant, but in the

hitter a part would be, yet signifies nothing separately, as in

the word e7raKTpoh:iXr]g, ^ the KeXrjg signifies no-

cont\^c"4!**"*°'
thing by itself. But it is according to compact,''

because naturally there is no noun ; but when it

not toncli, in all cases, its subtlety. On the distinction between crrjiutlov

and 6/xoiwjua, see Waitz, vol. i. 324. It will be remembered that the legi-

timate office of logic is not establishment of the truth or falsehood of the

subject matter, except in so far as that truth or falsehood results from
certain relations of original data according to iixed rules. (Vide Whately,
Hill, Huyshe.) It is needless to quote the definition given by Aldrich of

Proposition here.
' That is, an animal partly a goat and partly a stag. Compare with

this and the following chapters, ch. xx. of the Poetics.
•^ <I>w»^^ crrjiiavTiKr], called by Aldrich vox, by Boethius and Petrns

Hispanus, vox, signiticativa ad placitum. Logical nouns are equivalent

to simple terms, or categorems, in opposition to syncategorems, which are

not, per se, significative. Here Aristotle mentions the noun and the verb :

but (ch. XX. Poetics) he elsewhere adds the conjunction and article

{(pojvai d(TT][ioi). Cf. Harris Hermes, ch. iii. ; also Hill's Logic.
^ A piratical ship. The word is a vox complexa

—

<pojvt), avfnrtTrXsyi^nini,

a compound word, whereof each part has a meaning in composiiiori,

<}>(i)v>) cnrXi], where the parts have no moaning. Vide Sanderson's Losic.
* Primo quidein dcclarat conccptum deinde supponit pro re. Aldrich.

When Aristotle makes the assertion in the text, he does not dissent from that

of Socrates in the Cratylus; but whilst he denies the subsistence of names
from nature, an opinion adopted by Heraclitus, he shows in his Physical

Auscultation, and various other places, that names accord with things. In

this very treatise the name of " an indehnite noun," or of " coutradio*
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becomes a symbol, since illiterate sounds also signify some-
thing, as the sounds of beasts, of which there is no noun.

" Not man," however, is not a noun, neither is a

name instituted by which we ought to call it, since nuInotTnoun.
it is neither a sentence, nor a negation ;

^ but let

it be an indefinite noun because it exists in respect of every

thing alike, both of that which is, and of that which is not.-

^iXojyoQ indeed, or (biXwvt, and such like w^ords , ^
' 4. Cases of the

are not nouns, but cases of a noun,^ but the de- noun differ

finition of it (that is, of the case) is the same as
[^l^t^Sat^'bdnT

to other things (with the definition of a noun), but joined to the"

(it differs in) that, with (the verb) "is" or *'was" they'slgniiy"
*'

or " will be," it does not signify what is true or neither truth

p .
,

'
- ° /. .,., 1 . \ nor falsehood.

lalse, but the noun always (signmes this), as
" Philonus is," or " is not," for as yet, this neither signifies

what is true, nor what is fiilse.

Chap. III.— Of the Verb, its Case, and of those called Verbs

(jenerally.*

A VERB, is that which, besides somethin«: else, sior-
.' '

.
..^l- Definition

nifies time ; of which no part is separately signifi- of the verb or

cant, and it is always indicative ofthose things which '"'**°"

lion," given by liim, clearly shows his opinion about names. The suppo-
sitio of Aldrich is not found in Aristotle, but may be traced to the Greek
Logic of Michael Psellus.

' Not a noun, that is, not a true and perfect noun, nor a sentence, since

it is neither " verum vel falsum signiticans;" neither is it a negation, for it

wants a verb, without which there is no negation,
"^ Signifies as well being as non-being : in the original ofioiwg l<p^

oTovovv vTTapx^^- Waitz omits the rest of this sentence from "indefi-

nite noun."
^ Aristotle considers the oblique cases of a noun (Trrojaftg), not the nomi-

native, the Stoics regarded the nominati^'e [IvOtia) also a case. Oblique
cases are syncategorematic, that is, can only form part of a term, the

nominative may be a term by itself.

* Aristotle does not employ the term categorematic, but defines his

simple terms, opoi elg oD(; diaXvtrai r) irpoTacFig,—with him categorema-
tic words are the noun as subject, and the verb as predicate. Vide Boeth
Introd. ad Syll. and Pet. Hisp. Tract i. Cf. Trendelenburg, Elementa, § 3.

Waitz, vol. i. 267. The copula has been called the only logical verb, but

is, properly speaking, no verb at all, and cannot correspond with the pi'if^a

of Aristotle, except by coalescing with the predicate. Vide Mansel's
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are assertod cf something else. "But I say that it signifies

time, besides something else, as for instance, " health " is a
noun, but '" is well" is a verb ; for it signifies, besides being

well, that such is the case now : it is always also significant

of things asserted of something else, as of those which are

predicated of a subject, or Avhich are in a subject.

Nevertheless I do not call, " is not well," and, " is

ed with n'ega-'^
^^^ ^11"—verbs ; for indeed they signify time, be-

tion, or in its sides soniethiniT else, and are always (sij:rnificant)of
tenses out of . . . .

the present, is Something, yet a name is not given to this difierence,

io?ic^afverb^
let either be therefore an indefinite verb, because

it is similarly inherent both in whatever does, and
does not exist.^ So also "was well" or "will be well" are

not verbs, but they are cases of a verb, and differ from a verb,

because the latter, besides something else, signifies present

time ; but the others, that which is about the present tiiite.

Verbs therefore so called, by themselves, are nouns, and have
a certain signification, for the speaker establishes

properiy^nouns. ^^^^ Conception, ^ and the hearer acquiesces, but they

do not yet signify ^ whether a thing " is " or " is

not," for neither is " to be " or "not to be" a sign of a thing,

Logic; also Pacius de Interp., c. 3. The ovofia is avev xpovov, the verb

7rpo(r<T/;/uaT)'fi xf""'^^ • ^^^i^ dislaiction is lost by those who, with Aldrich,

resolve the verb into copula and predicate. Vide Ammonius Scholia, p.

105, b. 29, The infinitive is not included under "verb," for it is a

noun-substantive, nor the participle, which is a noun-adjective, neither

3an the former ever be the predicate, except when another infinitive is

the subject. Vide Whately, b. ii. c. i. § 3. For case as appertaining to

verbs, see post, ch. 20. By Aristotle, number, tense, and mood, were all

reckoned cases, 7rrw(Tf(^, or fallings, of the noun and verb, so our Eng-
lish word " fiill " in music.

* Boeth. translates dopiaTov, infinitum. The translation is blamed by
Vives de Caus. Corr. Art. lib. iii. Sir W. Hamilton uses the word in-

designate.
^ That is, in the mind of the hearer. The expression 'i(TTT]<n t))v hd-

votav is rendered by Taylor " stops the discursive power"—a meaning
which is however equivalent to "establishes the conception," since

tidvoia being properly the movement of the intellect towards investi-

gating truth, is "arrested," when a conception is fixed upon it: thus

Buhle, " constituit conceptionem," Taylor's translation is strictly exact,

but besides being obscure, enforces the introduction of many words into

the text. Ajai'ota is more nearly akin to logical discursus '.han to any
other energy : sec the note upon Anal. Post, lib. i. ch. 33.

• i. e. before they are enunciatively joined with nouns.
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nor if you should say merely, " beiii":," for that *.- Tji^.'y are in-

is nothing ; they signify however, besides some- cept in compo-

thing else, a certain composition, which Avith-
^^^^^"•

out the composing members it is impossible to under-
stand.^

Chap. IV.—Of the Sentence?

A SENTENCE is voicc significant by compact,* of
j pef^nj^i

which any part separately possesses signification, of the sentence

as indeed a word, yet not as affirmation or nega- •^'°Ju:l'<Tvv9n-

tion ; now I say for example "man" is signifi- ^ni/ onuttea bj

cant, but does not imply that it " is " or " is

not;"^ it will however be affirmation or negation, if any
thing be added to it. One syllable of the word apdpojTroc,

is not however (significant),^ neither the ^'vg" in "yny^,"

but it is now merely sound ; still in compound words a part

is significant, but not by itself, as we have observed.

Now every sentence is significant, not as an instrument, but,

as we have said, by compact, still not every sentence is enunci-

ative,^ but that in which truth or falsehood is inherent, which
things do not exist in all sentences, as prayer is a sentence,

but it is neither true nor false. Let therefore the „ ^,^ , . ,

, . . , .
2. Other kinds

Other sentences be dismissed, their consideration of sentence be-

belongs more properly to Rhetoric or Poetry ; JorJci^Logic"

but the enunciative sentence to our present conversant
I -with the enun-
tneory, ciative alone.

' Cf. Mansel's Prol. Log. p. 63. I follow Waitz and BuLle; Taylor's

rendering is altogether erroneous.
2 Compare Poetics, ch. 20 ; also this treatise, ch. 5 ; Analy. Post, lib.

ii. cap. 10; Metap. vii. 4; also Aldrich, sub vocis speciebus.
^ That is, it neither athrms nor denies something ; a verb must be

added to make it significant.

* In the Poetics, c. 20, he defines a syllable, a sound without signifi-

cation, composed of a mute and an element which has sound, (i. e. a

vowel or semi-vowel). An article, again, is a sound insignificant, showing
the finals or distinctions of a word. Buckley has well called the de-

scription most obscure : Aristotle, the star of definition, is at last confused
by his own ray !

* 'AirocpavTiKOQ dk ov irag. The quality of signifying either what is

true or false is the logical property of proposition, and is the immediate
consequence of its difl"erence, namely, affirmation or negation. Hill's

Logic, p. 90. Vide also Whately, Aldrich, and the other '.ccf.tiees on
Logic.

£ 2
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Chap. V.— Of Einuiciatiim.^

J divisions of
^'^^^ ^^^^ enuiiciative sentence^ is affirmatioji

;

theenunciative aftei'wards nefifation, and all the rest are one bv
sentence—\6- • ,. t. •

i ^i x

'

yot a7ro<f>avTi- conjuiiction. It IS Hccessaiy however that every
'""^*

enunciative sentence should be from a verb, or

from the case of a verb, for the definition of " man," unless

'*is," or "was," or "will be," or something of this kind, bo
added, is not yet an enunciative sentence. Why indeed is the

sentence " a terrestrial biped animal " one thing, and not many
things ? for it will not be one, because it is consecutively pro-

nounced : this however belongs to another discussion.^ One
enunciative sentence, moreover, is either that which signifies

one thing,'^ or which is one by conjunction,''' and

coraJJosite.^"^
many (such sentences) are either those which sig-

nify many things'' and not one thing, or which
are without conjunction.^ Let therefore a noun or a verb be

only a word, since we cannot say that he enunciates who thus

* Cum disseramus de oratione cujusvarlse species sunt—est una inter

has ad propositum potissima quro pronuntiabilis appellatur, absolutam
sententiam compreliendens, sola ex omnibus verilati at falsitati obnoxia,
quam vocat Sergius, " effatum," Varro, '^ pi'oloquium," Cicero, ''' enunci-
atuni," Graece '' protasin" tum ^^ axioma;''—fiimiliarius tamen dicetnr
*' 2^^opositio."—Apuleius de Dogm. Platonis, lib. iii. As Mansel ob-

serves justly, he has not distinguished between dirocpavaig and TrpoTaaig,

the former of which is rendered by Boethius " enunciatio," the latter "pro-
positio." Vide Elem. sect. 2, Trendelenburg ; Aquinas, Opusc. 48, Tract,

de Enunc. The distinction drawn by the latter is not implied by Aris-

totle either here or Anal. Pr. i. 1, 2.

- AoyoQ airocpavTiKOQ. Oratio indicativa, Pet. Hispanus. Boethius,
" Oratio enunciativa." YoxKaTacpaai.g, &c. see next chapter. Aldrich's de-

fhiition errs against the third rule, and hardly presses on the second—for

good definition.

3 Definition is a sentence, but not as if one enunciation; its consider-

ation belongs to the first philosophy, and the reader will find the question

solved in lib. u, of the Metaphysics.
* As " a man runs," the purely categorical.
* This may be disjunctive, which is a species of hypothetical or com*

pound, as " it is either day or night." Vide Whately, book ii. ch. ii.

sect. 1

.

^ These come \mder the class ambiguous, founded often on one equi-

vocal term only, as the " dog is moved," where dog may signify many
tilings.

' As " I congratulate you," &c. Compare Hill and Whalely; in the

fornicr many examples are given.
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expresses any thing by his voice whether he is * \. e. simple

interrogated by any one or not, but that he speaks
^^™'^sJJJJ'ie

from deliberate intention.^ Now of these enun- negation.

ciations one is simple, for instance something of* Ly, notnfght.*

something, or fromf something, but another is 3. Definition

composed of these,| as a certain sentence which is ciat'ioif, ^,^"^1!^

already a composite ; simple enunciation, then, is
^^J^^gJ,""

voice significant about something being inhe-

rent, or non-inherent, according as times are di- § i.e. into past,

. T T c 9 present, and fu-
vided.§ 2

^^^g

Chap. VI.

—

Of Affirjnation and Negation.^

Affiraiation is the enunciation of something 1. Distinctive

concernino; somethino^, but ne2:ation is the enun- f^^finmon of

? 1 • (* 1 • ^ n anirmation Ua-
ciation 01 something irom something.* Since, tu(^u<7i9) and

' This form arises from our usual elliptical method of expression, ir.

regard to interrogatives, when the repeated verb is understood but not

expressed ; as, " Who reads ? Socrates," i. e. " Socrates reads."
* These sentences are known by the barbarous name of propositions

de inesse, that is, denoting the inherency or inbeing of the predicated qua-
lity in the class or thing expressed by the subject. The expression

Tov virapx^tv in Aristotle, has two meanings, one in which the pre-

dicate is said to be in the subject, which is equivalent to KanjyopflTai,

as all B is A, to A KaTrjyopdTai Kara. TravTug tov B ; and EJpai Iv,

whereby the subject is said to be in the predicate, as all A is B, A ta-ivtv
'6X(^ T(^ B., which is exactly the reverse of KaTriyoQurai. See note 3,

p. 80. On the different species of sentences alluded to in the above
chapter, see also Petrus Hispanus, Sum. Log. Tract 1. " Vocum signifi-

cativarum ad placitum, alia complexa ut oratio, alia incomplexa ut

nomen et verbum. Orationum perfectarum, alia indicativa, ut ' Homo
currit

;
' alia imperativa, ut ' Petre fac ignem ; ' alia optativa, ut " Utinam

esset bonus clericus !
" alia subjunctiva, ut " si veneris ad me dabo tibi

equum ;
" alia deprecativa, ut " miserere mei Dens !

" Harum autem
orationum sola indicativa oratio dicitur esse propositio." Cf. Boeth. de
Syll. Cat. p. 582, also Poet. c. 20.

^ Upon the import of Propositions, see Mill's Logic, book i. ch. 5
Reid defines judgment after the above manner :

" an act of the mind
whereby one thing is affirmed or denied of another." Affirmative judg-
ment is called by Aldrich, " compositio," negative, " divisio," avvOtaiq
and ^laipiaiQ : comp. 1st ch. of this treatise. Apuleius calls the sentence
either Propositio dedicativa or abdicativa.

* My translation is identical with that of Boethius : Aldrich's defmi-
tiou is applicable only to propositions " tertii adjacentis," and is in fact acci-

dental. Vide Huyshe, p. 51.
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negation {dnS- howevGi*, a man may enunciate what is inherent as
if^atrn.)

t!u)ugli it werc not,^ and what is not ^ as tliough it

were ; that wliich is, as if it were, and that which is not, as if it

were not, and in like manner about times external to the pre-

sent ; it is possible that whatever any one affirms may be
denied, and that whatever any one denies may be affirmed,

whence it is evident that to every affirmation there is an op-

posite negation, and to every negation an opposite affirma-

tion.^ Let this be contradiction, affirmation and

hetwSSa'ffirm- negation being opposites,"* but I call that opposi-
ative and neeja- tion which is of the Same respectinjr the same.^ not
tive constitutes . ,, _ , ,

"^ '^.
n ,

contradiction equivocally, and such other particulars or tlie

ca"x?T'^*
^^* ^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^Q concluded against sophistical

importunities.*^

Chap. VII.— Of Contraries and Cunfradictories.

Of things, since some are universal, but others
1. Distinction • i 7 / j i

• it 1 ^^

between the Singular,' (and by universal 1 mean whatever may
universal {la naturally be predicated of many things, but by sin-

a'nd the singu- gular, that which may not : as " man" is universal,

KaaJov).'^^^' ^^^ " Callias " singular,) it is necessary to enunciate

that something is, or is not, inherent, at one time, in

' A false negation, (^) a false affirraation : of the subsequent examples,
the first is a true affirmation, and the second a true negation.

'^ This classification originates in the logical difterence of propositions,

see Hill's Logic, page 96.
* ai dvTiKiiixEvai (TrpordcTdQ), this term is sometimes by Aristotle

limited to contradictories.
* " When having the same subject and predicate they differ in quan-

tity, or quality, or both.'' Whately. Vide also some general remarks on
this subject in Muvshe, p. 51, note.

* Vide " Sophistical Elenchi."
' Taylor has mistaken Ka9' tKaarov, by translating it "particular," as

usual : see note, page 33. Compare An. Pr. i. 1, '2. Omnis is the sign of

an universal proposition taken distinctively, as Omnis homo est animal

;

when collectively, the proposition is singular. Individual names are

distinguished as individua signata, as " Socrates :
" individua demonstra-

tiva, by a demonstrative pronoun, hie homo : individua vaga, by an inde-

finite pronoun, aliquis, quidam : this distinction is found in the Greek
commentators. Ct". Albert de Predicab. Tract, iv. cap. 7. Aquinas.

The two first form singular propositions ; a doubt has been entertained

ikja to the last, whether they form singulars or particulars. Mansel's Logic,
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an universal, at another in a singular thing. Now, if any one

universally enunciates of an universal, that something is or is

not inherent, these enunciations will be contrary :
^

I mean universally enunciates of an universal, as contrariety—

that "every man is white," "no man is white." evax^riatai

When on the other hand he enunciates of univer-

sals, not universally,^ these are not contraries, though the

things signified may sometimes be contrary ; but I mean by not

universally enunciating of universals, as that " man is white,"

"man is not white :" for man being universal, is not employed
as an universal in the enunciation, since the word " every

"

does not signify the universal, but (shows that the subject is) uni-

versally (taken). Xow to predicate universally of what is univer-

sally predicated is not true, for no affirmation will be true in which
the universal is predicated of an universal predicate,^ as for in-

stance, "every man" is "every animal." Where- , „, , ..

P X re • • 1 • 3. Of contradic-
lore 1 say ainrmatief-^s opposed to negation contra- tion : (i.^Ti<iaT:-

dictorily, the affirmation which signifies the uni-
'^'-^ -"-"«=-<'"'>•

versal to that wlrch is not universal, as " every man is white,"

"not every man is wh^'te," "no man is white," "some man is

white." Butcontrarilj is between universal affirmative and uni-

versal negative, as " every man is white," " no man is white,"
" every man is just," "no man isjust." ^ Wherefore it is impossi-

p. 46. When a singular term is the predicate, it must of course be co-

extensive with its subject. On the above chapter compare Whately,
book ii. 2, 3, and Hill, 9, et seq. : in fact, a slight acquaintance even
with Aldrich's Logic will suffice to place the principle of opposition,

as copied here, clearly before the reader; for mere simplification we
have annexed the usual scheme of opposition.

' That is, adds the universal mark, or sign, " every " or '* none." It

should be recollected also, as Taylor observes here, " that contraries may
at one and the same time be absent from a subject, but they cannot at

one and the same time be inherent in it;" this Aristotle indeed points
out in this chapter. {^) " Not universally, i. e. does not add the universal
mark"—he adds, " the things signified may be contraries, that is to say,

the mental conceptions may be, whilst the enunciations are still indefi-

nite. The extent of the indefinite is regulated by the matter of the pro-
position, and is universal in necessary and impossible matter."

' For example, to say, every man is every animal, is false, unless man is

horse, ox, etc. ; or to say every man is every visible thing will be false, be-
cause the predicate of every man may be also said of Socrates, hence So-
crates would be every thing visible. Socrates would therefore be Plato,
and Aristotle, and every thing visible, which is absurd.—Taylor.

* These contraries cannot be at one and the same time true, but they m,iy

be both false, )r one true, and the other false. In necessary matter, at-
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ble tliat tliese should at one and the same time be

themselves^'" ti'ue, but tlip opposites to thesc may sometimes pos-
caimot at the sibl}'' be co-verified about the same thinir, as that
same time he ,, , •

i -^ „ i ,,
.' , . „,

true, though not evcrj man is wlnte, and "someman is white. '

tjeir oppoMtes Q£ gm>h contradictions then of universals, as are

universally made, one must necessarily be true or

false, and also such as are of singulars, as " Socrates is

white," " Socrates is not Avliite;" but of such contradictions

as are indeed of universals, yet are not universally made, one

is not ahvays true, but the other false. For at one and the

same time we may truly say that " man is white," and tliat

"man is not white," and "man is handsome," and "man is

not handsome," for if lie is deformed he is not handsome,
and if any thing is hecorn'mg to be, it w, not. This how-
ever may at once appear absurd, because the assertion " man
is not white," seems at the same time to signify the same
thing, as " no man is white," but it neither necessarily signi-

fies the same thing, nor at the same time.^

5. Onenega- Notwithstanding it is evident that of one af-
tion incident firmatiou there is one negation, for it is necessary

firmatives are true, negatives false, in impossible matter negatives true,

affirmatives false, in contingent matter both false. Properly speaking, it

is contrary to the very nature of logical inquiry to admit any reference

whatever to the understood matter of proposition, of which Logic can take

no cognizance, its province being, to establish argument Avhen necessarily

deducible from propositions placed in a certain connexion. From the

truth of the universal or the falsehood of the singular we infer the accidental

quality of all the opposed propositions ; but from the falsehood of an uni-

versal or truth of a singular, we only know the quality of the contradictory.
' He means "singular sub-contraries," which contradict the universals

mutually contrary to each other, hence are co-verified in the same thing,

i. e. in contingent matter, as in the above instance. The expression sub-

contrary (vTTtvavTiujg) is not used by Aristotle, though he admits the op-

position above; he calls it in Anal. Prior, ii. 15, an opposition koto, tit/v

Xt^tv, but not KaT aXrjOnav : subalterns {virdX'StjXoi) are not noticed

by Aristotle, the first who gave the laws of this species of opposition was
Apulcius De Dogmate Platonis, lib. iii., who was followed by Marcianus
Capella, and Boethius. The three kinds of opposition are called by the

earlier writers, Alterutra;, Incongrua", and Suppares.
' Viz. what he has said, that indefinites are at one and the same time

true. Indefinite eimnciation may seem to be universal, because il han an
luiiversal subject, but it is not universal, because it wants the universal

mark, " every '' or "no one." It is not requisite that the luiiversal and
indefinite should be at one and the same time true nor false, for one may
be true and the other false.
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that tbe negation should deny the same thing toeachafBrm-

which the affirmation affirmed, and also from the ^^'°"'

same, (i. e.) either from some singular or some universal, uni-

versally or not universally ; I say, for instance, that " Socrates

is white," " Socrates is not white." If however there is

something else from the same thing, or the same thing from
something else, that (enunciation) will not be opposite, but
different from it ; ^ to the one, " every man is white," the other

(is opposed) " not every man is white," and to the one, " a cer-

tain man is white," the other, " no man is white ;" and to the

one, " man is white," the other, " man is not white."

That there is then one affirmation contradictorily opposed to

one negation, and what these are, has been shown, also tliat there

are other contraries, and what they are, and that not every con-

tradiction is true or false, and why and when it is true or false.

' That is, if the negative diflfers from the affirmative in the predicate or

the subject. The instance " Socrates is white," Socrates is not white,

is contradictory, the one being true always, and the other false ; which con-

stitutes the essential feature of contradictories included in the definition

given Anal. Post, i. 2, 'AvTi(pa<nQ dk avTiOftriQ T]g ovk tan ^traKv Ka$'

avTrfv. Some logicians call the opposition of singulars " secondary con-
tradiction." Vide Boethius, p. 613. Wallis, lib. ii. c. 5. For the rules

of contradiction, vide Aldrich, Whately, Huyshe. The following scLime
from Aldrich gives the opposition of necessary, impossible, and contujgent

matter (n. i. c.) as to universal contraries A. E., and sub-contraries I. and
O., with their verity (v.) or falsity (f.). See also scheme page 3.

Subcontraries
i/irfvavTiai
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CuAP. VIII.— Of Opposition when there is not one Affirmatioy^^

nor one Negation.^

. „„ Tete affirmation and neo;ation are one, which indi-
1 . AVlist con-
nitutes single catc One thing of one, either of an universal, being

ne^-ation''?s^the
^^^en Universally, or in like manner if it is not, as

umty of the "everv man is white," '•' not every man is white,"
subject, and of cc • -u-x >' ^£ •

x. ^ • j. » cc

the predicate, v[i2in IS white, "man IS not Avhite, "no man is

without equi- white," " some man is white," if that which is
vocation. ,.'..„ , . -r^ , • p i

white siofnines one thino-. But it one name be
given to two things, from which one thing does not arise, there

is not one affirmation nor one negation ;2 as if any one gave
the name " garment " to a "horse," and to "a man;" that
" the garment is wliite," this will not be one affirmation, nor

one negation, since it in no respect differs from saying " man "

and "horse" are "white," and this is equivalent to "man is

v/hite," and " horse is white." If therefore these signify many
things, and are many, it is evident that the first enunciation

either signifies many things or nothing,^ for " some man is not

a horse," wherefore neither in these is it necessary that one

should be a true, but the other a false contradiction.'*

Chap. IX.

—

Of Opposition in contingent Futures.

In tliose things which are, and have been,-^ tlie

past atiirma- affirmation and negation must of necessity be true

tionmustneces- ^^ false ; in universals, as universals, always one
sariiy be true true but the Other false, and also in singulars, as

oth^erw^e'in. wc havc sliowu ; but in W\Q casc of universals not
respect of the universally enunciated, there is no such necessity,

and concerning these we have also spoken, but as

* Vide Whately, b. ii. c. 2, sect. 3.

2 That is, enunciation is equivocal.
3 " The garment is white " sifinifies many things, i. e. if the word

" garment" be assumed for "man " and " horse;" or it signifies nutliing,

that is, if it is sc assumed as to signify one thing, since being taken for

man, horse, the latter is not one thing, but nothing.
* For both may be true, as every garment (i. e. man) is rational, not

every garment (i. e. horse) is rational; or they may be both false.

* Taylor reads yivon'tvcjv, after the Laurentian MS. Waitz, Bekker,

and Buhle yivou'wiov. In iis quae sunt et qu<E facta sunt. Averrois.

Of course Aristotle does not mean by the assertion in the text, other than

that one is true and the other false.
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to singulars and futures, this is not the case. For if evei-y

affirmation or negation be true or false, it is also necessary

that every thing should exist or should not exist, for if one
man says that a thing Avill be, but another denies the same,

one of them must evidently of necessity speak truth, if every

affirmation or negation be true or false, for both will not

subsist in such things at one and the same time. Thus if

it is true to say that " a thing is white," or that " it is not

white," it must of necessity be "white" or not "white," and
if it is white or not white, it was true to affirm or to deny it :

also if it is not, it is falsely said to be, and if it is falsely

said to be, it is not ; so that it is necessary that either

the affirmation or the negation should be true or false. la-

deed there is nothins- which cither is, or is ojene-

rated fortuitously, nor casually, nor will be, or trueaffirma-

not be, but all thin^-s are from necessity, and not tion omega-
n .-, • 1 1 I ir> 1 X n ''0" IS made oi

casually, tor either he who atiirms speaivS truth, futures ex-

or he who denies, for in like manner it might
e^ifufnc?"^^

either have been or not have been, for that which
subsists casually neitlier does nor Avill subsist more in this

way than in that.^ Moreover if a thing is now "white," it

* Pluribus modis Aristoteles repetit et inculcat quod si aut affirmatio aut

negatio necessario sit vera de rebus futuris item e veritate in dicendo

coiligi possit quomodo res ipsae evenire debeant atque ex ipsis rebus ju-

dicetur quid sit verum, quid falsum : etenim si certum est et definitum

ulrum verum sit, utrum falsum in iis quae de rebus fuluris pronimtiantur,

praestituta sunt omnia, et qua3 eveniunt, necessario eveniunt. Waitz, It

is well observed by Ammonius, that the observations here made by Aristo-

tle " are conversant not only with logic, but with every part of philosophy."

Not all things are assumed to exist from necessity, but some are supposed

to be in our own power; this constitutes the doctrine of moral responsibi-

lity with the theologian, the scientific investigation of the philosopher, an

the division into necessary and contingent of the logician : with respec

to the last, the inquiry here seems to be whether all contradiction deh
nitely or only indelinitely comprehends these. The fatalist looks to the doc-

trine of necessity as authorizing his " affections and antipathies " to become
" the laws ruling his moral state," (Vide Shelley's Queen Mab,) forgetful of

the moral faculty of self-approval and the contrary, {doKijxacTTiK'q) and
(dTro^oKifiacFTiKr)), admitted by Epictetus, (Arr. Epict. lib. i. Capt. J,)

whilst others are led by it into the " visionary presumption of a peculiar

destiny." Vide Foster's Essays on the Epithet Romantic. For the

Ethical discussion of the subject, the reader is referred to Butler's Ana-
logy, and so far as certain laws of thought form the basis of logical ne-

cessity, he will fiml an admirable paper in chap. vi. of Mansi-l's Froli-go-

mena Logica. It is sutficient for our present purpose to state Uial
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\ was true to say before that it will be "white," so that it

was always true to say of any thing generated that it

either is, or that it will be ; but if it was always true to

say that it is, or will be, it is impossible that this is not,

nor should be ; and whatever must of necessity be, it is

impossible that it should not have been generated, and what
it is impossible should not have been generated must of iie-

I cessity have been generated ; wherefore all things that will

,
be, it is necessary should be generated, and hence there will

be nothing casual nor fortuitous, for if it were fortuitous it

would not be of necessity. Nor is it possible to say, that

neither of them is true, as that it will neither be, nor will not

be, for in the first place the affirmation being false, the nega-

3 Result of
^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ ^® true, and this being false, it re-

denying the suits that the affirmation is not true. And besides,

if it were true to say that a thing is at the same
time " white " and " great," both must of necessity be, but if

it shall be to-morrow, it must necessarily be to-morrow, and if

it will neither be nor will not be to-morrow, it will not be a

casual thing, for example, a naval engagement, for it would be

requisite that the eno;a"jement should neither oc-
Example. ' o o

cur nor not occur.

These and similar absurdities then will hap-

surdity follows pen, if of cvcry affirmation and negation, whether
from denying j^ respcct of uuivcrsals enunciated universally, or
the casual. ^ • i • • r> i

01 Singulars, it is necessary that one oi tlie op-

posites be true and the other false, but that nothing happens

casually in those things which subsist, but that all are, and

are generated of necessity ; so that it will neither be necessary

to deliberate nor to trouble ourselves, as if we shall do this

thing, something definite will occur, but if we do not, it will

not occur. For there is nothing to prevent a person for ten

thousand years asserting that this will happen, and another

person denying it, so that of necessity it will have been then

true to assert eitlier of them. And it makes no difference

whether any persons have uttered a contradiction or not, for

Aristotle traces here the institution of a word to the primary concept of

the tiling, so that if affirmation is true, a thing is, if negation is true, a

thing is not. If either be true or false, he who affirms or denies says truly

or falsely, so that if affirmative be true or false, a thing must necessarily

exist or not exist. He alleges two enthymematic proofs, tenniuatiug in a

reductio ad absu "dum.
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it is evident that the things are so, although the one should

not have affirmed any thing, or the other have denied it, since

it is not, because it has been alhrmed or denied, that therefore

a thing will or will not be, neither will it be more so for ten

thousand years than for any time whatever. Hence if a

thing so subsisted in every time that one of these is truly

asserted of it, it was necessary that this should take place

;

and each thing generated, always so subsisted, as to have been

generated from necessity, for when any one truly said that it

will be, it was not possible not to have been generated, and of

that which is generated, it was always true to say that it will be.

But* if these things are impossible— (for *videBekker,

we see that there is a beginning of future
anJ'the^^r.sic

things, both from our deliberation and practice, edition. Tay-

and briefly in things which do not always energize,
^"^ ''"'"' *^^ *'•

there is equally a power of being and of not being, in

which both to be and not to be occurs, as well as to have been

generated and not to have been generated ; and, indeed, we
have many things which evidently subsist in this manner, for

example, it is possible for this garment to have been cut in

pieces, and it may not be cut in pieces, but be worn out be-

forehand, so also it is possible that it may not be cut in pieces,

for it would not have been worn out before, unless it had been

possible that it might not be cut in pieces, and so also in re-

spect of other productions, which are spoken of according to

a power of this kind— ) then it is evident that all things

neither are, nor are generated of necessity, but 5. Many things

that some things subsist casually, and that their
^Xis^tencras

affirmation is not more true than their negation, and to the nature of

that there are others in which one of these subsists tioTor nega'

more frequently, and for the most part,^ yet so, that ^i^"-

either might possibly have occurred,but the other not.^

Wherefore, being, must of necessity be when it is,^

and non -being, not be, when it is not ; but it is not ne-

cessary that every being should be, nor that non-being

should not be, since it is not the same thing for every being

' As for instance, finding a treasure ; here the negation is oftener true

than the affirmation : except recently in California and AustraUa.
^ That is, the rarer may occur, but the more common may not.

' Hypothetically, i. e. a thing must be, if it is supposed to be, becausa
being and non-being cannot concur in eodem, ec*iem tempore.
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to be from necessity, wlien it is, and simply to be from ncces-

- T, „ , sity, and in like manner as to non-beinof. There
6. Parallel rea- . *',' . i . ,i ^^
eoning as to IS the same reasonii g also in the case ot contra-

and^a^difficuity
^^i^tion ; to be or not to be is necessary for every

as to the neces- thing, also that it shall, or shall not be, yet it is not

falsehood 0^ requisite to speak of each separately, but I say,
contingent fu- foj> instance, that it is necessary for a naval action
tures, solved. ''

. .

to occur or not occur to-morrow, yet it is not

necessary that there should be a naval action to-morrow, nor

that there should not be ; it is necessary, bowever, that it

should either be or not be. Wherefore, since assertions and
things are similarly true, it is evident that things which so

subsist, as that whatever bave bappened, the contraries also

were possible, it is necessary that contradiction should subsist

in the same manner, which happens to those things which are

not always, or which not always, are not. For of these, one

part of the contradiction must necessarily be true or false, not

indeed this or that, but just as it may happen, and one must
be the rather true, yet not already true nor false ;

^ so that it

is evidently not necessary that of every affirmation and nega-

tion of opposites, one should be true, but the other false ;- for

it does not happen in the same manner with things which are

not, but which either may or may not be, as with things

which are, but it happens as we have said ^

' When the contingents of course are unequal.
^ That is, delinitely.

3 Quae ex casu pendent et esse possunt et non esse
;
quare in liis affir-

matio et negatio (>) dvTi(pamg) q\uiin nihil pra?stitutum sit, eodem jure

vers vel falsa? pronuntianlur (o /xoiaig tx*0 altera utra enim admit tenda

erit neque tamen, altera alteri pra?ferenda, tanquam sit destinatum, et

certum quod eventurum sit; quamvis enim alteram veram fore niagis sit

probabile quam alteram (naWov d\7]0tj) nondum vera est donee
cventus eam comprobaverit. Waitz. Aristotle's object, ^vhilst he admits
the contingent, is to reduce it, for all logical purposes, to a necessary

certainty of consequence. The whole of this chapter proves at once the

practical turn of his mind, opposed alike to the ideal of Plato, the merely
probable (as a result) of the Academics, and the versatile sce])ticism of

Pyrrho, against whom Montaigne ushers in his own Philippic (Essay 12,

book ii.) by the famous quo'tation from Sextus Err.piricus.
" Nil sciri si quis putat, id quoque nescit

An sciri possit quo se, nil sciri fatetur."

Compare the i)hilosophical principle of ^or?«a^ necessity in this chapter

with B|). Butler's distinction between, " by necessity," and acting " neces-

sarily," Analogy, eh. (5, also his Inlroducticni, and part ii. ch. 2, upon the

ualuie of tlie contingent and proof.
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Chap. X.

—

Of Opposition with the addition of the Copula.^

Since affirmation signifies something of something, and this

is either a noun, or anonymous,'-^ (i. e. indefinite,) but what is

in affirmation must be one and of one thing,^ all

affirmation and negation will be either from a JniSiLti^)^*
"'

noun and a verb, or from an indefinite noun and
verb. (But what a noun is, and what the anon^Tnous, has been
shown before, for I do not reckon " not man " a noun, but an

indefinite noun, for an indefinite noun signifies in a certain

respect one thing, just as "is not well" is not a verb, but an
indefinite verb.) Still without a verb there is ^, , .,^ . . p . „ Cf. ch- 2, and 3.

neither an affirmation nor negation, for "is, or
" will be," or " was," or " is going to be," and so forth, are

verbs, from what has been already laid down, since in

addition to something else they signify time. Hence the

first affirmation and negation (will be), "man is," "man is

not," afterwards "non-man is," "non-man is not." Again,
" every man is," " every man is not," " every non-man is,"

"every non-man is not," and the same reasoning holds in

times beyond (the present).^ But when " is," is additionally

' This is called opposido tertii adjacentis, and a proposition is so de-

nominated Avhere the copula is separated from the predicate ; otherwise

where the two form one word, as " He walks," the proposition is called

secundi adjacentis ; hitherto the latter has been treated of, and the co-

pula and predicate considered equivalent to a single verb, as \iVKov (De
Int. ch. 2) to XtvKov Ian. I have followed Taylor in tinishing the sen-

tence before the bracket.
' 'Avu)vvfiov vocat to aopiarov ovofia quod ex sequentibus apparet,

quamquara to cii>u)vvjxov alium sensum habere solet apud Arist. Waitz.
Vide supra. " Something of something," means of which something is

asserted.
^ This is true also of negation. The statement has already been made,

ch. 8, that there must be one subject, and one predicate. Vide Whately,
b. ii. c. 2.

* Literally, " external times," tCjv Iktoq ^k xp6vu)v. On the distinc-

tion between the copula and the third per. sing, of £«/zi, as predicating

existence, see Pacius de Int. c. 3, and Biese, vol. i. p. 95.—Upon the pre-

dicate having the negation added to it for the sake of obtaining a parti-

cular affirmative premise, see Whately, b. ii. ch. 2 : where of course it ia

added to the subject, as in the text, it becomes an indefinite subject, to

which the finite is stated prior, as being of an incomplex nature, and by thia

means the character of the proposition is sometimes changed, and tte
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predicated as the third thing, then the oppositions are enun-
ciated doubly ;

^ I say for instance, " a man is ju,st
;

" nere the

word " is," I say, is placed as a third thing, whether noun or

verb, in the afhrmation, so that on this account, these will be

„ ^,,, ,
four, of which two will subsist with respect to

2. If the copula ^ . , . ,. t t r
be added, there atnrmation and negation, according to the order ot

CTuiicl-uions— consequence, as privations, but two will not.^ But
their subsist- I say that the word " is," will be added to "just " or
ence exerup i-

^^ ^^ ^^^^ just," * SO that also negation is added, where-
* ^fan ornon- f^^^e there will be four. We shall understand,
man, Waitz.

i • •
-i r. i i •

however, what is said irom the under-written

examples :
"* "A man is just," tlie negation of this is, " a man

isnotjust;" " he is not a just man," the negative of this is, "he
is not not a just man," for here tlie word "is," and "is not,"

will be added to the "just" and the "not just," wherefore

An, Pr. 46. thcsc things, as we have shown in the Analytics,

are thus arranged. The same thing will happen

withThei'r^^e"' ^^ ^^® affirmation be of a noun taken universall} ,*

cuHarity, uni- as for instance, "every man is just ;" of this the

negation is, "not every man is just," "every man
is not just," "not every man is not just," except that it does

not similarly happen that those which are diametrically op-

posed are co-verified;'' sometimes, however, this does hap-

subject admits an affirmative. Vide Huyshe, 5
1

, and the translator's note,

\ldricli's Log., Oxford, 1843.
' That is, besides the two terms, (man) subject, and (just) predicate.
* The enunciations will be four which have the same predicate, and

in a certain respect the same subject. Two of these, he says, will subsist

with respect to affirmation and negation according to the order of con-

sequence, because " man is not just," man not is not just, are referred to
'' man is just," " man not is just," as privations are referred to habits.

By the word negation here, he docs not mean the whole proposition, but
the words " not is." Farther on he calls " not " negative,

* '£*c Totv vTToytypa^jxevojv. Tabula hoc modo disponenda erit

ovie tariv oh diKaiog dvOpcJTrog ^ / ovk i9Ti diKatog avOpioiroQ

f<TTi, diKaiog avOpojirog — —^ "Eotiv oh diKaiog av9p<tJirog.

Waitz.
The place subsequently referred to in the Analytics, is upon the opposition

of indefinites.

* That is, of a distributed subject, which is the case in universal pro-

position. Vide Whately, book ii. cli. 2, sect. 2.

* Since indefinites are compared to particulars, in contingent matte*
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pen, these two therefore are opposed to each other.
4 others witi

But the other two (are opposed) in respect to an indefinite

*' non-man," as to a certain added subject, as
^" ^^^^'

"non-man is just," "non-man is not just," "the non-just is

not man," "the not non-just is not man:" there are not.

however, more oppositions than these, but these withoui

those, will be by themselves, as using the noun, "non-man.*
In those, however, wherein, " is," is not adapted,—as in " he

enjoys health," and " he walks,"—here it produces the same
when thus placed, as if "is" were added; as " every man
enjoys health," " every man does not enjoy health," " every

non-man enjoys health," "every non-man does not enjoy

health." For it must not be said, " not every man," but the

negation, "not," must be added to " man ;" for "every" does

not signify universal, but that (the thing is taken) universally.^

This is however evident, from " a man enjoys health," " a man
does not enjoy health," " non-man is well," " non-man is not

well," these differ from those, in not being universally (taken ).'^

Hence "every," or "no one," signilies nothing else, than that

aifirmation or negation is of a noun universally (assumed)

;

wherefore it is necessary to add other things of the same kind.**

But because the contrary negation to tliis, "every animal

is just," is that which signifies that "no animal is just," it

is evident that these will never be either true at the same
time, nor in respect to the same subject, but the opposites to

these will sometimes be so, as "not every animal is just,"

and "some animal is just.""* But these follow;
5. consequence

the one, "no man is just," follows "every man of the negative

opposite enunciations may be true. Contraries are both false in contin-

gent matter, never both true ; subcontraries both true in contingent mat-
ter, never both false ; contradictories ahvays one true, another false. Vide
scheme of opposition.

' " Every," " all," " no," etc., are called universal signs, and show
that the subject is distributed ; but "when the common term has no sign

at all, the indefinite is decided by the propositional matter, i. e. is uni-

versal in impossible, aud particular in contingent matter. Vide the com-
mon Logics.

^ The enunciations, " man is -well," " man is not well," differ from
'• every man is well," " every man is not well."

^ That is, as the indefinite is made indefinite by the addition of nega-
tion to the subject, the same should be done in a definite enunciation, as
" ever^' man is well," every non-man is well. to. ovv aWa ra avra dtX

frpb(TTi9evai, " reliqua ergo eadem oportet (dicontem) apponere." Buhle,
* These are the particulars, or subcontr-'^^'"'^

F
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upon the af- is not just," but the opposite, " some man is just,"

vice^versii
^^ follows " not cvcry man is not j ust," for it is neces-

sary that some man should be just. In the case

also of singulars, it is evident that if a man being questioned

denies truly, he asserts also truly, as, "Is Socrates wise?
No ! " Socrates therefore is not a wise man. But in the case

of universals, what is similarly asserted is not true, but the

negation is true, as, " Is every man wise ? No !

" Every man
therefore is not wise ; for^ this is false, but this,

fm^rfa'^*^'"^ " not every man then is wise," is true, and this is

opposite, but that is contrary.

Opposites, however, as to indefinite nouns and verbs, as "non-
man" and "non-just," may seem to be negations without a noun
and verb, but they are not so, for the negation must always of

necessity be either true or false, but he who says " non-man "

does not speak more truly or falsely, but rather less, than he who
z, A . . ^ says " man," except something be added. Still the
6. An mdefi- '' ,.

' ^
.
^ . „ , ^ .

nitenotaie- asscrtion, " cvcry non-man is just, does not sig-

ciatbn?
^"""

^^fy ^^^ same as any one ofthose (propositions), nor

the opposite to this, namely, " not every non-mar.
is just ;" but the assertion, "every one not just is not a man,"
means the same with, "no one is just who is not a man."

Nouns and verbs indeed, when transposed, have the same sig-

nification, as, " he is a white man," " he is a man white," for

unless it be so, there will be many negations of the same thing,

but it has been shown that there is one of one ; of this, " he

is a white man," there is the negation " he is not a white man,"
and of the other, " he is a man white," (except this be the

same with " he is a white man,") the negation will either be
" he is not, not a man white," or " he is not a man white."

7. No differ- But the One is a negation of this, " he is not a

luoVor n^g™" man white," and the other of this, " he is a white
tion produced man " (so ^ that there will be two negations of one

* This parenthetical sentence is omitted by Taylor, but given by Bek-
ker, Waitz, Buhle, and Averrois ; the last gives the following scheme of

Enunciationum indefinitarum dispositio.

. ( Affirmativa simplex Negativa simplex )
j^

( Homo est Justus Homo non est Justus

E

( Negativa infmita Affirmativa infinita ) pv

\ Homo non est non Justus Homo est non Justus j

( Negativa privatoria Affirmativa privatoria ) p
( Homo non est injustus Homo est injustus j
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affirmation) ; wherefore it is evident that when a by transposi-

noun and verb are transposed, the same affirmation *'°"'

and negation result.

Chap. XI,

—

Of the Composition and Division of Propositions.

To affirm, and deny, one thing of many, or many
j q^^ ^-^mg

of one, is not one affirmation nor one negation, cannot be said

except that is some one thing which is manifested many of one.

from the many : I mean by one, not if one name p7 °"^ affimia-

.
•'

, .
"^

. „ , . tion or nega-
be given to many things, nor it jne thing result tion.— Excep-

from them, as "man" is perhaps "animal," and ^^°"*

" biped," and " mild," yet one thing results from these ; but

from "white" and "man," and "to walk," one thing does not re-

sult, so that neither if a person affirm one certain thing of these

is it one affirmation, but there is one articulate sound indeed,*

yet many affirmations, nor if he affirmed these things of one,

(would there be one affirmation,) but in like manner, many. If,

then, dialectic interrogation be the seeking of an answer, either

of a proposition, or of either part of a contradiction, (but a

proposition is a part of one contradiction,) there would not be

one answer to these, for neither is there one interrogation,

not even if it be true : we have, however, spoken of these in

the Topics, at the same time it is evident that. Topics, viii, 7.

What is it ? is not a dialectic interrogation, ^ for a
^f^prioJAn^*

choice should be given from the interrogation to i. i

.

He divides also "universals" and "particulars" after the same manner.
Ttle whole treatise he distinguishes into two books, the 2nd commencing
with this chapter, and treating of indefinite enunciations generally. The
Greeks resolved it into five sections ; Boethius, sometimes into two, and
at others into six books ; the Latin translators generally, into two books.
These differences, in the earlier commentators, have given rise to much
confusion in quotation, amongst their successors.

' Or (p(t)vi) fiia—una vox. Aristotle's doctrine in the Topics differs

from that of Porphyry, as the latter does from Aldrich. The word
KaTT}y6pr]fia, occurrent lower down, signifies a predicable—the expres-
sions categorematic and syncategorematic are not Aristotelian, but are
met with in Michael Psellus. Cf. Trendelenburg, Elem. sect. 9. Waitz,
vol. i. p. 267.

2 On the nature of the interrogation, see Whately ii. 2, 1, and upon
interrogational fallacy, book iii. sect. 9. Si quis vero quaerit iia ut quod
responderi debeat unum quidem sit, sed definitione data exponendum,
unum quidem est quod quaeritur et quod rcspondetur, quaestio vero dia-
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tr,'o3.op/<7a(70a.. cnunciatc tliis or that part of the contradiction ;

layior. -^^^ ^j^^ interrogator must besides define, whether
this particular thing, or not tliis, be a man.

As, however, there are some thinjj^s T)redieated

as composites, so that there is one whole preihcable,

of those which are predicated separately, but others are not so,

what is the difference ? For in respect of " man," we may truly

and separately predicate "animal "and "biped," and these as one
thing ; also " man " and " white," and these as one thing ; but
not if he is " a shoemaker" and " a good man," is he therefore

also a good shoemaker. For if, because each of
.s. Disjunctions ,

,

. ^ i , i • • i -i ^ t i c
not to be as- thcsc IS truc, Doth, conjointly, should be of neces-
sumed, as con- gj^y truc, many absurdities would follow, for
junctively true. »»!•» p" man and " white ' are truly predicated of a

man, so that the whole together may be ; ^ again, if the thing

"is white," the whole conjointly "is white," wherefore, it

will be " a man white, white," even to infinity ; again, " a

musician white walking," and these frequently involved to

infinity. Once more, if " Socrates" is " Socrates" and " man,"
" Socrates" is also " Socrates man," and if he is "man" and
"biped," he is also "man biped;" wlierefore it is evident, if

a man says conjunctions are simply produced,^ the result will

be that he will utter many absurdities.

Let us now show how they are to be placed. Of things

predicated, and of those of which it jiappens to be predi-

cated, whatever are accidentally enunciated, either in respect

of the same, or the one of the other, these will not be one ; as

"man is white," and "a musician;" but "whiteness" and

Icctica, quoniam quacstione dialectic^ non interrogatur quae sit liominis

definitio, sed utrum liaec sit hominis definitio, an noii sit. Waitz.
' Since " man " and '* white " are predicated at the same time, and the

subject may be said to be " a white man." The rule is, that we cannot

use a separate predicate when there is in the subject any thing so opposed
to a portion of the predicate, as to cause any contradiction, as if a dead
man were called a man. If there is any contradiction between tlxe pre-

dicate and subject, the proposition will be false, yet if there be no such
contradiction, it docs not fullow that the latter is always true. In most
cases, however, of this sort, we find a fourth term surreptitiously intro-

duced, by the ambiguity of the copula,
* Tag av^irXoKUQ (ittXCjq yivtaOai, si quis simpliciter dicat com-

plexiones fieri. Averrois. Compare Whately, book i. and ii. ch. 5 ; also

book iii. sect. 9; also Hill's Logic, lOS, et seq., and observations upoa
logical division.
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"music" are not one tiling, for botli are accidents to the same
thing. Neither if it be true to call what is white musical,

yet at the same time will "musical" "white" be one thing,

for what is "white" is " musical " per accidens, so that " white
musical" will not be one thing, wherefore neither

is a man said to be "a good shoemaker" singly, simple and^

but also "a biped animal," because these are not composite pre-

predicated ot him per accidens. Moreover, nei-

ther are such things which are inherent in another (to be

added), hence, neither is "whiteness" (to be predicated)

repeatedly, nor is "a man" "a man animal," nor (a man)
" biped," since both animal and biped are inherent in man

;

still it is true to assert it singly of some one, as that " a cer-

tain man is a man," or that " a certain white man is a white
man," but this is not the case always. But when some op-

position is in the adjunct which a contradiction follows, it is

not true, but fiilse, as to call a dead man a man, but when
such is not inherent, it is true. Or when something (contra-

dictory) is inherent, it is always not true ; but when it is not

inherent, it is not always true, as " Homer" is something, "a
poet," for instance, ^' is" he therefore, or "t*" he not? for

" is" is predicated of Homer accidentally, since " is" is predi-

cated of Homer because he is a poet, but not per se (or essen-

tially). Wherefore, in whatever categories, contrariety is not

inherent, if definitions are asserted instead of nouns, and are

essentially predicated, and not accidentally, of these a parti-

cular thing may be truly and singly asserted ; but non-being,

because it is a matter of opinion, cannot truly be called a
certain being, for the opinion of it is, not that it is, but that

it is not.

Chap. XII.—On Modal Proposition

}

TiiKSE things then being determined, let us con- i. or thenega-

sider how the affirmations, and neo^ations of the tip^s.^ov iwa-

possible and impossible to be, subsist with reter- xouevov eica.,
^nd the lik.6

ence to each other, also of the contingent and the

' Aristotle here enumerates four modes, but in Anal. Prior, i. 2, they

are reduced to two, the necessary and contingent. See St. Hilaire's

Translation. The Greek commentators have multiplied the modes, by
allowing any adverb, added to the predicate, or adjective qualifying the

subject to constitute a modal. The word rpoTrof, as applied to the modea
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non-contingent, and of the impossible and necessary, since this

has some doubtful points. For if among the complex, those

contradictions are mutually opposed, which are arranged ac-

cording to the verb " to be," and " not to be," (as for instance

the negation "to be a man," is
'*' not to be man," not this,

" to be not a man," and the negation of " to be a white man "

is " not to be a white man," and not this " to be not a white

man," since if affirmation or negation be true of every thing, it

will be true to say " that wood is not a white man,")—if this be

so, in those things to which the verb " to be " is not added,

that which is asserted instead of the verb " to be," will pro-

iuce the same thing. For example, the negation of " a man
walks," will not be " non-man walks," but, " a man does not

walk," for there is no difference in saying that " a man walks,"

or that " a man is walking," so that if this is every where the

case, the negation of "it is possible to be," will be "it is pos-

sible not to be," and not "it is not possible to be." But it

appears that it is possible for the same thing both to be, and
not to be, for every thing which may possibly be cut, or may
possibly walk, may also possibly not be cut, and not walk, and

the reason is that every thing which is thus pos-
2. The possible—

q[]jIq ^Qgg j^q^ alwavs enerojize,^ so that nejjation

will also belong to it, for that which is capable

of walking, may not walk, and the visible may not be seen.

Still however it is impossible that opposite affirmations and
negations should be true of the same thing, wherefore the ne-

of propositions and of syllogisms, comes from the Greek commentators,
but is not Aristotelian. (Ammonius Schol. p. 130, a. 16.) The ad-

mission of modals into Logic, has been strongly advocated and opposed
;

the determination of the implied matter of a pure proposition is extra-

logical of course, but respecting the expressed matter of a modal, the

reader will find some valuable remarks in Mansel's Logic. The authorities

are, on one side of the question Sir W. Hamilton, on the other Kant
and St. Hilaire. A modal is reducible to a pure categorical, by uniting

the modal word to the predicate, or to the subject when the mode only

expresses the nature of the matter of the proposition, e. g. a fish neces-

sarily lives in the water, i. e. all lish live in the water. Though the man-
ner of connexion between the extremes is expressed in a modal, yet it

does not thereby test the quantity of the proposition, as there are uni-

versals and particulars in each mode. On the distinction of propositional

matter, see Sir. W. Hamilton, Ed. Rev. No. 115, p. 217. Also tlie com-
mentary of Ammonius, de Int. 7, (Scholia, p. 115, a. 14).

' " Non semper in acUi est." Averrois. Cf. Metap. lib. ii. 4, and bookfl
" and 8 ; also Physics, lib. ii.

t

I
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gation of " it is possible to be," is not " it is possible not to

be." Now it results from this that we either at the same
time affirm and deny the same thing of the same, or that the

affirmations and negations are not made according to the ad-

ditions, " to be " or " not to be ;

^
" if therefore, that, be im-

possible, this, will be to be taken, wherefore the negation of
" it is possible to be," is " it is not possible to be,"

(but* not it is possible not to be). Now there is Bekken"''
^^

the same reasoning also about the being contingent,

for the negation of this is, not to be contingent, and in like

manner as to the rest, for example the necessary and impossible,

since as in those it happens that, " to be," and, " not to be," are

additions, but "whiteness" and "man" are subjects, so here
" to be " and " not to be," become as subjects, but " to be possi-

ble," and " to be contingent," are additions which determine the

true and false in the (enunciations) "to be possible" and "to
be not possible," similarly as in those, " to be," and " not to be." ^

But of " it is possible not to be," the negation is not, "it is not

possible to be," but " it is not possible not to be," and of " it is

possible to be," the negation is not, "it is possible not to be," but,

" it is not possible to be ;" wherefore, "it is possible to be," and,

"it is possible not to be," will appear to follow each other ; for it

is the same thing, " to be possible to be," and "not to be," since

such things are not contradictories of each other, namely, " it is

possible to be," and, " it is possible not to be." But " it is pos-

• Sequitur enim hinc aut idem vere simul affirmari et negari de eodem
aut non secundum apposita quatenus ea, sunt et non sunt, fieri affirma-

tiones et negationes. Si ergo illud fieri nequit {ut negatio propositionis

modalem negativam efficiat) hoc (ut negatio modi efficiat modalem nega-
tivam) eligendum fuerit. Buhle.

' Vide Huyshe's Logic, p. 50. As regards modality, judgments accord-

ing to Kant are problematical, assertorial, and apodeictical. The first are

accompanied by a consciousness of the bare possibility of the judgment

;

the second by a consciousness of its reality ; the third by a consciousness

of its necessity. Modality is thus dependent on the manner in which a

certain relation between two concepts is maintained, and may vary ac-

cording to the state of different minds, the given concepts, and conse-

quently the matter of the judgment, remaining unaltered. Mansel's Prol.

Log., and Appendix, note G. The real state of the case appears to be that,

in the endeavour to combine psychological variation with logical distinct-

ness, philosophers have sacrificed the proper office of the latter. As far

as proposition is concerned, modals may be turned at once into pure ca«

tegoricals, in fact, they aff"ect nc\t the relation between the terms, but sim»

ply the subject or predicate, iu other words, the terms themselves alone.
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siblc to be," airl " it is not possible to be," are never ti-ue of

the same thing at the same time, for tliey are opposed, neither

at least are, " it is possible not to be," and " it is not possible

not to be," ever true at the same time of the same thing. Like-

wise of, "it is necessary to be," the negation is not, "it is

necessary not to be," but this, " it is not necessary to be," and

of, ^'it is necessary not to be," (the negation) is this, "it is

not necessary not to be." Again, of, "it is impossible to be,"

the negatiqn is not "it is impossible not to be," but "it is not

impossible to be," and of, " it is impossible not to be," (the

negation) is, " it is not impossible not to be." In fact, uni-

versally, as we have said, "to be" and "not to be," we must

2. The e'lvai necessarily regard as subjects, but those things
and M^ eZva. to -vyhich producc affirmation and negation we must
be considered • i /, , i m -i ,e . ^ i ?> i ^

as subjects, connect With "to be and "not to be : we ought

rffim'Ition and ^^^^ ^^ cousidcr thcsc as opposite affirmations and
negation is to negations ;

possible, impossible, contingent, non-
be connected,

contingent, impossible, not impossible, necessary,

not necessary, true, not true.

Chap. XIII. Of the Sequences of Modal Propositions.

The consequences are rightly placed thus :
" it

thod'^ot dV™os- happens to be," follows, " it is possible to be," and
ing relative ^\^\^ reciprocatcs with that ; also, "it is not impos-
consequences, ., , , „ , ,,. . i » -f^ ,

sible to be and "it is not necessary to be. But,

" it is not necessary not to be," and, " it ^ is not impossible not to

be;" follow, "it is possible not to be," and, "it may happen

not to be ; " and, " it is necessary not to be," and, " it is im-

possible to be," follow, " it is not possible to be," and, " it does

not happen to be;" but, "it is necessary to be," and also,

" it is impossible not to be," follow, " it is not possible not to

be," and, " it is not contingent not to be : " what we say how-

ever may be seen from the following description :

1 3

It is possible to be It is not possible to be

It may happen to be It may not happen to be

' Bekker, Buhlc, and Waitz read this clause differently : as all are,

however, agreed in the scheme given, I have reconciled their variation

by a reference to that. . Taylor appears to have done the same.



CHAP. XIII.] ON INTERPRETATION. 73

It is not impossible to be It is impossible to be

It is not necessary to be. It is necessary not to be.

2 4

It is possible not to be It is not possible not to be
It may happen not to be It may happen not to be
It is not impossible not to be It is impossible not to be
It is not necessary not to be. It is necessary to be.

Therefore the impossible, and the not impossi- i. ^6d^vvarov.

ble, follow contradictorily the contino^ent, and the '1°' °"* ° •

possible, and the non -contingent, and the not ia>r, reciproce.

possible, and vice versa ;
* for the negation of the

impossible, namely, "it is not impossible to be," follows, "it is

possible to be," but affirmation follows negation, for, " it is im-
possible to be " follows " it is not possible to be," since " it is

impossible to be," is affirmation, but, " it is not impossible to

be," is negation.

Let us next see how it is with necessary matter, now it is

evident that it does not subsist thus, but contraries follow^

and contradictories (are placed) separately,' for, "it is not ne-

cessary to be," is not the negation of " it is ne- „ ,

,

.... ^ - ° •111 2. TO avatKctiov
cessary not to be, since both, may possibly be true its peculiarity,

of the same thing, as that which necessarily, is not, and VJlTof.^*''""

need not of necessity, be. But the reason why the

necessary follows not, in like manner, other propositions, is

that the impossible being enunciated contrarily to the ne-

cessary, signifies the same thing ; for what it is impossible

should exist, must not of necessity be, but ?iot be, and what is

impossible should not be, this must of necessity be ; so that

if these similarly follow the possible and the not possible,

these (do so) in a contrary mode,^ since the necessary and the

impossible do not signify the same thing, but, as we have said,

* Contrarias eas appellat, qtium propterea quod non est aliud nomen,
quod iis melius conveniat, turn maxime propter locos, quos occupant in

tabula quam adscripsit : nam in hac i% ivavriag collocatae sunt ovk dvay-
Kcilov t'lvai et dvay. /xtj elvai Waitz. In the table given above the two
former in each column are contraries to the two former in the opposite

;

and the two latter in each are contrary sequences from the two former.

Necessity, according to Aristotle, (Ethics, ch. iii.,) was either absolute

(aTrXutg), or hypothetical {iK vTroQicreiog), the former immutable, the lat-

ter only conditional. See also Metap. lib. iv.

' Namely, " it is necessary and it is net necessary."
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Buhie and ^^^^ versa. Or is it impossible that the contra-

Averrois omit dictories of the necessary should be thus disposed ?
e question.

^^^^ what, " is necessarj to be" is "possible to

be," since if not, negation would follow, as it is necessary eithei

to affirm or deny, so that, if it is not possible to be, it is im-

possible to be, wherefore it would be impossible for that to

be, which necessarily is, which is absurd, but the enunciation,

"it is not impossible to be" follows the other, "it is possible

to be," which again is followed by, " it is not necessary to

be," whence it happens that what necessarily exists does not

necessarily exist, which is absurd. But again neither does,

*'it is necessary to be" follow "it is possible to be," nor

does the proposition, " it is necessary not to be," for to that,

both, may occur, but whichever of these is true,' those ^ will

be no longer true, for at one and the same time, it is possible

to be, and not to be, but if it is necessary either to be or not

to be, both, will not be possible. It remains therefore, that

"it is not necessary not to be," follows " it is possible to be ;"

for this^ is also true in respect of what is necessary to be,

since this becomes the contradiction of that proposition which

follows, viz. "it is not possible to be;" as "it is impossible

to be," and " it is necessary not to be," follow that, of which the

negation is, " it is not necessary not to be." Wherefore these

contradictions follow according to the above-mentioned mode,

and nothing absurd results, when they are thus disposed.'*

Still it may be doubted whether " it is possible

diffiSy'as'^t'o* to be," follows " it is necessary to be," for if it

the above, by docs not foUow, the Contradiction will be conse-

between ration- quent, namely, " it is not possible to be," and if a
ai and irration- j^^jj should deny this to be a contradiction, it will
al potentiality. -^

. . i «
be necessary to call, " it is possible not to be, a

contradiction, both which are false in respect of necessary

matter. Nay, on the contrary, it appears to be possible that the

same thing should " be cut" and " not be cut," should " be " and
" not be," so that what necessarily " is," may happen " not to be,"

which is false. Nevertheless it is evident that not every thing

which can " be," and can " walk," is capable also of the op-

posites, for in some cases this is not true. In the first place,

* That is, it is necessary to be, and it is necessary not to be.

' It is possible to be, and it is possible not to be.

• It is not necessary not to be. * As above.
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in those things which are potent irrationally,^ as

fire is calorific, and has irrational power ; rational
flJ^^J^"^^^^'''"'

powers then are those of many things, and of

the contraries ; but not all irrational powers, for, as we
liave said, fire cannot heat, and not heat, nor such other

things as always energize. Yet even some irrational powers

can at the same time receive opposites ; but this has been

stated by us, because not every power is susceptible of con-

traries, not even such as are predicated, according to the

same species. Moreover, some powers are equivocal, for tlie

possible is not predicated, simply ; but one thing is (called so),

because it is true, as being in an energy, as it is possible for a

man to walk, because he walks, and in short, a thing is pos-

sible to be, because that is already in energy which is said to

be possible ; on the other hand, another thing (is said to be

possible), because it may be in energy ; as it is possible to

walk, because a man may walk. Now this power exists in

movable natures only, but that in immovable ; but with re-

spect to both, it is true to say, that it is not impossible to

walk or to be, and that a man is now walking and energizing,

and has the power to walk, hence it is not true^ to predicate

that which is thus possible, in respect of necessary matter,

simply, but the other is true. Wherefore since the universal

follows the particular, to be able to be, but not all ability, fol-

lows that which is of necessity, and indeed the , Th^ •

necessary and the non-necessary may perhaps be ov Kui uh a*^.

* Non secundum rationem possibilia. Buhle. " N on secundum ratio-

nem possunt." Averrois. Compare Metaph. lib. ii. and iv. and viii. In
the last place, the same distinction between rational and irrational powers
is maintained ; the reader will find also that the whole of the 8th chapter

turns on the difference between dvvdfiig and tvspyeia. Briefly, the former
is (as here) simple potentiality ; the latter, that active state, in whic!!

potentiality may be. Aristotle places the Ivepytia, and properly, ante

cedent to the Svvafiig. Vide also Ethics, book i. ch. 2. Avvafieig con-
sidered as faculties were tive, of which vegetables possessed one, brutes
four, and man all. Compare Aristot, de Anima. The resistance given,

has respect to the potentiality of the will, which of course is excluded
from irrational subjects, hence they are, in a sense, unsusceptible of con-
traries ; man's will, being potential, has power to restrict his Svvafitig,

or place them in ivigynq, but irrational subjects have no potential will,

hence the difference.
'•* It is only truly asserted of what is hypothetically necessary, because

a thing must of necessity be, when it "will be, though it will not neces-

larily be.
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are the uoxh the principle of the existence, or of the non-exist-
wa^Ttoi-^e^ui, „

gj^^g qI" ^ji things, and we should consider other

things as consequent upon these.' Hence from

what we have stated, it is clear that whatever exists of necessity,

is in energy, so that if eternal natures are prior in existence,

4. The TO €f, energy also is prior to power, and some things, as
mrj^KHfow. Kar' tlicfirst substauccs, arc energies without power.
Priority. "but othcrs with powcr, namely, those which are

prior by nature, but posterior in time : lastly, there are some

which are never energies, but are capacities only.

Chap. XIV. Of Contrary Propositions.^

1. Those opin- ^^UT whether is affirmation contrary to negation.

Ions are con- or affirmation to affirmation ? and is the sentence

* The following order will explain

:

1 3

It is necessary to be It is not necessary to be
It is not possible not to be It is possible not to be

It may not happen not to be It may happen not to be
It is impossible not to be. It is impossible not to be.

2 4

It is necessary not to be It is not necessary not to be
It is not possible to be It is possible to be
It may not happen to be It may happen to be
It is impossible to be. It is not impossible to be.

Waitz observes that he does not consider the TrpdjTtj oixria here as in the

Categories, but as in the Metaphysics. Vide Metap. b. iii. 4, 6, etc., also

Physics, lib. ii. and De Anima, i. I, 2, and ii. 1, 2. Ed. Trendelenburg.
The learned note of Ammonius, too long to insert, tends to show no
more than what can be gleaned by the student from a reference to the

places quoted, namely, that with Aristotle, energy is prior to capacity,

and that the necessary being invariably the same in subsistence, can only

be predicated of things which are always in energy : this conclusion

being syllogistically educed, he proceeds to evolve the contingents and
consequences, placing form in energy, matter in capacity. In the Meta.
r2th book, he calls the gods—essences in energy. Composites are those

which participate of matter, and either may or may not retain form : thus
beings are, first, energies simple and immutable, next, those which are
mutable, yet connected with energy, others, which precede energy as to

time, but do not always obtain it, lastly, others which subsist as to capa-
city alone, and are not naturally adapted to energy. Vide Ammonius in

librum de lutcrpretatione.

2 This chapter is not given separately in the text, by Wailz: with

Ammonius it forms the fifth section of the treatise. He considers it eithei
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which says, "every man is just," contrary to the
trary winch are

one, "no man is just," or the sentence "every of contrary

• • ^ >> J. a • • X »» £t r> 1 matter, and the
man is just, to, "every man is unjust, as " Cal- propositionai

lias is iust," "Callias is not just," " Callias is un- contrariety cor-

• X V 1 • 1 r. xi, \ • -c- 'C
responds with

just, —which 01 these are contraries: ror it the contrariety

things in the voice, follow those which exist in °* opinion,

the intellect,' but there the opinion of a contrary is contrary,

as for instance, that "every man is just," is contrary to,

"every man is unjust," it is necessary that affirmations also

in the voice should subsist in the same manner, but if there,

the opinion of a contrary be not contrary, neither will affirm-

ation be contrary to affirmation, but the before- named ne-

gation. Hence it must be considered what false opinion is

contrary to the true opinion, whether that of negation or that

which opines it to be the contrary. I mean in this way,
there is a certain true opinion of good that it is good, but an-

other false opinion that it is not good, lastly, a third, that it is

evil, wliich of these therefore is contrary to the true opinion ?

and if there is one, according to which is it contrary ? If then

a man should fancy contrary opinions to be defined by this,

that they are of contraries, it would be erroneous, for of good
tliat it is good, and of evil that it is evil, there is perhaps the

same opinion, and it is true whether there be many (opinions)

or one : but these are contraries, yet not from their being of

contraries are they contraries, but rather from their subsist-

ing in a contrary manner.^ If then there is an opinion of good
that it is good, but another that it is not good, and there is

also something else, which is neither inherent, nor can be,

in good, we cannot admit any contrary of the rest, neither

as spuriously introduced by some one posterior to Aristotle, or written by
him to exercise the reader's judgment upon what has been said, as in the

Categories he contends that what is sensible is prior to sense, explaining

the system of relation generally in his Physical Auscultation.
' Vide supra, ch. i. ; also Ethics, book vi. ch. 1 and 2. As Waitz ob-

serves, he seems to refer to the same subject in the Metaphysics, where he
takes for granted that Ivavria iari So^a ^o^y r) Tfjg dvTi0acrtu»f , and again
in the Topics. Waitz, 363. Vide also Whately, book ii. ch. 2, 3, and
Huyshe, sect. 4 : whose remarks will fully explain this chapter. The
example, Callias is just—is unjust, is in fact a contradiction. (Vide De
Interpretatione, ch. 7.)

2 fiaWov Tip tvavTiwg, in a form of logical contrariety. On the three-

fold division of good, by the Pythagoreans and I'eripatetics, see 0^<'-.

Acad. i. 5; Tusc. v. 85. Ethics, book i. 3.
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such opinions as imagine the non-inherent to be inhcroiil, nor

the inherent to be non-inherent, (for both are infinite,' botli

as many as imagine the non-inherent to be inherent, and the

inherent to be non-inherent) ; but in those things in which there

is deception, (therein we admit contraries,) and these are from

which there are generations
;
generations however are from

opposites, wherefore deceptions also. If then good is good
and not evil, and the one is essential, but the other accidental

—(for it is accidental to it not to be evil) and of every thing

the opinion is more true and false which is essential, if the

true (be assumed)—the opinion that good is not good, is

false in respect of that which is essentially inherent, but

the opinion that it is evil is false of that which is from acci-

dent, so that the opinion of the negation of good would be

more false than the opinion of the contrary. He is however
especially deceived about every thing who holds a contrary

opinion, for contraries belong to things which are the most
diverse about the same thing. If then one of these is con-

trary, but the opinion of the negation is more contrary, it

is evident that this itself will be (truly) contrary ; but the

opinion that the good is evil is complex, for it is necessary

perhaps, that the same man should suppose (good) not good.

Once more, if it is requisite for the like to occur in other things,

it may seem to have been well said in this case also ; for the

(opposition) of negation is either every where or no where

;

but whatever things have no contraries, of these, the opposite

to the true opinion is false, as he is mistaken who fancies " a

man " " not a man," if then these (negations) are contrary the

other (opinions) also, of negation, are. Besides, it is the same
as to the opinion of good that it is good, and of what is not

good, that it is not good ; and also the opinion of good, that it

is not good, and of what is not good that it is good ; to the

opinion then of the not good that it is not good, which is true,

2. Nature of what wiU be the contrary? Certainly not that
contrariety be- -yvhich savs that it is cvil, siucc it may at one
tween affirma- •'

.

'
%

tion and nega- and the same time be true ; but truth is never
*^*"^* contrary to truth, for whatever is not good is evil,

so that it will happen that these opinions, shall be at one and

the same time, true. Nor again will that (opinion) that it is not

' This parenthesis is omitted by Taylor. I follow the reading of Buhle
and Waitz.
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evil, be (the contrary), for that is also true, and these may exist

at the same time, wherefore (the opinion) of what is not good,

that it is good, remains as a contrary to the opinion of wiiat is

not good, that it is not good, and this will be false, so that

the opinion of good that it is not good, will be the contrary

to that of what is good, that it is good. That there will be no
difference though we should propose universal affirmation is

evident, for universal negation will be the contrary ; as for in-

stance, to the opinion which supposes every thing good to be

good, that nothing of good things is good (will be the contrary

opinion), for the opinion of good that it is good, if good be

universal, is the same with that which opines that whatever
is good is good, and this differs in no respect from the opinion

that every thing which is good is good, and the like takes place

as to that which is not good. So that if this be the case in

opinion, and affirmations and negations in the voice are sym-
bols of (conceptions) in the soul, it is clear that the universal

negation which is about the same thing, is contrary to affirm-

ation. For instance, to " every thing good is good," or that
" every man is good," (the negation is contrary,) that
" nothing or no man is good ;" but this, that " not every thing,

or not every man," (is good, is opposed) contradictorily. It

is however evident, that true opinion can neither possibly be
contrary to true opinion, nor true negation (to true negation),

for those are contraries which subsist about op- „ ^ ,
.

^8. Contraries
posites ; but about the same thmgs the same may cannot co-exist

be verified, but contraries cannot possibly be in- '"'** *" '"f
'^'''"^'

herent in the same thing, at one and the same time.^

* Vide the canones oppositanim. Aldrich. Also notes upon the 7th

chap, de Interpret.
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THE PRIOR ANALYTICS.

BOOK I.

Chap. I.

—

Of Propositmi^ Term, Syllogism, audits Elements^

1. Purport of It is first requisite to say what is the subject,

tliL^uTinm^t concerning Avhich, and why, the present treatise

of d.-moustra- Is Undertaken, namely, that it is concerning de-

monstration, and for the sake of demonstrative

science ; we must afterwards define, what is a proposition,

what a term, and what a syllogism, also what kind of syllo-

gism is perfect, and what imperfect ; lastly, what it is for

a thing to be, or not to be, in a certain whole, and what
we say it is to be predicated of every thing, or of nothing

(of a class)..

2. Definition of ^ proposition then is a sentence which afiirms or
(TrpoTaa.c) pro- denies somethino- of somethinfj;,^ and this is uni-
position. It is , . *^

,

• ^ n • XI • .

either, vcrsai, or particular, or indennite ; I denonnnate

versai"^""'
""^' ui^J^'^^'sal, the bcing present^ with all or none ;

2. fc-Kutpe., par- particular, the being present with something, or

z'!lxdbi6pi<nov, ^^t with something, or not with every thing ;

indefinite. but the indefinite the being present or not bcing

present, without the universal or particular (sign) ; as for

examiDle, that there is the same science of contraries, or that

' Aristotle herein analyzes syllogism and demonstration into their prin-

ciples ; the names Prior and Posterior were given to these treatises in

the time of Galen, but it is remarkable, that when Aristotle cites them,

he denominates the former, " Concerning Syllogism," and the lattwr

" Concerning Demonstration." Upon the subject of title, compare St.

Hilaire, Memoire, vol. i. p. 42, with Waitz, vol. i. p. 367 ; and for general

elucidation of the treatise itself, much information has been derived from

the vahiable commentary of Pacius.
'^ Oratio indicativa, etc., Aldrich, " Oratio enunciativa," Boethius. The

latter's dehnition is the better.

^ The word vTrapx^ii^, inesse, has given ample scope for the exercise of

Jogical contention : Taylor objects to transhiting it, the being inherent,

and points out an anomaly arising from I'acius' use of it in this way,

in the next chapter. He asserts that the real Aristotelian sense ii

** being present with." For the account of the word, see note, p. 53.
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pleasure is not good. But a demonstrative , ,,.^

proposition differs from a dialectic in this, that bet-ween the

the demonstrative is an assumption of one part of ^,e™onstratiye

the contradiction, for a demonstrator does not in- ana the 6.a\t/<-

terrogate, but assume, but the dialectic is an in- ^""' '"p°'^'"^-^-

terrogation of contradiction.^ As regards however forming a

syllogism from either proposition, there will be no difference

between one and the other, since he who demonstrates and

he who interrogates syllogize, assuming that something is or

is not present with something. Wherefore a

syllogistic i3roposition will be simply an afiirma- uc'^roposi?k)H

tion or negation of something concerning some-
thing, after the above-mentioned mode : it is however demon-
strative if it be true, and assumed throufjli hypo-

theses from the beginning,^ and the dialectic pro- ^trative
"^°"

position is to him who inquires an interrogation

of contradiction, but to him who syllogizes, an assumption

of what is seen and probable, as we have shown in the Topics.

What therefoi'e a proposition is, and wherein the syllogistic

demonstrative and dialectic differ, will be shown accurately

' The oldest Greek commentator, Alexander Aphrodisiensis, speaks of

the Xoyiicij Kal (rvWoyicrriKT^ upayp-aT^a as containing under it, aTTO-

deiKTiKi], £ia\iKTiKii}, TrfipaariKt), and cocpia-iK)^. Schol. p. 149, a. 19.

^ These are a^twjuara, the truth of Mhich are self-evident. Waitz.
They correspond to the Koival ivvoiai of the mathematicians. The place

referred to is the 1st book of the Topics. As assumption by the name of

hypothesis forms one of the Aristotelian apxat, or principles of science, we
annex the following table of the latter from Mansel's Appendix.

'Apxai

I

KOiva'i (i^ u)v) 'iciai (Trtpt b)

.J J

(original premises)
|

opi(T/ioi vTToOsffeig

Definitions. assumptions of the
real, of the subjects, existence of the subjects, as

aominal, of the attributes. a necessary condition

to their definition.

(N. B. The attributes are not

assumed, but proved to exJst

in their subjects.)

G
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in the following treatises, but for our present requirements

what has now been determined by us may per-
6. Definition of

j suffice. A^ain, I call that a " term," into
a term

—

epos. ^
. V . it p •

which a proposition is resolved, as tor instance,

the predicate and that of which it is predicated, whether to be

or not to be is added or separated. Lastly, a

syiiogfsnf
* syllogism is a sentence in which certain things

being laid down, something else diiferent from

the premises necessarily results, in consequence of their ex-

istence.^ I say that, "in consequence of their existence,"

something results through them, but though something happens

through them, there is no need of any external term in order

to the existence of the necessary (consequence),

either perfect, Wherefore I call a perfect syllogism that which

IrarlxnT' requires nothing else, beyond (the premises) as-

sumed, for the necessary (consequence) to appear :

but an imperfect syllogism, that which requires besides, one

or more things, which are necessary, through the supposed

terms, but have not been assumed through propositions.^ But
for one thing to be in the whole of another, and for one thing

to be predicated of the whole of another, are the same thing,

8 D finf
^^^ ^^^ ^^y ^^ ^^ predicated of the whole, when no-

of predication thing Can be assumed of the subject, of which the

nuno^"^^*^ other may not be asserted, and as regards being

predicated of nothing, in like manner.^

^ Vide Aldrich. Aristotle's definition is translated by Aulus Gellius, xv.

26. Oratio in qua, consensis quibusdam et concessis aliud quid, quam
quae concessa sunt, per ea, quee concessa sunt necessario conficitur.

On the subject of the syllogism being a petitio principii, vide Mansel's

Logic, Appendix D.
^ Cf. Aquinas Opusc. 47. de Syll. cap. viii. Scotus, lib. i. Anal.

Trior, Quacst, xxii. seqq. Occam, Log. p. 3, cap. 6. The direct and in-

direct syllogisms of the Schoolmen must not be confounded with the per-

fect and imperfect of Aristotle : an indirect syllogism has the minor term
the predicate, and the major the subject, of the conclusion.

^ That is, when nothing can be assumed of the subject of which the

other can be predicated. With Aristotle the " dictum de omni et nullo,"

is the principle of all syllogism. Vide Whately, b. i. sect. 4. See also the

same principle, Categor. 3.
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Chap. II.—On the Conversion of Propositiojis.

Since every proposition is either of that which ,£).,•,
is present (simply), or is present necessarily or conversion,

contingently, and of these some are affirmative,
^f^coniersida

but others negative, according to each appellation ;
in e, univer-

again, since of affirmative and negative propositions ^^ ^'

some are universal, others particular, and others indefinite, it

is necessary that the universal negative proposition of what
is present should be converted in its terms ; for instance, it'

"no pleasure is good," "neither will any good be pleasure."

But an affirmative proposition we must of neces- g. a and i to

sity convert not universally, but particularly,^ as te convened

if " all pleasure is good," it is also necessary that ^^^ '^" ^^ ^'

"a certain good should be pleasure;" but of particular pro-

positions, we must convert the affirmative proposition parti-

cularly, since if " a certain pleasure is good," so also " will a

certain good be pleasure ;" a negative proposition however
need not be thus converted, since it does not follow, 3 conversion

if "man " is not present with " a certain animal," of o unneces-

that animal also is not present with a certain man. ^^^^

"

Let then first the proposition A B be an universal nega-
tive ; if A is present with no B, neither will B be present

Avith any A, for if it should be present with some A, for ex-

ample with C, it will not be true, that A is present with no
B, since C is something of B. If, again, A is pre-

sent with every B, B will be also present with
some A, for if with no A, neither will A be present with any
B, but it was supposed to be present with every B. In a

similar manner also if the proposition be particular, for if A

* Aristotle's account of conversion differs from that of Aldrich, since he
divides conversion into universal and particular, having respect to the qua-
lity of the proposition after conversion. 'A-rrXij avTi<TTpo(prj is mentioned
by Philoponus Scholia. On the conversion per accidens, of the logicians,

see Whately, b. ii. sect. 4. Boethius uses the expressions generalis and
per accidens, Whately's term, conversion by limitation, is far belter.

The example in the text is worked out more shortly by Theophrastus and
Eudemus. It is to be noticed that, having in Inter, ch. 12, spoken of four

modes, he here reduces them to two Vide St. Hilaire's Translation,

Preface, p. 66.

G 2
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be present with some B, B must also necessarily be present

with some A, for if it were present with none, neither would
A be present with any B, but if A is not present witli seme
B, B need not be present with some A, for example, if B is

'• animal," but A, " man," for man is not present with " every

animal," but " animal " is present with " every man."

Chap. III.

—

On the Conversion of Modal Proj)ositions}

1. Rule for
'^^^ Same system will hold good in necessary pro-

modai conver- positions, for an universal negative is universally
sion the same ,.,1 , , ..i at ±' 'i*
as for pure pro- Convertible, but either amrmative proposition par-
positions. Ex- ticularly ; for if it is necessary that A should be
ample of the -'

. t-» • • i i -r»

necessary mo- present With no B, it IS aiso necessary that B
^^^' should be present with no A, for if it should hap-

pen to be present with any, A also might happen to be pre-

sent with some B. But if A is of necessity present with

every or with some certain B, B is also necessarily present

with some certain A ; for if it were not necessarily, neither

would A of necessity be present with some certain B : a

particular negative however is not converted, for the reason

we have before assigned.

In contingent propositions, (since contingency is mul-

tifariously predicated, for we call the necessary, and the not

necessary, and the possible, contingent,) in all afRrmatives,

conversion will occur in a similar manner, for if A is con-

tingent to every or to some certain B, B may also be con-

tingent to some A; for if it were to none, neither would

A be to any B, for this has been shown before.
(Vide ch 2 )

J > , ,

The like however does not occur m negative

propositions, but such things as are called contingent cither

from their being necessarily not present, or from their being

not necessarily present, (are converted) similarly (with tiie

' Modality is not altogether excluded from Logic ; but is admitted by

Aristotle, only when, being expressed in a proposition, it necessitates un-

der certain conditions a corresponding modification of consequence.

Logic has nothing to do with deciding the truth or falsity of proposition,

per se, necessarily or contingently ; it only ascertains the necessary infer-

ence of conclusion from premises according to certain canons. Vide

some admirable remarks by Sir W. Hamilton on this subject. Psellu3

and Petrus Ilispanus are both extra-logical in their consideration of

matter.
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former) ; e. g. if a man should say, that it is 9. of the con-

contingent, for " a man. not to be " a horse," tingent, with

or for " whiteness " to be present with no " gar-
^^^^^ ^•

ment." For of these, the one, is necessarily not present, but
the other, is not necesearily, present ; and the proposition is

similarly convertible, for if it be contingent to no " man " to

be " a horse," it also concurs with no " horse " to be " a man,"
and if "whiteness " happens to no "garment," a "garment "

also happens to no " whiteness
;

" for if it did happen to any,

"whiteness" will also necessarily happen to "a certain gar-

ment," and this has been shown before, and in ,(,j^ ^

)

like manner with respect to the particular negative

proposition. But whatever things are called con- called contln-

tinsrent as beino; for the most part and from their ^^1!^ ""it^ the
oiiicrcnccs in

nature, (after which manner we define the contin- conversion he-

gent,) will not subsist similarly in negative conver- ^^^^^"^ ^ ^"'^ ^"

sions, for an universal negative proposition is not converted, but
a particular one is, this however will be evident when we speak
of the contingent. At present, in addition to what we have
said, let thus much be manifest, that to happen to nothing, or

not to be present with any thing, has an athrma- , q^ ^^^ ^ ^^
tive figure,* for " it is contingent," is similarly ar- interpreta-

ranged with "it is," and "it is" always and entirely

produces affirmation in whatever it is attributed to, e. g. "it

is not good," or, " it is not white," or in short, " it is ncrt this

thing." This will however be shown in what follows, but
as regards conversions, these will coincide with the rest.

Chap. IY.— Of Syllogism, and of thefirst Figure.

These things being determined, let us now de- 1. syllogism

scribe by what, when, and how, every syllojiism is ^^^"« "^^"^^'•'•/ cj universal than
produced, and let us afterwards speak of demon- demonstration

stration, for we must speak of syllogism prior to ed—us'nature
demonstration, because syllogism is more uni- and construc-

versal, since, indeed, demonstration is a certain
*^°"'

syllogism, but not every syllogism is demonstration.

When, then, three terms so subsist, with reference to each
other, as that the last is in the whole of the middle, and the mid-
dle either is, or is not, in the whole of the first, then it is neces-

sary that there should be a perfect syllogism of the extremes.
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^ ^ . . ^ But I call that the middle,^ which is itself in an-
Defiiiit;on of , ,.,

, ...„ ., ,•,,
-MeVoc, and of Other, whilst another is ni it/ and which also be-

of^syiiSsm^^^
comes the middle by position,^ but the extreme''

that which is itself in another, and in which an-
other also is.^ For if A is predicated of every B, and B of
every C, A must necessarily be predicated of every C, for it

lias been before shown, how we predicate " of every ; " so also

if A is predicated of no B, but B is predicated of every C, A
will not be predicated of any C. But if the first is in every

' That is, in the first figure, because the middle is placed otherwise in

the second and third figures.

^ That is, in the first figure ; the middle is the subject ol the major pre-

mise, and predicate of the minor.
^ That is, the middle is placed between the extremes. Aristotle, in

his figures, regards rather the extension of the middle, than its position

in the two premises. Vide Trendelenburg, Eiem. sect. 28. Waitz, Ana^
Pr. 23.

* The majus extremum, to jut(^ov uK-pov, is called also to irpioTov.

An. Pr. book i. ch. 31 ; the minus, to 'iXaTTOv, also to taxarov. An.
Fr. book ii. ch. 8. Cf. Aldrich, cap. iii. sect. 3.

* The minor extreme is the subject of the middle in the minor pre-

mise ; and the major extreme is the predicate of the middle in the major

premise.

Et. 1. Every man is an animal

No horse is a man
Every horse is an animal.

Es. 2. No line is science

No medicine is a line

Every medicine is science.

El. 3. Some tiabit
1 1^ ^^^^ |

good

All prudence is a habit

All prudence is good.

Ex. 4. Some horse
| jj ^^^^ J

white

No swan is a horse

Every swan is white.

K3. &. Every man is an animal

Something white (i. e. a swan)

is not a man
Every swan is an animal.

No man is inanimate

Something white (i. e. snow)

ia not a man
All snow is inanimate.

Every man is an animal
No stone is a man
No stone is an animal.

No line is science

No unity is a line

No unity is science.

Some habit
{JJ^^^}

good

All ignorance is a habit

No ignorance is good.

Some horse
( IS not j

white

hv.6.

IS

is not

No crow is a horse

No crow is white.

Every man is an animal
Something white (i. e. snow) is not

a man
No snow is an animal.

No man is inanimate
Something white (i. e. a swan) im

not a man
No swan is inanimate.
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middle, but the middle is in no last, there is not a syllogism

of the extremes, for nothing necessarily results from the ex-

istence of these, since the first happens to be present with

every, and with no extreme ; so that neither a particular nor

universal (conclusion) necessarily results, and nothing neces-

sary resulting, there will not be through these a syllogism.

Let the terms of being present universally, be "animal," "man,"
" horse," and let the terms of being present with no one be

"animal," "man," "stone."* Since, then, neither ^^ , ,_
the first term is present with the middle, nor the

middle with any extreme, there will not thus be a syllogism.

Let the terms of being present, be "science," "line," "medi-
cine," but of not being present, "science," "line," ^ ^ , ,„ ^

,, . „• 1
* V 1 • .',..+ Example (2.)

"unity; j the terms then bemg universal, it is

manifest in this figure, when there will and when there will

not be a syllogism, also that when there is a syllogism, it is

necessary that the terms should subsist, as we have said, and
that if they do thus subsist there will evidently be a syllogism

But if one of the terms be universal and the other particu

lar, in relation to the other, when the universal is joined to the

major extreme, whether afiirmative or negative, but the par-

ticular to the minor afiirmative, there must necessarily be a
perfect syllogism, but when the (universal) is joined to the

minor, or the terms are arranged in some other way, a (syl-

logism) is impossible. I call the major extreme
that in which the middle is, and the minor that ^l /utifov/and

which is under the middle. For let A be present 7° '^'^atTov

with every B, but B with some C, if then to be °
^"'"

predicated " of every " is what has been asserted from the first,

A must necessarily be present with some C, and if A is pre-

sent with no B, but B with some C, A must necessarily not
be present with some C, for what we mean by the being predi-

cated of no one has been defined, so that there will be a perfeci

syllogism. In like manner, if B, C, being affirm- ^ syllogistic

ative, be indefinite, for there will be the same syl- ratio the same

logism, both of the indefinite, and of that which S'fSlfe^plr-
is assumed as a particular. ticuiar.

If indeed to the minor extreme an universal af- s. No syllogism

firmative or negative be added, there will not be univerTar,°bi?

a syllogism, whether the indefinite, or particular, t^^ ™*-'°'^ ?^'
ixi \ ' • r. i • . ^ ' ticular, or m-

allirms or denies, e. g. it A is or is not present definite.
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with some B, but B is present to every C ; let the terms

cl affirmation be " good," " habit," " prudence," and those

, _, , ,, , of neo-ation, *' good," "habit," " ifi^norance."*
• Example (3.) • -p -r» • ^

x •.-. r^ u ^ a •

Again, it B is present with no C, but A is

present or is not present with some B, or not Avith eveiy

B ; neither thus Avill there be a syllogism ; let the terms of

.

j,^^^^ ^^^
, being present with every (individual) be " white," |

"horse," "swan;" but those of being present

with no one, be " white," " horse," " crow." The same also

may be taken if A, B be indefinite. Neither will

the major fs tlicre be a syllogism, when to the major extreme
AorE,butthe the Universal affirmative or ne<2;ative is added:
mmor O. . . , ^ .

but to the mmor, a particular negative, whether
it be indefinitely or particularly taken, e. g. if A is present

with eveiy B ; but B is not present with some, or not with

every C, for to what the middle is not present, to this, both to

every, and to none, the first will be consequent. For let the

terms, "animal," "man," "white," be supposed, afterwards

from among those white things, of which man is not predicated,

let "swan" and "snow" be taken; hence "animal" is predi-

cated of every individual of the one, but of no individual of the

. _ , ,, , other, wherefore there will not be a sylloo;ism.t
t Example (5.) ..', ., ., -r.,'^i^®i

Again, let A be present with no B, but B not be
present with some C, let the terms also be " inanimate,"
" man," " white," then let " swan" and " snow" be taken from
those white things, of which man is not predicated, for inani-

mate is predicated of every individual of tlie one, but of no

. „ , ,^ , individual of the other.S Once more, since it is
$ Example (6.) • , r. •* r "D ^ ^ \ ^ ^^^ r>indehnite lor B not to be present with some C,

(for it is truly asserted, that it is not present with some C,

whether it is present with none, or not with every C,) such

terms being taken, so as to be present with none, there will

be no syllogism (and this has been declared before). Where-
fore it is evident, that when the terms are tlms, there will not

be a syllogism, since if one could be, there could be also one

in these, and in like manner it maybe shown, if even an nni-

-. „ ,
versal negative be taken. Nor will tliere by any

7. Nor when o n • -p t i • i •

iK)th are parti- meaus be a syllogism, it botli particular inter-
cuiar, etc.

^^|g i ^^ predicated either as affirmative or nega-

• Propositions. " Propositio ipi*: vocutur passim ab Aristotele, ' inter-
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five, or the one affirmative and the other negative, or the one
indefinite, or the other definite, or both indefinite ; but let the

common terms of all be "animal," "white," "man," .^ , ,,

,

,.,,,, ^ ••,-, ,, n^ Example 7.)

"animal," "white," "stone."*

From what has been said, then, it is evident, that if there

be a particular syllogism in this figure, the terms must ne-

<:essarily be as we have said, and that if the terms be thus,

there will necessarily be a syllogism, but by no
§ ^xTma n ,7>-

means if they are otherwise. It is also clear, that -^ov. The first

all the syllogisms in this figure are perfect,^ for pfete, andcom-

all are perfected through the first assumptions ; and prehends aii

^ o r ' classes ot at-

that all problems are demonstrated by this figure, fimiation and

for by t*his, to be present with all, and with none, "^e'"*^'""-

and with some, and not with some, (are proved,) and such I

call the first figure.^o

Chap. V Of the second Figure.

When the same (middle term) Is present with every i . -zxwn, b.,
its denomina-
tion, witli the

individual, (of the one,) but with none, (of the

other,) or is present to every or to none of each, position of the

vallum,' ' did(TTT]fia,' quoniam duobus extremis terminis includitur, eoruni-

que intervallum etticit." Buhle.

Ex. 7. Something white I •

t 1
'^^ Something white

|
•

t 1
^^ ^"^"

animal mal

Some man | ^ A white Some stone |
•'^

. i white
( IS not j ( IS not

)

Every man is an animal. No stone is an animal.

' For the special and general rules of syllogism, see the common
Logics. It is sufficient to observe here, that the Aristotelian dictum is

directly applicable only to the first figure, which is therefore the type of

all syllogisms, and that the special rules, as laid down by Petrus Hispa-
nus, may all be found in this and the following chapters.

^ On the term TrpofSXrjixaTa, compare Alexander Schol. p. 150, b. xl.

with this place, and also with Topics, i. 4. Schol. p. 256, a. 14, here, it

is used as ^rjTovfxiva, or " quasstiones," upon which vide Aldrich, cap. 3.

The term axv/J^ara, is employed, as Pacius thinks, by Aristotle, because
of his illustration of syllogisms by geometrical figures. Vide Waitz. vol.

i. 3S4. The invention of the fourth figure (disowned by Aristotle) is

attributed by Averrois to Galen. TpoTrcc, or mood, is not used in Aid-
rich's sense by Aristotle, except, perhaps, in the 28th chapter of this

book. In the same meaning, Aristotle uses tttuxtiq in An. i. 26. Upon
the perfect and imperfect moods, vide Whately and Aldrich, (Mansel's Ed.)
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terms—no pel- ^ figure of tliis kind I call the second tigure.

feet syllogism The middle term ^ also in it, I call that which

its conne^jdon" IS predicated of both extremes, and the ex-
with both uni- trcmcs I denominate those of which this mid-
versal and par- ,, .

ticuiar quan- die IS predicated, the greater extreme being
*^*^" that which is placed near the middle, but the

less, that which is farther from the middle. Now the mid-
dle is placed beyond the extremes, and is first in posi-

tion ; wherefore by no means will there be a perfect syllo-

gism in this figure. There may however be one,*

gism^
^ ^^^^° both when the terms are, and are not, universal,^

and if they be universal there will be a syllogism

when the middle is present with all and with none, to

which ever extreme the negation is added,^ but by no means
in any other way. For let M be predicated of no N, but of

every O ; since then a negative proposition is convertible, N
will be present with no M ; but M was supposed to be pre-

sent with every O, wherefore N will be present with no O,

for this has been proved before. Again, if M be present witli

every N, but with no O, neither will be present with any N,
for if M be present with no 0, neither will O be present with

any M; but M was present with every N, hence also O will

be present Avith no N ; for again the first figure is produced ;

since however a negative proposition is converted, neither will

N be present with any O ; hence there will be the same syllo-

gism. We may also demonstrate the same things, by a de-

duction to the impossible ; it is evident therefore, that when
the terms are thus, a syllogism, though not a perfect one, is

produced, for the necessary is not only perfected from first as-

2. From uni-
sumptious, but fi'om Other things also."* If also

versai affirm- M is predicated of every N and of every O, there

^ Aristotle gives a separate definition of the three terms in each figure.

Cicero and others call the middle " argumentum."
' There is in this expression an ellipse of irpbg tov 'irtpov, the phrase

means strictly that one term is predicated universally, i. e. of the whole

of—the other ; opog, is not properly a premise in Aristotle.

' Whichever denies, if the other only affirms.

* i. e. a necessary conclusion. Syllogism is, in its strictest sense, a

logical deduction or inference, and often appears used in this way by
Aristotle, as in this same chapter.

Ex. 1. Every animal is a substance Every animal is a substance

Every man is a substance Every stone is a substance

Every man is an animal. No stone is an animal.
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will not be a syllogism, let the terms of being atives there u
present be "substance," "animal," "man," and of

""g^^ce^

not being present " substance," " animal," " stone,"

the middle term "substance."* Nor will there * Exan,pie{].)

then be a syllogism, when M is neither predicated of any N.
nor of any O, let the terms of being present be " line," " ani-

mal," "man;" but of not being present, "line,"
ExamDie(2)

" animal," " stone."t

Hence it is evident, that if there is a syllogism when the

terms are universal, the latter must necessarily be, as we said

at the beginning,^ for if they are otherwise, no necessary (con-

clusion) follows. But if the middle be universal in respect to

either extreme, when universal belongs to the major either

affirmatively or negatively, but to the minor particularly, and
in a manner opposite to the universal, (I mean by opposition,

if the universal be negative, but the particular affirmative, or

if the universal is affirmative, but the particular negative,) it

is necessary that a particular negative syllogism 3. when the

should result. For ifM is present with no N, but majoris Aor e,

.
^ ' and the minor

with a certain O, N must necessarily not be pre- i oro, thecon-

sent with a certain O, for since a negative propo- ^^"*^°" '* ^•

sition is convertible, N will be present with no M, but M was
by hypothesis present with a certain 0, wherefore N will not

be present with a certain O, for a syllogism is produced in

the first figure.

Again, if M is present with every N, but not with a certain

O, N must of necessity not be present with a certain 0, for

if it is present with every O, and M is predicated of every N,

Ex. 2, No animal is a line No animal is a line

No man is a line No stone is a line

Every man is an animal. No stone is an animal.

' One affirmative and the other negative. Taylor uses categoric and
privative, for the usual expressions affirmative and negative, whereas in

Aristotle KarrjyopiKog always signifies affirmative, and is opposed to artpi}-

TiKOQ. Vide Sir W. Hamilton, Ed. Rev. No. 115.

Ex. 3. Not every substance is an Not every thing white is an ani«

animal tnal

Every crow is an animal Every crow is an animal
Every crow is a substance. No crow is white.

Ex. 4. Some substance is an animal Some substance is an sn^mii
No stone is an animal No science is an animal
Every stone is substance. No science is substarce.
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"M must necessarily be present with every O, but it was sup-

posed not to be present with a certain O, and if M is present

with every N, and not with every O, there will be a syllogism,

that N is not present vrith every O, and the demonstration

will be the same. But if M is predicated of every O, but not

of every N, there will not be a syllogism ; let the terms of

presence be " animal," " substance," " crow," and of absence
" animal," "white," "crow ;"* neither will there

be a syllogism when IM is predicated of no 0, but of

a certain N, let the terms of presence be " animal," "substance,"

, ,,, "stone," but of absence, "animal," "substance,"
t Example (4.) ,, . „ ,

' ' '

" science, j

When therefore universal is opposed to particular, we have
declared when there will, and when there will not, be a syllogism

;

but when the propositions are of the same quality,^

4. If both pre- as both being negative or ainrmative, there will not

Ts^me quafity!^ ^J ^^^7 moaus be a syllogism. For first, let them be
no syllogism negative, and let the universal belong to the maior
results

o '
^

o j

extreme, as let M be present with no N, and not be
present with a certain O, it may happen therefore that N
shall be present with every and with no ; let the terms of

, ,^ , universal absence be "black," "snow," " ani-
i Example (5.)

, „ + . ^ ^ ^ i ^i x c imal ; !{: but we cannot take tlie terms or universal

presence, if M is present with a certain 0, and with a certain

O not present. For if N is present with every 0, but M with

no N, M will be present with no O, but by hypothesis, it was
present with some O, wherefore it is not possible thus to assume
the terms. We may prove it nevertheless from the indefinite,^

' Taylor forgets that the affirmation and negation of proposition con-
Btitiite its quality, so construes bjxoioaxrjuovtQ, " of the same figure,"—

a

classical exactitude procured by an illogical ambiguity. Buhle, " eadem
forma."

Ex. 5. No snow is black

Some animal is not black

No animal is snow.

' Called a^iopioTof, or indefinite, because it does not explain whether

the attritution is true, alone in a part, or universally. Taylor.

Ex. 6. Every swan is white

Some stone is white

No stone is a swan.

Ex. 7. Every swan is white Every swan is while

Some bird is not white Every bird is a swan
Every bird is a swan. Every bird is white.
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for since M was truly asserted not to be with some certain O,

even if it is present with no O ;
yet being present with no O,

there was not a syllogism, it is evident, that neither now will

there be one. Again, let them* be affirmative,

and let the universal be similarly assumed, e. g. po^-t^n?.^
^"^

let ]M be present with every N, and with a certain

O, N may happen therefore to be present, both with every

and with no O, let the terms of being present with none, be
'•white," "swan," "snow;"! but we cannot as- .

j.^^^^^ i
,g

.

sume the terms of being present with every, for

the reason which we have before stated, but it may be shown
from the indefinite.! But if the universal be ^ „ , ,,

,

.., , .
* Tn*-. -il Example (7.)

jomed to the minor extreme, and M is present with

no O, and is not present with some certain N, it is possible

lor N to be present with every and with no O ; let the terms

of presence be " white," " animal," " crow," but of absence,
" Avhite," " stone," " crow." § But if the proposi- ^^^^ ^^

tions are affirmative, let the terms of absence be
" white," " animal," " snow," of presence, " white," " animal,'*

"swan. "II Therefore it is evident, when the pro- „ „ , ,.

,

C 4.^ ^^4. 1 ^^
H Example (9.)

positions are oi the same quality, and the one
universal, but the other particular, that there is by no means
a syllogism. Neither, however, will there be one, if a thing

be present to some one of each term, or not present, or to the

one, but not to the other, or to neither universally, or indefinitely,

let the common terms of all be "white," "ani- _., , ,,.

,

, « ,, , • „ . , „ . . „^ IT Example (10.)

mal," "man ;" " white," " animal," " inanimate."1[

Wherefore it is evident, from what we have stated, that if

the terms subsist towards each other, as has been said, there

is necessarily a syllogism, and if there be a syllogism, the

terms must thus subsist. It is also clear that all syllogisms

Ex. 8. Some animal is not while Some stone is not white
No crow is white No crow is white
Every crow is an animal. No crow is a stone.

Ex. 9. Some animal is white Some animal is white
All snow is white Every swan is white
No snow is an animal. Every swan is an animal,

Ex. 10. Some animal | • , > white Some animal | • . [ white
( IS not j (is not

)

Some man
| , > white Something inanim.

| •'l
, f^,

whit*

Every man is an animal. Nothing inanimate is an munial.



94 AmSTOTLE's ORGANON. [bOOK I.

in this figure are imperfect, for all of them are produced from
certain assumptions, which are either of necessity in the terms,

or are admitted as hypotheses, as when we demonstrate by the

impossible. Lastly, it appears that an affirmative

tive conclusion syllogism IS not produced in this figure, but all
in this figure.

^^^ negative, botli the universal and also the

particular.^

Chap. VI.

—

Of Syllogisms in the third Figure.

1. ixnu-av. When with the same thing one is present with

£^lu•e^^tf cha-
Gvery, but the other with no individual, or both

racteristic— the with every, or with none, such I call the third

subjecVof both figure ; and the middle in it, I call that of which
premises—no -y^Q predicate both, but the predicates the ex-
Dcricct svilO"

gism in this trcmes, the greater extreme being the one more
figure. remote from the middle, and the less, that whicli

is nearer to the middle. But the middle is placed beyond the

extremes, and is last in position ; now neither will there be a

perfect syllogism, even in this figure, but there

gism^"
^ ^^^^° may be one,* when the terms are joined to the

middle, both universally, and not universally.

Now when the terms are universally so, when, for instance,

P and R are present with every S, there will be a s}'llogism,

so that P will necessarily be present with some certain R, for

since an affirmative is convertible, S will be present to a cer-

tain R. Wherefore since P is present to every S, but S to

some certain R, P must necessarily be present with some R,

for a syllogism arises in the first figure. We may also make
the demonstration through the impossible, and by

ja Tou 6K6'e<r-
exposltiou.^ For if both are present with every

S, if some S is assumed, (e. g.) N, both P and 11

' For the special rules and necessary negative conclusion in this figure,

vide Whately and Aldrich ; and for the principles of the several figures,

compare Hill's Logic. The enumeration of distinct axioms for the second
and third figures, occurs in Lambert Nues Organon, part i. ch. 4, sect.

232. According to him, the use of the second figure is for the discovery

and proof of differences in things ; and of the third, for those of examples
and exceptions.

2 The method called tKBtaiQ signifies by exhibiting an individual case.
' exponere sensui," hence a syllogism with singular premises is caned
" syllogismus expositorius." It is doubtful whether Aristotle regarded
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will be present with this, wherefore P will be present with a

certain R, and if R is present with every S, but P is present

with no S, there will be a syllogism, so that P will be neces-

sarily inferred as not present with a certain R ; for the same
mode of demonstration will take place, the proposition R S
being converted ; this may also be demonstrated by the im-

possible, as in the former syllogisms. But if R is present

with no S, but P with every S, there will not be a syllogism

;

let the terms of presence be "animal," "horse," "man," but

of absence "animal," "inanimate," "man."*
^

Neither when both are predicated of no S, will

there be a syllogism, let the terms of presence be " animal,"

"horse," "inanimate," but of absence "man," .„ , ,.,

,

^. 1 « • . ,, 1 •
-1 11 -. . . »x + Example (2.)

" horse, inanimate, the middle '* inanimate. T

Wherefore also in this figure it is evident, when there will,

and when there will not, be a syllogism, the

t^rms being universal, for when both terms are premisses are

affirmative, there will be a svlloeism, in which it affirmative

will be concluded that extreme is with a cer- syllogism, but

tain extreme, 1 but when both terms are negative a?e ^e^JJJivS^

there will not be. When however one is negative ^^e major

and the other affirmative, and the major is nega- S°negat^v°^^d

tive but the other affirmative, there will be a svl- ^J"^ ™i°°^-
^^-

- . .' : firmative.
logism, that the extreme is not present with
a certain extreme, but if the contrary there will not be.

If indeed one be universal in respect to the middle,- and the

other particular, both being affiirmative, syllogism is necessarily

j)roduced, whichever term be universal. For if R is present

the ticOeoiQ as a syllogism at all. Vide Aq^uinas, Opusc. 47, ZabarcUa,
cap. 7.

Ex. 1. Every man is an animal Even' man is an animal
No man is a horse No man is inanimate
Every horse is an animal. Nothing inanimate is a horse.

Ex. 2. Nothing inanimate is an ani- Nothing inanimate is a mar
mal

Nothing inanimate is a horse Nothing inanimate is a hvist:

Every horse is an animal. No horse is a man.
' L e. the major with the minor.

L e. Universally predicated of the middle.

Ex. 3. Every animal is animate
Some animal is not a man
Every man is animate.

t
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with every S, but P with a certain S, P must necessarily bv

present with a certain R, for since the affirmative is convert-

i )Ie, S will be present with a certain P, so that since R is

present to every S, and S with a certain P, R will also be

present with a certain P, wherefore also P will be present with
a certain R. Again, if R is present with a certain S, but P is

present with every S, P must necessarily be present with o

certain R, for the mode of demonstration is the same, and
these things may be demonstrated like the former, both by
the impossible, and by exposition. If however one be affirm-

ative, and the other negative, and the affirmative be universal,

wlien the minor is affirmative there will be a syllogism ; for

if R is present with every S, and P not present with a certain

S, P must also necessarily not be present with a certain R,
since if P is present with every R, and R with every S, P
v/ill also be present with every S, but it is not present, and
this may also be shown without deduction, if some S be taken

with which P is not present. But when the major is affirm-

ative there will not be a syllogism, e. g. if P is present with

every S, but R is not present w^ith a certain S ; let the terms

, ^ , ,„ of beino; universally present with be " animate,"
• Example (3.) ,,® . , „ v ^

-r. • • -i i" man, " animal. * But it is not possible to

take the terms of universal negative, if R is present with a

certain S, and with a certain S is not present, since if P is

present with every S, and R with a certain S, P will also be

present with a certain R, but it was supposed to be present

with no R, therefore we must assume the same as in the former

syllogisms. As to declare something not present with a cer-

tain thing is indefinite, so that also which is not present with

any individual, it is true to say, is not present with a certain

individual, but not being present with any, there was no syl-

logism, (therefore it is evident there will be no syllogism).^

* 1. e. vvlien it is assumed not to be present with a certain individual.

Ex. 4. Something wild is an animal Something wild is an animal

Nothing wild is a man Nothing wild is science

Every man is an animal. No science is an animal.

Ex, 5. Something wild is n:t an ani- Something wild is not an anlmaU
mal

Nothing wild is science Nothing wild s a man
No science is an animal. Every man la an animaL
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But if the negative term be universal, (yet the particuhxr af-

firmative,) when the major is negative, but the minor affiinn-

ative, there will be a syllogism, for if P is present with no S,

but R is present with a certain S, P will not be present with

a certain R, and again there Avill be the first figure, the pro-

position R S being converted. But when the minor is nega-

tive, there will not be a syllogism ; let the terms of presence

be " animal," " man," " wild," but of absence, " animal,"

"science," "^vild," the middle of both, "wild."* ^ „ , ,, ,
-».- ^^^ 1 1 n • i i 1

* Lxample(4.)
Is or Will there be a syllogism when both are ne-

gative, the one universal, the other particular : let the terms

of absence when the minor is universal as to the middle, be

"animal," "science," "wild," (of presence, " ani-

mal," "man," "wild)."t When however the +
^^^™p'^ -'•>

major is universal, but the minor particular, let the terms of

absence be "crow," "snow," "white;"! but of , ^ , ,^

,

1 , • ,1 T-. . t Example (6.)

presence we cannot take the terms, it R is present

with some S, and with some is not present, since if P is present

with every R, but R with some S, P will also be present with

some S, but it was supposed to be present with no S, indeed

it may be proved from the indefinite. Neither if each ex-

treme be present or not present with a certain middle, will there

be a syllogism ; or ifone be present and the other not ; or ifone be
with some individual and the other with not every or indefinitely.

But let the common terms of all be, "animal," "man," "white,''

"animal," "inanimate," "white." S "Wherefore ,^
, . ^ ' n 1 1 1 -nS Example ((.;

It IS clear in this figure also, when there will

and when there will not be a syllogism, and that when the

terms are disposed as we have stated, a syllogism of necessity

subsists, and that there should be a syllogism, it is necessary

that the terms should be thus. It is also clear 3. no universal

that all syllogisms in this figure are imperfect, for conclusion de-

Ex. 6- Nothing white is a crow
Not every thing white is snow
No snow is a crow.

Something white \
-^^^i \

an Something white < -^
t \ ^° *^^'

animal mal

Something white
|

^ . [
a Something white 1 ! „ t C

^^''^°^*

man mate.
Every man i<) an animal. Nothing inanimate is an animal.

Ex. 7.
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rived from this they are all perfected by certain assumptions, and
figure.

^YiQ,t an universal conclusion either negative or af-

firmative, cannot be drawn from this figure.^

Chap. VII.

—

Of the threeJirst Figures, and of the Completion

of Incomplete Syllogisms.

In all the figures it appears that when a syllogism is not pro-

duced, both terms being affirmative, or negative, (and par-

ticular,^) nothing, in short, results of a necessary character

;

, .. but if the one be affirmative and the other neera-
1. If one pre- . ... . ^^ i i

mise be A or I, tive, the negative being universally taken, there

therl^wui^be^a ^^ always a syllogism of the minor extreme with the
conclusion in major. For example, if A is present with every
which the mi- -.i t» i / -r> • ^ •j.i. r^ j.\.

nor is predi- or With somc B, but ±5 IS present with no C, the
oated of the propositions being converted, C must necessarily

not be present with some A ; so also in the other

figures, for a syllogism is always produced by conversion :

again, it is clear that an indefinite taken for a particular affirm-

ative, will produce the same syllogism in all the figures.

Moreover it is evident that all incomplete syllogisms

are completed by means of the first figure, for all of them
are concluded, either ostensively or per impossibile, but

in both ways the first figure is produced : being osten-

sively*^ completed, (the first figure is produced,)

because all of them were concluded by conversion,

but conversion produces the first figure : but if they are de-

» Vide Hill, p. 196 ; also Whately, pp. 60 and 61. For the uses of

the three figures also Aldrich, iii. 8.

2 The words " and particular " are omitted by Waitz.
* Taylor translates this " demonstratively." " Simplici et rect& de-

monstratione." Buhle. Reduction is expressed by the verb dvdyeaOaif
never aTraytaOai. Mansel. He is also right in drawing attention to the

incorrectness of the phrase, "reductioad impossibile;" it ought to be
" per deductionem ad impossibile, or elliptically, per impossibile," The
general phrase is a palpable absurdity. Vide An. ii. 11, C. Upon the

nature of the dirayajyt) tig rb ddvvarov, wherein, after all, the word does

not mean reduction, see Mansel's Logic, Appendix, note G. The anti-

thesis to dtiKTiKog, is 1$ vTroOk(T£<iig. Cf. ch. 23 of tUs 1st book of Ana-
lytics: also Whately, book ii. ch. 3, sect. 5 and 6. Although the in-

direct moods have been attributed to the invention of Tlieophrastus, by
Alexander, (Schol. p. 153,) we find two of them recognised here by
riiitotle, and the .iher three in Anal. Prior, ii. 1.
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raonstrated per impossibile, (there will be still the first figure,)

because the false being assumed, a syllogism arises in the first

figure. For example, in the last figure, if A and B are present

with every C, it can be shown that A is presentwith some B, for

if A is present with no B, but B is present with every C, A will

be present with no C ; but it was supposed that A was present

with every C, and in like manner it will happen in other in-

stances.

It is also possible to reduce all syllogisms
2. ah syiio-

to universal syllogisms in the first figure. For gisms may be

those in the second, it is evident, are completed verS in^he

through these, yet not all in like manner, but first figure

the universal by conversion 01 the negative, and the various

each of the particular, by deduction per impos- "^^^^°<^*-

sibile. Now, particular syllogisms in the first figure are com-
pleted through themselves, but may in the second figure be

demonstrated by deduction to the impossible. For example,

if A is present with every B, but B with a certain C, it can

be shown that A will be present with a certain C, for if A is

present with no C, but is present with every B, B will be
present with no C, for we know this by the second figure. So
also will the demonstration be in the case of a negative, for if

A is present with no B, but B is present with a certain C,

A will not be present with a certain C, since if A is present

with every C, and with no B, B will be present with no C,

and this was the middle figure. Wherefore, as all syllogisms

in the middle figure are reduced to universal syllogisms in the

first figure, but particular in the first are reduced to those in

the middle figure, it is clear that particular will be reduced to

universal syllogisms in the first figure. Those, howev^er, in the

third, when the terms are universal, are immediately completed
through those syllogisms ;

* ^ but when particular „ .

(terms) are assumed (they are completed) through versais of the

particular syllogisms in the first figure ; but these
"f +Te*^art*icu.

have been reduced to those,;j: so that also particu- lars.

lar syllogisms in the third figure (are reducible
m^ersa s.

to the same). Wherefore, it is evident that all can be re-

duced to universal syllogisms in the first figure ; and we have

therefore shown how syllogisms de inesse and de non inesse

* By a deduction to an absurdity.
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subsist, both those which are of tlip same figure, witli refer-

ence to themselves, and those which are cif different figures,

also with reference to each other.

Chap. VIII.

—

Of 8ylhgi&m& derivedfrom two necessary

Propositions.

, ,. . , . Since however to exist, to exist necessarily, and
1. >aiietyof . .

' „ t c
6yiiogisms,viz. to exist contmgentlj are aiiierent, (tor many

x6?^I^dtw things exist, but not from necessity, and others
Tot avix-iKcTiov neither necessarily, nor in short exist, yet may hap-

II'Se<Tea«.^*'cf. pen to exist,) it is evident that there Avill be a
Aj^hateiy, b. 2. different syllogism from each of these, and from the

terms not being alike ; but one syllogism will con-

gist of those which are necessary, another of absolute, and a third

_ „ of contino;ent. In necessary sylloofisms it will
2, Necessary

^
» ,, •'.•',^ p.

syllogisms re- aimost always be the same, as m the case ot abso-

aU™^hofe°^^ lute Subsistences,^ for the terms being similarly

which are abso- placed in both absolute existence, and in existing,

or not of necessity, there will and there will not

be a syllogism, except that there will be a difference in neces-

sary or non-necessary subsistence being added to the terms.

For a negative is in like manner convertible, and we assign

similarly to be in the wliole of a thing, and to be (piTdicated)

of every. In the rest then it will be shown by the same
manner, through conversion, that the conclusion is necessary,

tis in the case of being present ; but in the middle figure, when
the universal is afifirmative, and the particular negative, and
again, in the third figure, when the universal is afiftrmative,

but the particular negative, the demonstration will not be in

the like manner ; but it is necessary that proposing something

with which either extreme is not present, we make a syllogism

(?f this, for in respect of these there will be a necessary (conclu-

sion). If, on the other hand, in respect to the proposed term,

there is a necessary conclusion, tliere will be also one (a neces-

sary conclusion) of some individual of that term, for what is

proposed is part of it, and each syllogism is formed under its

own appropriate figure.

' i. e. Pure categoricals.
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Chap. IX.

—

Of SijUogisms, tvhereof o?ie Proposition is necessa*y, and
the other jmre in the first Figure.

It sometimes happens also that when one pro-
j conclusion

position is necessary, a necessary syllogism arises,' of a syllogism

not however from either proposition indifferently, m\%e nece^"

but from the one that contains the greater ex- sarj- often foi-

o -I-. 1 • r- 4 • 1 1 ^^'^^'^ ^h^ major
treme.^ ror example, ii A is assumed to be premise,—ex-

necessarily present or not present with B, but B p^jj-l^uni-

to be alone present with C, for tlie premises being versais and

thus assumed, A will necessarily be present or ^^^ ^^" *"*

not with C ; for since A is or is not necessarily present with

every B, but C is something belonging to B, C
will evidently of necessity be one of these.* If, ^ni noTbe a.
again, A B (the major) is not necessary, but B
C (the minor) is necessary, there will not be a necessary con-

clusion, for if there be, it will happen that A is necessarily

present with a certain B, both by the first and the third

figure, but this is false, for B may happen to be a thing of

that kind, that A may not be present with any thing of it.

Besides, it is evident from the terms, that there will not be a
necessary conclusion, as if A were " motion," B " animal,"

and C " man," for " man " is necessarily " an animal," but
neither are "animal" nor "man" necessarily "moved;" so

also if A B is negative, for there is the same de-

nonstration. In particular syllogisms, however,
necessary^.

^

f the universal is necessary, the conclusion will

dso be necessary, but if the particular be, there will not be a

lecessary conclusion, neither if the universal premise be nega-
tive nor affirmative. Let then, in the first place, the universal

be necessary, and let A be necessarily present with every B,

' Theophrastus and Eudemus allowed a necessary conclusion to follow

rom two necessary premises only. Vide Alex. Aphr.
2 Majori necessaria, necessario aliquid inesse concluditur. Buhle.

Ex. 1. Every animal is moved No animal is moved
It is necessary that something It is necessary that something white

white should be an animal should not be an animal

Therefore something white is Therefore something white is no»

moved. moved.
This is not necessary, for it [This is not necessary, because it

might possibly not be mo* cd.J may be moved.]
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but B only be present with a certain C ; it is necessary therefore

that A should of necessity be present with a certain

toV
'^^"'"^'^ C, for C is under* B, and A was of necessity pre-

<ient with every B. Tiie same will occur if the

syllogism be negative, for the demonstration will be the same,

but if the particular be necessary, the conclusion will not be

f i.e. though a ncccssary, for nothing impossible results,| as nei-
non-necessary ^jjgp j^ Universal svllosfisms. A similar conse-
conclusion dg
admitted. quencc will rcsult also in negatives ; (let the
X Example (1.) ^^j,^^ ^g^^ « motion," "animal," " white."

|

Chap. X.

—

Of the same in the second Figure,

, In the second ^^ ^^® second figure, if the negative premise be
figure, when a neccssary, the conclusion will also be necessary,

Joined with^a but if the affirmative (be necessary, the conclu-
pure premise, gJQn) will not be ncccssarv. For first, let the
the conclusion ^

, i i • t .1
follows the ne- negative be necessary, and let it not be possible

Sy'p'remise:- ^^^ ^ *« ^c in any B, but let it be present with
Example and C alouc ; as then a negative proposition may be
^^^

'

converted, B cannot be present with any A, but

A is with every C, hence B cannot be present with any C,

§ i.e. belongs ^or C is under § A. In like manner also, if the

n*Th c nciu-
'^^g^^ive be added tt) C,|| for if A cannot be with

sion will be any C, neither can C be present with any A, but
necessary. ^ -g ^j^j^ every B, SO neither can C be present

with any B, as the first figure will again be produced

;

wherefore, neither can B be present with C, since it is simi-

2. If the affirm- larly convcrtcd. If, however, the affirmative pre-
ative be neces- mise be neccssarv, the conclusion will not be
sary, the con- n ^ a ^^ 1 • 1

elusion will ncccssary ; tor let A necessarily be present with
not be. every B, and alone not be present with any C
then the negative being converted, we have the first figure

;

but it was shown in the first, that when the major negative

(proposition) is not necessary, neither will the conclusion be

necessary, so that neither in these will there be a necessary

„ . . „ conclusion. IF Once more, if the conclusion is
If 1. e. in syllo- ."

1 1 /-. • ^ •^

gismsofthe ncccssary, it results that O is not necessarily pre-

wUh"an«;es! ^^"^ "^'^^^^ '*' certain A, for if B is necessarily pre-

»ary affirraa- sent witli no C, neither will C be necessarily pre-
**^®'

sent with any B, but B is present necessarily with
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a certain A, if A is necessarily present with every B. Hence,
it is necessary that C should not be present with a certain A

;

there is, however, nothing to prevent such an A being as-

sumed, with which universally C may be present. More-
over, it can be shown by exposition of the terms, that the

conclusion is not simply necessary, but ne'^.essary from the

assumption of these, e. g. let A be " animal," B " man." C
" white," and let the propositions be similarly assumed : for it is

possible for an animal to be with nothing " white," then nei-

ther will " man " be present with any thing white, yet not

from necessity, for it may happen for "man" to be "white,"

yet not so long as " animal " is present with nothing " white,"

so that from these assumptions there will be a necessary con-

clusion, but not simply necessary.

The same will happen in particular sylloerisms, for ^- ^^^- }'^^
. .

^^ / . . .
•' ° ^

'

same with par-
when the negative proposition is universal and ne- ticuiars.

cessary, the conclusion also will be necessary,but when the affirm-

ative is universal and necessary, and the negative • Taylor in-

particular,* the conclusion will not be necessary. serts"andnot
€^.

'
.

•' necessary,"
r irst, then, let there be an universal and necessary which words

negative, and let A not possibly be present with Bekkw^I^d
^'^

any B, but with a certain C. Since, therefore, a waitz.

negative proposition is convertible, B can neither be possibly

present with any A, but A is with a certain C, so that of

necessity B is not present with a certain C. Again, let there

be an universal and necessary affirmative, and let the affirm-

ative be attached to B, if then A is necessarily present with
every B, but is not with a certain C, B is not with a certain

C it is clear, yet not from necessity, since there will be the

same terms for the demonstration, as were taken in the case

of universal syllogisms. Neither, moreover, will the conclu-

sion be necessary, if a particular necessary negative be taken

as the demonstration is through the same terms.

Chap. XI.

—

Of the same in the third Figure.

In the last figure, when the terms are universally i. in this figure

joined to the middle,^ and both premises are mi?e^b" necei-

affirmative, if either of them be necessary, the sary, and botk

* That is, are predicated of \L
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be A, the con- conclusion Will also be necessary; and if one be
elusion will be . rt,

•' .

necessary. negative, Dut the Other amrmative, when the

negative is necessary, the conclusion will be also necessary,

but when the affirmative (is so, the conclusion) will not be
necessary. For first, let both propositions be

'

affirmative, and let A and B be present with

every C, and let A C be a necessary (proposition). Since

then B is present with every C, C will also be present with

a certain B, because an universal is converted into a parti-

cular : so that if A is necessarily present with every C, and

C with a certain B, A must also be necessarily present with

•
i e. beion'^s ^ Certain B, for B is under C,* hence the first figure

to it. again arises. In like manner, it can be also de-
2nd case. moiistratcd if B C is a necessary (proposition), for

C is converted with a certain A, so that if B is necessarily

present with every C, (but C with a certain A,) B will also

of necessity be present wdth a certain A. Again let A C be

a negative (proposition), but B C affirmative, and let the

negative be necessary ; as therefore an affirmative pro-

position is convertible, C will be present with some certain

B, but A of necessity with no C, neither will A necessarily

be present with some B, for B is under C. But

cept*ion^
^" °^"

if the affirmative is necessary, there will not be a

necessary conclusion ; for let B C be affirmative

and necessary, but A C negative and not necessary ; since

then tho affirmative is converted C will also be with a cer-

tain B of necessity ; wherefore if A is with no C, but C with

a certain B, A will also not be present Avith a certain B, but

t Vide c^
"^^ from necessity, for it has been shown by the

first figure,f that when the negative proposition

i? not necessary, neither will the conclusion ])e necessary.

Moreover this will also be evident from the terms, for let A

* Taylor, by mistake, reads "necessary."

Ex. 1. No horse is good
It is necessary that every horse should be an animal
Therefore some animal is not good.

Ex.2. No horse J
^^^^^

( sleeps

It is necessary that every horse should be an animal

,*. Some animal docs not ) ,'

( sleep.



CIIAr. XI.] THE PRIOR ANALYTICS. 105

be "good," B '•animal," and C "horse," it happens therefore

that "good" is with no "horse," but "animal" is necessarily

present with every " horse," but it is not however necessary

that a certain " animal " should not be " good," for every
" animal" may possibly be " good."* Or if this ,

is not possible, (viz. that every animal is good,) we
must assume another term, as " to wake," or " to sleep," for

every " animal " is capable of these.f If then the i r-^ „, j ,,
^

terms are universal in respect to the middle, it has

been shown when there will be a necessary conclusion.

But if one term is universally but the other 9. ifonepro-
particularly (predicated of the middle), and both position be a
* .. '' ^^ ,.-. .

1 ^1 ^ . , . or I, when A is

propositions are ainrmative, when the universal is necessary the

necessary the conclusion will also be necessary, conclusion is

c . i . . , , p . •' ' necessary, but
tor the demonstration is the same as betore, since not when 1 is

the particular affirmative is convertible. If there-
"^'^^^*^^-

fore B is necessarily present with every C, but A is under C,

B must also necessarily be present with a certain A,^ and if

B is with a certain A, A must also be present necessarily with

a certain B, for it is convertible ; the same will also occur if

A C be a necessary universal proposition, for B is under C.

But if the particular be necessary, there will not be a neces-

sary conclusion, for let B C be particular and necessary, and
A present with every C, yet not of necessity, B C then being

converted we have the first figure, and the universal propo-

sition is not necessary, but the particular is necessaiy, but
when the propositions are thus there was not a necessary con-

clusion,;}: so that neither will there be one in the

case of these. S Moreover this is evident from the \ I!''^^
""^ ^'

.

p 1 » 1 1 r. 1 § Example (3.)

terms, tor let A be " wakefulness, B " biped, but
C, " animal j" B then must necessarily be present with a cer-

' This succeeding clause is omitted by Taylor, though read by Buhle
and Waitz.

Ex. 3. Every Cis A.

Tt • xi 1. ( C should be B
It IS necessary that some

-J
„ i^ 1 j r, r,

. •
. Some B is A.

Ex. 4. Every animal wakes
It is necessary that some animal should be biped

* •
. Some biped wakes.
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tain C, but A may happen to be present with every C, and
yet A is not necessarily so with B, for a certain " biped " need

not "sleep" or "wake."* So also we may de-

t Example (5
) J^^^onstrate it by the same terms ifA be particular

and necessary.t But if one term be affirmative

and the other negative, when the universal proposition is ne-

gative and necessary, the conclusion will also be necessary,

for if A happens to no C, but B is present with a certain C,

A must necessarily not be present with a certain B. But

3 When the
when the affirmative is assumed as necessary,

affirmative is whether it be universal or particular, or particular
necessarye^t^ er

jjgg^tive, there wiU not be a necessary conclusion,
o is assumed, for wc mav allcoje the other same (reasons
there will not .^ o \

be a necessary against it), as in the former cases. ^ But let the
conclusion. tcrms whcn the universal affirmative is necessary

Exam ie(6)
^® "wakefulness," "animal," "man," the middle

"man." J But when the particular affirmative is

necessary, let the terms be "wakefulness," "animal," " white,"

for "animal" must necessarily be with something "white," but

"wakefulness" happens to be with nothing "white," and it

is not necessary that wakefulness should not be
J Example (7.) -^ith a certain animal. § But when the negative

particular is necessary, let the terms be "biped,"
II Example (8.) u ujo^ion," "animal," and the middle term,

" animal."
||

Ex. 5. It is necessary that some ani- Every animal wakes
mal should be a biped It is necessary that some biped

Every animal wakes should be an animal
.

•
. Something that wakes is a .

*
. Some biped wakes,

biped.
* Because by reduction to the first figure the minor will be necessary,

but the major pure ; hence no necessary conclusion can be inferred.

(Vide supra.)

Ex. 6. Some man does not wake
It is necessary that every man should be an animal

. • . Some animal does not wake.

Ex. 7. Nothing white wakes
It is necessary that something white should be an animal

. • . Some animal does not wake.

Ex. 8. It is necessary that some animal should not be a biped

Every animal is moved
• . Something which is moved is not a biped.
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Chap, XII.

—

A comparison ofpure with necessary Syllogisms?

It appears then, that there is not a syllogism de inesse un-

less both propositions signify the being present with,^ but

that a necessary conclusion follows, even if one

alone is necessary. But in both,* the syllogisms and modal!
being affirmative, or negative, one of the propo-

sitions must necessarily be similar to the conclu- i. Distinction

sion ; I me.in by similar, that if (the conclusion) g^ute^anJ n^.

be (simply) that a thing is present with, (one of cessary- conciu-

the propositions also signifies simply) the being pre- the"latteS^d
ab-

sent with, but if necessarily, (that is, in the con- penden ce upon
,. p, ..^.,v the premises

;

elusion, one oi the propositions is also) necessary, theirconnexion

Wherefore this also is evident, that there will ^^so with it.

neither be a conclusion necessary nor simple de inesse, unless

one proposition be assumed as necessary, or purely categorical,

and concerning the necessary, how it arises, and what differ-

ence it has in regard to the de inesse, we have almost said

enough.

Chap. XIII.

—

Of the Contingent, and its concomitant Propositions.

Let us next speak of the contingent, when, and
^ Definition of

how, and through what (propositions) there will the_ contingent

be a syllogism ; and to be contingent, and the l^o g^^nTnd
contingent, I define to be that which, not being confirmed.

° V . 1 . -, ^
•'

^1 • ® (VideMetaph
necessary, but being assumed to exist, nothing lib. v. 2,) also

impossible will on this account arise, for we say interpret. 13.

that the necessary is contingent equivocally. But, that such

' Vide the previous notes on the subject of modals. The reader who
wishes to ascertain how far logic is conversant with the expressed matter ol

modal proposition, will find arguments "ad rem," and "ad nauseam"
both, in relation to the various views of the question, in Ed. Review, No.
118; Kant, Logik, sec. 30; St. Hilaire's preface. In both modals and
pure categoricals, the formal consequence alone is really the legitimate
object of consideration to the logician, with the material he has strictly

nothing to do. Whately has shown that a modal may be stated as a pure
proposition, by attaching the mode to one of the terms ; this being done,
the rule of consequence applies to both equally.

' i. e. in categoricals both premises must be affirmative for the con«
elusion to be so.
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is the contingent, is evident from opposite negatives and

affirmatives, for the assertions—" it does not happen to be,|^

Lnd, " it is impossible to be," and, " it is necessary not to be,"

are 'either the same, or follow each other ; wherefore also the

contraries to these, "it happens to be," "it is not impossible

to be," and, " it is not necessary not to be," will either be the

same' or follow each other ; for of every thing, there is either

affirmation or negation, hence the contingent will be not

necessary, and the not-necessary will be contingent.
^

It hap-

pens, indeed, that all contingent propositions are

\oZl?.^cl' convertible with each other. I do not mean the

pabie of con- affirmative into the negative, bnt as many as nave
'''''''''"

an affirmative figure, as to opposition ; e. g. " it

happens to exist," (is convertible into) "it happens not to

exist," and, " it happens to every," into " it happens to none,

or, "not to every," and, "it happens to some," into " it hap-

pens not to some." In the same manner also with

i. e. is conver- the rcst * for since the contingent is non-neces-
sion effected.

^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ non-ncccssary may happen not to

exist, it is clear that if A happens to be with any B, it may

also happen not to be present, and if it happens to be present

with every B, it may also happen not to be present with every

B. There is the same reasoning also in particular affirmatives,

for the demonstration is the same, but such propositions arc

affirmative and not negative, for the verb " to be contingent,

is arranged similarly to the verb " to be," as we
*'''^''-'-

have said before.t

These things then being defined, let us next

gen^p'reS^ed remark, that to be contingent is predicated in two

in two ways— ^avs ouc that which happens for the most part

Srorhe'r inde-' and yct falls short of the necessary-(for instance,

IhodTA'^o'n^eV- for a man to become hoary, or to grow, or to

sion not the wastc or in short whatever may naturally be, tor

same to each.
^^.^ ^^^ ^^^ ^ Continued necessity, for the man

may not always exist, but while he does exist it is either of

necessity or for the most part) »—the other way (the contin-

gent is) indefinite, and is that which may be possibly thus and

not thus ; as for an animal to walk, or while it is walking tor an

earthquake to happen, or in short whatever occurs casually, tor

>
i. e. that he is subject to these things.
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nothing is more naturally produced thus, or in a contrary way.

Each kind of contingent however is convertible according to

opposite propositions, yet not in the same n^.anner, but what
may naturally subsist is convertible into that which does not

subsist of necessity ; thus it is possible for a man not to be-

come hoary, but the indefinite is converted into what cannot

more subsist in this than in that way. Science however and

demonstrative syllogism do not belong to indefinites, because

the middle is irregular, but to those things which may na-

turally exist ; and arguments and speculations are generally

conversant with such contingencies, but of the indefinite con-

tingent we may make a syllogism, though it is not generally

investigated. These things however will be more
defined in what follows,^ at present let us show nite contingent

when and how and what will be a syllogism from of less use in
•' ° syllogism.

contmgent propositions.

Since then that this happens to be prCvSent with that may
be assumed in a twofold respect,—(for it either signifies

that with which this is present, or that with which it may be

present, thus the assertion, A is contingent to that of which
B is predicated, signifies one of these things, either that of

which B is predicated, or that of which it may be predicated ;

but the assertion that A is contingent to that of which there

is B, and that A may be present with every B, do not differ

from each other, whence it is evident that A may happen to

be present with every B in two ways,)—let us first show if B
is contingent to that of which there is C, and if A is contin-

gent to that of which there is B, what and what kind of syllo-

gism there will be, for thus both propositions are contingently

assumed. When however A is continojent to that ...
. . .° . J . 5. An inquiry

With which B IS present, one proposition is de m- into thecon-

esse, but the other of that which is contingent, so coSgrnfsyi-
that we must begin from those of similar character, logisms pre-

as we began elsewhere.^
^^^

' In the Post Analytics, i. c. 8. In Rhetoric, b. ii. c. 24, he admits ac-

cident to be an clement of apparent argument, but in Metap. lib. v. c. 3,

denies that there is any science of it, and regards it as a atjfis.lov.

* That is, from syllogisms, each of whose proposi'ions is contingett.
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Chap. XIV.

—

Of Syllogisms with two contingeitt Propositions in

thejirst Figure,

1 With the
When a is contingent to every B, and B to

contingent pre- eveiy C, there will be a perfect syllogism, so that

^ersl'i^th^re"'" ^ ^^ Contingent to every C, which is evident from
will be a perfect the definition, for thus we stated the universal
•y ogism.

contingent (to imply). So also if A is contingent

to no B, but B to every C, (it may be concluded) that A is

2^^ ^
contingent to no C, for to affirm that A is contin-

gent in respect of nothing to which B is contin-

gent, this were to leave none of the contingents which are

under B. But when A is contingent to every B, but B con-

tingent to no C, no syllogism arises from the as-
3rd case. » ..' ,'^-^r^^,. isumed propositions, but B C ^ being converted ac-

cording to the contingent, the same syllogism arises as existed

before, as since it happens that B is present with no C, it may

• Vide ch 13
^^^ happen to be present with every C, which was
shown before,* wherefore if B may happen to

every C, and A to every B, the same syllogism will again

arise. The like will occur also if negation be added with the

^^j^ ^
contingent (mode) to both propositions, I mean, as

if A is contingent to no B, and B to no C, no syl-

logism arises through the assumed propositions, but when they

2. When the are Converted there will be the same as before. It
premises are jg evident then that when negation is added to
Doth negative

.
<^

.

or the minor the minor extreme, or to both the propositions,

is^eHher'ni^^"^^ there is either no syllogism, or an incomplete one,

syllogism or an for the neccssitv (of consequencc) is completed by
mcompleteone . tp i /• xv, •*•

—case of the convcrsion. It however one 01 the propositions
major uni- j^g universal, and the other be assumed as parti-
versal with the '

. i , i • •

minor particu- cular, the universal belonging to the mnjor ex-
lar, different. ^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^jjj ^^ ^ perfect syllogism, for if A
is contingent to every B, but B to a certain C, A is also con-

tingent to a certain C, and this is clear from the definition of

universal contingent. Again, if A is contingent to no B, but

B happens to be present with some C, it is necessary that A
should happen not to be present with some C, since the de«

* That is, the minor negative being made i^irmative.
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monstration is the same ; but if the particular proposition be

assumed as negative, and the universal affirmative, and retain

the same position as if A happens to be present to eveiy B,

but B happens not to be present with some C, no evident

syllogism arises from the assumed propositions, but the parti-

cular being converted and B being assumed to be contingently

present with some C, there will be the same conclusion as be-

fore in the first syllogisms.^ Still if the major proposition be
taken as particular, but the minor as universal, and

^ yj^.^ yg^jA

if both be assumed affirmative or negative, or of

difierent figure, or both indefinite or particular, there will

never be a syllogism ; for there is nothing to prevent B from

being more widely extended than A, an,! from not being

equally predicated. Now let that by which B exceeds A, be

assumed to be C, to this it will happen ^ that A is present

neither to every, nor to none, nor to a certain one, nor not

to a certain one, since contingent propositions are convertible,

and B may happen to be present to more things than A.
Besides, this is evident from the terms, for when the propo-

sitions are thus, the first is contingent to the last, and to none,

and necessarily present with every individual, and let the

common terms of all be these ; of being present necessarily

'

"animal," "white," "man," but of not being con- ^

tingent, "animal," "white," "garment."* There-
fore it is clear that when the terms are thus there is no syllo-

• In the universal imperfect syllogisms mentioned towards the begin-

ning of this chapter.
' Because C is necessarily not present, and the necessary is distin-

giiished from the contingent.
' That is, of the major being with the minor.

Ex 1. It happens that something white H w an animal

/ every \

It happens that s „ _„ > man is white'^'^
j
some 1

\ not every /

It is necessary that every man should be an animaL

It happens that something white I -^
t (

^^ animal

ft happens that < > garment is white

I not every /

Ft is necessary that no garment should be aa inimi^.
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gisra, for every syllogism is either de inessc, or of that whicl

exists necessarily or contingently, but that this is neither

ue inesse, nor of that which necessarily exists, is clear, since

the affirmative is subverted by the negative, and the negative,

by the affirmative, wherefore it remains that it is of the con-

tingent, but this is impossible, for it has been shown that when

the°terms are thus, the first is necessarily inherent in all the

last, and contingently is present with none, so that there

cannot be a syllogism of the contingent, for the necessary is

not contingent. Thus it is evident that when universal terms

3. When the are assumed in contingent propositions, there

premises are ariscs alwavs a svllofrism in the first figure, both
iiiiivprs2il A. or •/•'<—'

,

K, there is ai- whcu they are affirmative and negative, except

^ismin'thefirst that being affirmative it is complete, but if nega-

figure-the tivc incomplete, we must nevertheless assume the

JSere-thria^' Contingent not in necessary propositions, but ac-

ter (E)incom- cordino" to the before-named definition, and some-

last chapter.) timcs a thing of this kind escapes notice.

Chap. XV.

—

Of Syllogisms with one simple and another contingent

Proposition in the first Figure.

If one proposition be assumed to exist, but the

liui^'mixed''"' other to be contingent, when that which contains

^'Tnod'ai-i?
the major extreme signifies the contingent, all the

the major is ' syllogisms will be perfect and of the contingent, ac-

."vJloS wui" cording to the above definition. But when the mi-
byiio^ioiu will o . 11 1 • {' I. 1

be perfect, not ^or (is Contingent) they will all be imperlect, and
otherwise.

^^^^ negative syllogisms will not be of the contingent,

according to the definition, but of that which is necessarily

present with no one or not with every ; for if it is necessarily

present with no one, or not with every, we say that " it hap-

pens " to be present with no one and not with every. Now

let A be contingent to every B, and let B be assumed to be

present with every C, since then C is (included) under B, and

A is contingent to every B, A is also clearly con-

perSsfiio- tingent to every C, and there is a perfect syllo-

Kum, when the gjsm. So also if the proposition A B is negative,
Miinor IS pure.

^^^ ^ ^ affirmative, and A B is assumed as con-

tingent, but B C to be present with (simply), there will be a

iH'i^ect syllogism, so thai A will liaj>i <^'ii <<• *^^' present with noC.
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It appears then that when a pure minor is assumed the syl-

logisms are perfect, but that when it is of a contrary charac-

ter it may be shown per impossibile that there would be also

syllogisms, though at the same time it would be evident that

they are imperfect, since the demonstration will not arise from

the assumed propositions. I'irst, however, we must show that

if A exists, B must necessarily exist, and that if A is possible,

B will necessarily be possible ; let then under these circum-

stances A be possible but B impossible, if therefore the possible,

since it is possible to be, may be produced, yet the impossible,

because it is impossible, cannot be produced. But if at the

same time A is possible and B impossible, it may happen that

A may be produced without B ; if it is produced also, that it

may exist, for that which has been generated,
g. Digression

when it has been so generated, exists. We must to prove the na-

however assume the possible and impossible,^ not consequence in

only in sreneration, but also in true assertion, and respect of the
'',

. , . , , possible andm the inesse, and in as many other ways as the impossible, and

possible is predicated, for the case will be the
^"^"^'y.

same in all of them. Moreover (when it is said) if A exists

B is, we must not understand as if A being a certain thing B
will be, for no necessary consequence follows from one thing

existing ; but from there being two at least, as in the case of

propositions subsisting in the manner we have stated in syllo-

gism. For if C is predicated of D, but D cf F, C will also

necessarily be predicated of F ; and if eacli be possible, the

conclusion will be possible, just as if one should take A as the

premises, but B the conclusion ; it will not only happen that

A being necessary, B is also necessary, but that when the
former is possible, the latter also will be possible.

This being proved, it is manifest that when 3. From a false

there is a false and not impossible hypothesis, the iiypothesis. not
*^ inipossiulc dk

consequence of the hypothesis will also be false similar conciu-

and not impossible, e. g. if A is false yet not im- *'*^" fo"ows.

possible, but when A is, 7^ also is,—here B will also be false

yet not impossible. For ,;iuce it has been shown that A ex-

* The possible is either that which may be when it is not, or that

which is simply, or that which necessarily is ; and to all these the above
rule applies, and the formal consequence follows as directly from the pre-
mises, as to its character, as in the case of categoricals. Cf. Mctap. 13,

The nature of the possible is fully discussed, Rhetoric, b. ii. ch. 10.

I
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isting, B also exists, when A is possible, B will be also pos-

sible, but A is supposed to be possible, wherefore B will be

also possible, for if it were impossible the same thing would
be possible and impossible at the same time. These things

then being established, let A be present with every B, and

B contingent to every C, therefore A must necessarily hap-

pen to be present with every C ; for let it not happen,

but let B be supposed to be present with every C, this is

indeed false yet not impossible ; if then A is not con-

tingent to C, but B is present with every C, A is not con-

tingent to every B, for a syllogism arises in the third figure.

But it was supposed (that A was) contingently present with

every (B), therefore A must necessarily be contingent to every

« E 1 fn ^' ^^^ *^® false being assumed, and not the im-

possible,^ the consequence is impossible.* We
may also make a deduction to the impossible in the first figure

by assuming B to be present with every C, for if B is with

every C, but A contingent to every B, A will also be contin-

+ E am 1 (2)
^^"^ ^*^ cvcry C, but it was supposed not to be
present with every Cj Still we must assume

the being present with every, not distinguishing it by time, as

4 Universal
"nOW," Or " at this time," but simply ; for by pro-

predication lias positions of this kind, we also produce syllogisms,^

' i. e. that A is not contingent to every C.

Ex. 1. Every B is A It is necessary that some C
should not be A

It happens that every C is B Every C is B
. •

. It happens that every C is A. .
*

. Not every B is A.

Ex. 2. Every B is A It happens that every B is A
It happens that every C is B Every C is B

.
*

. It happens that every C is A. .
• . It happens that every C is A.

' Vide note to chap. 13, also Post Anal. Book i. He takes only pro-

positions which are universally and immutably true for the elements of

the sciences.

Ex. 3. Whatever is moved is a man Whatever is moved is an animal

It happens that every horse It happens that every man is

is moved moved
It is necessary that no horse It is necessary that every man
should be a man. should be an animal.

Ex. 4. No B is A It is necessary that some C
should be A

It happens that every C is B Every C is B
. •

. li happens that no C is A. .
•

. Some B is A.
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since when a proposition is taken as to the pre- no reference to

sent it will not be syllogism, since perhaps there J™^;nd^Hur«
is nothing to hinder " man " from being present Logic.)

some time or other with every thing moved, viz. if nothing else

is moved, but what is moved is contingent to every " horse,"

yet "man" is contingent to no "horse." Moreover, let the

first term be "animal," the middle, "that which is moved,"

and the last, " man ;" the propositions will then be alike, but

the conclusion necessary, and not contingent, for " man " is

necessarily " an animal," so that it is evident that the

universal must be taken simply and not deprived . ^ , ,,

,

.
-^ •' r « Example (3.)

by time.*

Again, let the proposition A B be universal negative, and

let A be assumed to be present with no B, but 2. e pure, a

let B contingently be present with every C ; now contingent,

from these positions A must necessarily happen to be present

with no C, for let it not so happen, but let B be supposed to

be present with C, as before ; then A must necessarily be

present with some B, for there is a syllogism in the third

figure, but this is impossible, wherefore A can be contingent

to no C, for the false and not the impossible being

assumed, the impossible results. | IS^ow this syllo- fvfdif^pra!)'^

gism is not of the contingent according to the

definition, but of what is necessarily present with none, for

this is a contradiction of the given hypothesis, because A was
supposed necessarily present with some C, but the syllogism

per impossibile is of an opposite ^ contradiction. Besides, from
the terms it appears clearly that there is no contingent con-

clusion, for let " crow" stand for A, " that which is intelligent

"

for B, and "man" for C ; A is therefore present with no B,
for nothing intelligent is a "crow;" but B is contingent to

every C, since it happens to every "man" to be "intelligent,"

but A is necessarily present with no C, where-
£> ^^ , .

"^ ^. ^ . . -r^ t Example (5.)
tore the conclusion is not contingent.

if
But

neither is the conclusion always necessary, for let A be " what
is moved," B "science," ind C "man," A will then be present
with no B, but B is contingent to every C, and the conclusioa

* Vide Whately's Logic, b. ii. c. 3, sect. 7.

."^•x. 5. Nothing intelligent is a crow
It happens that every man is intelligent

It is necessary that no man should be a crow*
I 2
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will not be necessary, for it is not necessary that no "man"
siiould be ''moved," but also it is not necessary that a certain

!nan should be moved ; therefore it is clear that the conclu-

sion is of that which is necessarily present with no one, hence

the terms must be assumed in a better manner.' But if the

3. Minor nega- negative be joined to the minor extreme, signify-
tive contingent, ^^g ^q j^g contingent, from the assumed propositions

there will be no syllogism, but there will be as in the former

' That is, instead of science, or an abstract term, we must assume one
which may concur with man, e. g. " scientific," since a man may be

"scientific," though he cannot be "science."

Ex. G. It happens that
|

^^^^^
I ani- It happens that I f^ ' | animal

mal is "white is white

No snow is an animal No pitch is an animal

It is necessary that all snow It is necessary that no pitch should

should be white. be white.

Ex. 7. It happens that I
^^^^^ i ani- It happens that

| ^^ ^
|
animal

mal is white is white

Some snow is not an animal Some pitch is not an animal

It is necessary that all snow It is necessary that no pitch should

should be white. be white.

Ex. 8. It happens that 5
somethmg 7 ^^.j^.^^ ^ ^^ animal*^^

( not every thmg )

( Every \

) No • 1 •*
< c; > man is white
j
Some I

\ Not every /

It is necessary that every man should be an animal.

It happens that
| ^°^^;;^;.^«^j^j^^J white

/ Every \

Some garment is white

I Not every /

It is necessary that no garment should be an animal.

Something I white is an animal
Not every thing )

/ every \

It happens that <
"°

> man is white
^ ^

1 some 1

\ not every /

It is necessary that every man should be an aniiuiL
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instances, when the contingent proposition is converted. For
let A be present with every B, but B contingent to no C.

now when the terras are thus, there will be nothing necessary

inferred, but if B C be converted, and B be assumed to be

contingent to every C, a syllogism arises as before, since the

terms have a similar position. In the same man- 4. Bothpre-

ner, when both the propositions are negative, ifA mises negative.

B signifies not being present, but B C to be contingent to no
individual, through these assumptions no necessity arises, but

the contingent proposition being converted, there will be a

syllogism. Let A be assumed present to no B, and B contin-

gent to no C, nothing necessary is inferred from these ; but
if it is assumed that B is contingent to every C, which is

true, and the proposition A B subsists similarly, there will

be again the same syllogism. If however B is assumed as

not present with C, and not that it happens not to be pre-

sent, there will by no means be a syllogism, neither if the

proposition A B be negative nor affirmative ; but let the com-
mon terms of necessary presence be "white," "animal,"
"snow," and of non-contingency "white," "ani- ^

mal," "pitch." * It is evident, therefore, that when
terms are universal, and one of the propositions is s- General law

assumed, as simply de inesse, but the other con- gisms^l when""

tinjrent, when the minor premise is assumed con- ?'""o'' premise
. ^ 11 • 1 • 1

IS contingent,
tnigent, a syllogism always arises, except that a syllogism is

sometimes it will be produced from the proposi- eltherScti
tions themselves, and at other times from the (con- or by conver-

tingent) proposition being converted ; when, how-
ever, each of these occurs, and for what reason, we have
shown. But if one proposition be assumed as universal, and
the other particular, when the universal contin-

gent is joined to the major extreme, whether it be lars wSh^a'^"'

affirmative or nej^ative, but the particular is a universal

^ pf • 1 • 1 -111 n major.
Simple atnrmative de inesse, there will be a periect

Somethinff ? i,^ • • ^

VT , °., . > white IS an animal
rsot every thing)

/ every \

It happens that <

^

> garment is wh?te

\ not every J

li is necessary that no garment should be an animal.

an
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Byllogism, just as when the terms are universal, but the

demonstration is the same as before. Now when the major is

2. Major A or Universal, simple, and not contingent, but the other
E pure.

(^i\^Q minor) particular and contingent, if both

propositions be assumed affirmative or negative, or if one be

affirmative and the other negative, there will always be an

incomplete syllogism, except that some will be demonstrated

per impossibile, but others by conversion of the contingent

proposition, as in the former cases. There will

also be a syllogism, through conversion, when the

universal major signifies simply inesse, or non-inesse, but the

particular being negative, assumes the contingent, as if A is

present, or not present, with every B, that B happens not to

be present with a certain C ; for the contingent proposition

B C being converted, there is a syllogism. Still

when the particular proposition assumes the not

being present with, tiiere will not be a syllogism. Now let

the terms of presence be "white," ''animal," "snow," but of

not being present "white," "animal," "pitch," for the demon-

# F 1 f7 ^
stration must be assumed through the indefinite.*

Yet if the universal be joined to the less extreme,
7. If the major j^^t particular to the greater, whethernegative or
IS particular

<v. • •
i -ii ,

there will be no aihrmative, contingent or pure, there will by no

iTboth'premises ^^eaus be a syllogism, nor if particular or inde-

be particular finite propositions be assumed, whether they take
or in e nite.

the Contingent, or simply the being present with,

or vice versa, will there thus be a syllogism, and the demon-
stration is the same as before ; let however the common terms

of being present with from necessity be "animal," "white,"

"man;" and of not being contingent "animal,"
xampe

. tt^j^jj-g^" "garment."f Hence it is evident, that

if the major be universal, there is always a syllogism, but if

the minor be so, (if the major be particular,) there will never be.

Chap. XVI.— Of Si/Ilor/isms with one Premise necessary, and the

other contingent in thejirst Figure.

When one is a necessary proposition simple, de
1. The law re- . • i .i i, . .,, x. '

lative to syiio- inessc, or iion-inesse, and the other signifies being
gismsofthis contingent, there will be a syllogism, the terms

subsisting similarly, and it will be perfect when
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the minor premise ^ is necessary ; the conclusion however, when
the terms are affirmative, will be contingent, and not simple,

whether they are universal or not universal. Nevertheless, if

one proposition be affirmative, and the other negative, when
the affirmative is necessary, the conclusion will in like manner
signify the being contingent, and not the not-existing or being

present with ; and when the negative is necessary, the con-

clusion will be of the contingent non-inesse, and of the sim-

ple non-inesse, whether the terras are universal or not. The
contingent also in the conclusion, is to be assumed in the same
way as in the former syllogisms, but there will not be a syllo-

gism wherein the non-inesse will be necessarily inferred, for

it is one thing "inesse" not necessarily, and another "non-
inesse" necessarily. Wherefore, it is evident that

when the terms are affirmative, there will not be
a necessary conclusion. For let A necessarily be

present with every B, but let B be contingent to

every C, there will then be an incomplete syllo-

gism, whence it may be inferred that A happens to be present

with every C ; but that it is incomplete, is evident from de-

2. When both
premises are
A, there will

not be a neces-
sary conclu-
sion.

' Major premise rj rrpbg rtf nu^ovi
iXcLTTovi aKptfi TrpoTacriQ. Conclusion
this last signifies also the minor term.

Ex. 1. It is necessary that no B
should be A

It happens that every C is B
.-. No C is A.

aKpif) Trporaaig—mmor »/ irpog t<^

cvfiTTspaajjia. In Anal. Pr. ii. 14,

It is necessary that no A should
be B

Some C is A
.

•
. It is necessary that some C

should not be B.

Ex. 2. It happens that
(
^^^^ \ ani- It happens that

f
^^^^^

1 animal i

mal is white

It is necessary that no snow
should be an animal

It is necessary that all snow
should be white.

Ex. 3. It is necessary that something

white should i
^^,

,

( not be
animal

It happens that ] M man

is white

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal.

Ino
' j^nimaiis

white
It is necessary that no pitch should

be an animal
It is necessary that no pitch should

be white.

It is necessary that something white

'^°^^^{notbe}^"^^"'^^

It happens that <
^^^^y C garment

is white
It is necessary that no garment

should be an animal.
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monstration, for this may be shown after the sj^me manner as

in the former syllogisms. Again, let A be contingent to

every B, but let B be necessarily present with every C, there

will then be a syllogism wherein A happens to be present with

every C, but not (simply) is it present with every C, also it will

be complete, and not incomplete, for it is completed by the first

1 Negative propositions. Notwithstanding, if the propositions

necessary. are not of similar form, first, let the negative one

be necessary, and let A necessarily be contingent to no B, but

let B be contingent to every C ; therefore, it is necessary tlint

A should be present with no C ; for let it be assumed present,

either with every or with some one, yet it was supposed to

be contingent to no B. Since then a negative proposition is

convertibfe, neither will B be contingent to any A, but A is

supposed to be present with every or with some C, hence B

will happen to be present with no, or not with every C, it

was however supposed, from the first, to be pre-
* E:caTnr.ie (1.)

^^^^^ ^^.^^^ ^^^^^
(~. * g^^jl j^ is evident, that there

may also be a syllogism of the contingent non-inesse, as there

2. Affirmative is ouc of the simple non-inesse. Moreover, let

necessary. the affirmative proposition be necessary, and let

A be contingently present with no B, but B necessarily pre-

sent with every C : this syllogism then will be perfect, yet

not of the simple, but of the contingent non-inesse, for the

proposition (viz. the contingent non-inesse) was assumed from

the major extreme, and there cannot be a deduction to the

impossible, for if A is supposed to be present with a certain

C, and it is admitted that A is contingently present with no

B, nothing impossible will arise therefrom. But if the minor

s.Minornegr- prcmisc be negative when it is contingent, there

tive contingent. y^\\\ be a syllogism by conversion, as in the former

cases, but when it is not contingent, there will not be
;
nor

when both premises are negative, but the minor not coiitm-

ffent: let the terms be the same of the simple inesse " wliitc,^^

"animal," "snow," and of the non-inesse "white,
Example (2.) c. animal," " pitch."t

The same will also happen in particular syllogisms, for when

the negative is necessary, the conclusion will be of

?icui'rs?-nr'"' the simple non-ine&.5e. Thus if A is contingently

gisms. present with no B, but B contingently present with

1. a certain C it is necessary that A should not be
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present with a certain C, since if it i< present with every C, but,

is contingent to no B, neither will B be coniingently pres'. nt

with any A. So that if A is present with every C, B is con-

tingent with no C, but it was supposed contingent to a cer-

tain C. When however in a negative syllogism the particular

affirmative is necessary, as for example B C, or ^

the universal in an affirmative syllogism, e. g. A
1>, there will not be a syllogism de inesse, the demon-
stration however is the same as in the former cases. But if

the minor premise be universal, whether affirm-

ative or negative and contingent, but the major

jiarticular necessary, there will not be a syllogism, let the

terms of necessary presence be "animal," "white," "man,"
and of the non-contingent " animal," " white," . „ , ,,

,

5»*.-r. 11 • 1- Example (3.)
" garment. * But when the universal is neces-

sary, and the particular contingent, the universal being nega-

tive, let the terms of presence ^ be " animal," " white,"

" crow," and of non-inesse " animal," " w^hite," . Example (i

)

" pitch." t
But when (the universal) affirms let the terms

of presence be " animal," " white," " swan,"* bat *•

of the non-contingent be "animal," "white," | Example (5.)

" snow." J Nor will there be a syllogism when in- ^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^^^
definite propositions are assumed or both particular, premises inde-

let the common terms, de inesse, be " animal," cuiar.""^

^"^^

"white," " man," de non-inesse " animal," " •white,"

" inanimate j" for " animal " is necessarily and not contingently

' That is, of the major being with the minor.

Ex. 4. It happens that something It happens that something white

white < ^^
1 1 an animal |

•*
* 1 an animal

( IS not J ( IS not j

It is necessary that no crow It is necessary that no pitch should

should be white be white
It is necessary that every crow It is necessary that no pitch should

should be an animal. be an animal.

Ex. 5. It happens that something It happens that something white

white I . .. ? an animal | • » [ an anima]
\ IS not j { IS not

)

It is necessary that every swan It is necessary that all snow should

should be white be white
It is necessary that every swan It is necessary that no snow should

should be an aninr.al. be an animal
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present with something '• white," and " white " is also neces-

sarily and not contingently present with something " inani-

• F 1 ff 1
^^^^ y

" ^^® 1^^® ^^so occurs in the contingent, so

that these terms are useful for all.*

From what has been said then it appears that when the

terms are alike both in simple and in necessary proposition*,

5. Conclusion * syllogism docs and does not occur, except that

from the above, if the negative proposition be assumed de inesse
(

omparec.i .) ^^^^^ ^-^ -^q ^ syllogism with a contingent (con-

clusion), but when the negative is necessary there will be one

of the character of the contingent and of the non-inesse, but

it is clear also that all the syllogisms are incomplete,^ and that

they are completed through the above-named figures.

Chap. XVII.—Of Syllogisms with two contingent Premises in the

second Figure.

In the second fisrure, when both premises are as-
1

.
Rule for con- j x* x j.x. •^^ t, ^^ •

tiiigent syiio- sumed Contingent, there will be no syllogism, nei-
gisms in this ^jjgj. -when they are taken as affirmative, nor neea-

tive, nor universal, nor particular ; but when one

signifies the simple inesse, and the other the contingent, if the

affirmative signifies the inesse, there will never be a syllogism,

but if the universal negative (be pure, there will) always (be a

Ex. 6. It happens that something It happens that something white

white \ . i 1 an animal \ ^x 1 an animal
( is not j

( IS not

)

It is necessary that some man It is necessary that something in-

^^°^^^
{ not be }

^^'^^ ^"^""^^^ '^^""^^
{ not be }

"""^'^^

It is necessary that every man It is necessary that nothing inani-

should be an animal. mate should be an animal.

It is necessary that something It is necessary that something wliita

white should
{ ll^ ^^ }

an should
{ ^^^ ^^ }

an animal

animal
It happens that some man It happens that every thing inani-

(is ) ,., mate is white
\ . , > white
( IS not)

It is necessary that every man It is necessary that nothing inani-

should be an animal. mate should be an animal.

' Those are syllogisms with a contingent minor, but a necessary oj

pure majo:
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syllogism). In the same manner, when one premise is assumed

as necessary, but the other contingent ; still in these syllogisms

we must consider the contingent in the conclusions,

as we did in the former ones. Now in the first place, contingent ne-

we must show that a contino:ent negative is not con- gatije not con-

p *-'
-y-, . . vertiDle.

vertible, e. g. if A is contingent to no 13, it is not

necessary that B should also be contingent to no A. For let this

be assumed, and let B be contingently present with no A, there-

fore since contingent affirmatives, both contrary and contra-

dictory, are convertible into negatives, and B is contingently

present with no A, it is clear that B may be contingently

present with every A; but this is false, for if

this is contingent to all of that, it is not necessary

that that should be contingent to this, wherefore a negative

(contingent) is not convertible. Moreover, there is nothing

to prevent A being contingent to no B^ but B not necessarily

present with a certain A, e. g. "whiteness" may happen not

to be present with every " man," (for it may also happen) to

be present ; but it is not true to say, that man is contingently

present with nothing " white," for he is necessarily not pre-

sent with many things (white), and the necessary is not the

contingent. Neither can it be shown convertible per impos-

sibile, as if a man should think, since it is false that B is con-

tingently present with no A, that it is true that it

(A) is not contingent to no one (B), for these are

affirmation and negation ; but if this be true B is necessarily

present with a certain A, therefore A is also with a certain B,

but this is impossible, since it does not follow if B is not con-

tingent to no A, that it is necessarily present with a certain A.
For not to be contingent to no individual, is pre-

dicated two ways, the one if a thing is necessarily predSel ne^-^

present with something, and the other if it is gativeiy in two

necessarily not present with something. For what racter of the

necessarily is not present with a certain A, can- consequent
'',..

^ .
opposition.

not be truly said to be contingently not present

with every A; as neither can what is necessarily present

with a certain thing, be truly said to be contingently present

with every thing ; if, then, any one thinks that because C is

not contingently present with every D, it is necessarily not

present with a certain D, he would infer falsely, for, per-

chance, it is present with every D ; still because a thing is
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necessarily present with certain things, on this account, we
say that it is not contingent to every indivicluah Wherefore

the being present necessarily with a certain thing, and the

not being present with a certain thing necessarily, are op-

posed to the being contingently present with every individual,

and in like manner, there is a similar opposition to the being

contingent to no individual. Hence it is evident, that when
the contingent and non-contingent are taken, in the manner

we first defined, not only the necessarily being present with

a certain thing, but also the necessarily not being present

with it, ought to be assumed ; but when this is assumed, there

is no impossibility to a syllogism being produced, whence it

is evident, from what we have stated, that a negative con-

tingent is not convertible.

4. From two This then being demonstrated, let A be as-

premisesuni- sumcd Contingent to no B, but contingent to

(^Ercontingent cvcry C ; by conversion, therefore, there will not

fi"<-ure no^s lie-
^^ ^ syllogism, for it has been said that a proposi-

pLm is con- tion of this kind is inconvertible, neither, however,
structed.

^.^^ there be by a deduction per impossibile. For

B being assumed contingently present with every C, nothing

false will happen, for A may contingently be present with

every, and with no C* ^ In short, if there is a
xamp e( .)

gyi^^g-gj-^j^ [^ jg clear that it will be of the contin-

gent, (because neither proposition is assumed as de inesse.)

and this either affirmative, or negative; it is possible, how-

ever, in neither way, since, if the affirmative be assumed, it

can be shown by the terms, that it is not contingently present ;

but if the negative, that the conclusion is not contingent, but

necessary. For let A be " white," B " man," and C " horse," A
therefore, i. e. "whiteness," is contingently present with every

individual of the one, though with no individual of the other,

* Ex. 1. It happens that no B is A It liappens that no B is A
It happens that every C is A It is necessary that every or

some C should be B
. •

. It happens that no C is B. .
•

. It happens that every or some
C is not A.

I have followed Waitz here. Buhle reads the letters and statement of

premises differently.

Ex. 2. It happens that no man is wliite

It happens that every horse is white

It is necessary that no horse should be a man.
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but B is neither contingently present, nor yet contingently

not present, with C. It is evident that it is not contingently

present, for no "horse" is "a man," but neither does it hap-
pen not to be present, for it is necessary that no " horse

"

should be "a man," and the necessary is not the . ^
t X ^ • n '• *. rr-.i • Example (2.)

contingent, whereiore there is no syllogism, i his

may be also similarly shown, if the negative be transposed,^

and if both propositions be assumed atfirmative, ^ ^
7^ 1 T • -n 1 1 1 ' Example (3.)

or negative, tor the demonstration will be by the

same terms.f When one proposition also is uni- 5. Norfromone

versal, but the other particular, or both particular other par., or
^

or indefinite, or in whatever other way it is pos- both par. or in

sible to change the propositions, for the demon-
stration will always be through the same terms.

if

Example (4."

Hence it is clear that if both propositions are as-

sumed contingent there is no syllogism.^

Chap. XVIII.

—

Of Syllogisms icith one Proposition simple, and the

other contingent, in the second Figure,

If one proposition signifies inesse, but the other i. Rule for

the contingent, the atfirmative proposition being
JSrfigurfc

^

simple, but the negative contingent, there will withonepin

never be a syllogism, neither if the terms be as-
p^^°"''^' *-*^-

* i. e. If the major affirm, and the minor deny.

Ex. 3. It happens that < ^^^^ i man is white

It happens that
|

M horse is white

It is necessary that no horse should be a man.

Ex. 4. It happens that (
^^^'>'

\ man
^' happens that some man

IS white ( IS not j

It happens that some horse
j^ ^^^^^^^ that {^;^^} horse l3

{isnot}^^^^^ white
It is necessary that no horse It is necessary that no horse should

should be a man. be a man.

It happens that some man |
-^ A white

It happens that some horse \^ A white

It is necessary that no horse should be a maa
• The last sentence is omitted by Taylor.
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theofnercon- sumed universally, or partially, still the demon-
tingent.

stration will be the same, and by the same terms,

yet when the affirmative is contingent, but the negative sim-

ple, there will be a syllogism. For let A be assumed present

with no B, but contingent with every C, then by
conversion of the negative, B will be present with

no A, but A is contingent to every C, therefore there is a

syllogism in the first figure, that B is contingent to no C.

So also if the negative be added to C ; but if both propositions

be negative, and one signifies the simple, but the other the

contingent non-inesse, from these assumed propositions nothing

necessary is inferred, but the contingent proposition being

converted,^ there is a syllogism, wherein B is contingently

present with no C, as in the former, for again there will be

the first figure. If, however, both propositions be assumed

' If the contingent negative proposition be changed into an affirmative.

It happens that every horse is wellEx. 1. It happens that every animal
is well

Every man is well

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal.

Every animal is well

It happens that every man is

well

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal.

Ex. 2. It liappens that no animal is

well

Some man is well

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal.

Every animal is well

It happens that some man is

not well

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal.

Ex. 3. Some animal
| -^ , > well

It happens that some man

{•' fi^ell
( IS not j

It is necessary that every man
! should be an arimal.

Every man is well

It is necessary that no man should
be a horse.

Every horse is well

It happens that every man is well

It is necessary that no man should
be a horse.

It happens that no horse is well

Some man is well

It is necessary that no man should
be a horse.

Every horse is well

It happens that some man is not
well

It is necessary that no man should
be a horse.

Some horse ^ -^ A well
( is not )

It happens that some man

f
•' .1 ^^ell

( IS not j

It is necessary that no man should
be ahorse.
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affirmative, there will not be a syllogism : let the
,

terms of presence be "health," '' animal," "man,"
but of not being present with " health," " horse,"
" man."* The same will happen in the case of ^^

>p «
v

•

particular syllogisms, for when the affirmative is

pure, taken either universally, or particularly, syii^Slm^
there will be no syllogism, and this is shown
in like manner throuo;h the same terms as be- ^ ^ , ,„

,

/• J. T. 1 1 •••IT t Example (2.)

tore.]" But when the negative is simple, there

will be a syllogism by conversion, as in the former cases.

Again, if both premises be taken negative, and that which signi-

fies simply the non-inesse be universal ; from these propositions

no necessity will result, but the contingent being converted as

before there will be a syllogism. If however the negative

be pure but particular, there will not be a syllogism, whether
the other premise be affirmative or negative. Neither will

there be one, when both propositions are assumed indefinite,

whether affirmative, negative, or particular, and the

demonstration is the same and by the same terms.J

Chap. XIX.

—

Of Syllogisms with one Premise necessary and the

other contingent, in the second Figure.

If however one premise signifies the being present
j j^^j^ ^^

necessarily, but the other contingently, when the these when the

negative is necessary there will be a syllogism, mifeisneces-

wherein not only the contingent but also the simple ^^^' * ^>'^\°"

/ 1 • n n \ 1 rr«
gism may be

non-inesse (maybe interred), but when the aihrma- constructed.

live (is necessary) there will be no syllogism. For ^' ^^^"

let A be assumed necessarily present with no B, but contingent

to every C, then by conversion of the negative neither will B be
present with any A, but A was contingent to every C, wherefore
there is again a syllogism in the first figure, so that B is con-
tingently present with no C. At the same time it is shown that

neither is B present with any C, for let it be assumed to be

It happens that some animal It happens that some horse

Some man |
^^

. i well Some man |
^^

. > well
( is not j ( is not

)

It is necessary that every man It is necessary that no man should

should be an animal be a horse.
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])resent, therefore if A is contingent to no B, but B is present

with a certain C, A is not contingent to a certain C, but it

%vas supposed contingent to every C, and it may be shown
after the same manner, if the negative be added to C. Again,

2 Case of a ne- ^®^ ^^^® affirmative proposition be necessary, but
cessary affirm- the Other negative and contingent, and let A be

contingent to no B, but necessarily present with

every C ; now when the terms are thus, there will be no syl-

logism, for it may happen that B is necessarily not present

with C. Let A be " white," B " man," C " a swan ;" " white-

ness," then, is necessarily present with "a swan," but is con-

tingent to no " man," and " man " is necessarily present with

no "swan;" therefore that there will be no syllogism of the

* F -
contingent is palpable, for what is necessary is not

contingent.* ^ Yet neither will there be a syllogism

of the necessary, for the latter is either inferred from two ne-

cessary premises, or from a negative (necessary premise) ; be-

sides, from these data it follows that B may be present with

C, for there is nothing to prevent C from being under B, and

A from being contingent to every B, and necessarily present

with C, as if C is "awake," B " aniftial," and A "motion;"
for " motion " is necessarily present with whatever is " awake,"

but contingent to every " animal," and every thing which is

" awake " is " an animal."! Hence it appears

that neither the non-inesse is inferred, since if the

terms are thus the inesse is necessary, nor when the enunci-

ations are opposite,^ so that there will be no syllogism. There

' Ex. ]. It happens that no man is \vhite

It is necessary that every swan should be white
It is necessary that no swan sliould be a man.

Ex. 2. It happens that no animal is moved
It is necessary that every thing awake should be moved
Every thing awake is an animal.

Alexander Aphrodisiensis observes that the example would be clearer,

.f " walking " were assumed instead of " awake," because it is more ob-

viously necessary that a thing which walks should be " moved," than a

thing which is awake.
' " Will there be a syllogism from such propositions "—there is an el-

lipse of these words here. The case is that neither a contingent nor ne-

cessary aflirmation is to be inferred, since sometimes the non-inesse is

Deccssarv.



CHAP. XIX.] THE PRIOR ANALYTICS. 129

will be also a similar demonstrition if the affirm-
ative premise be transposed, 1 ut if the proposi- 3. Caseofbcth

tions are of the same character, when they are
"^^''^'''^"

negative, a syllogism is always formed, the contingent pro-
position being converted, as in the former cases. For let A
be assumed necessarily not present with B, and contino-ently
not present with C, then the propositions being converted, B

Ex. 3. It is necessary that every swan should be -wdiite
It happens that every man is white
It is necessary that no man should be a swan.

Ex.4. It happens that no man is It happens that no animal is moved
wnite

It is necessary that some swan
should be white

It is necessary that no swan
should be a man.

It is necessary that every swan should be white
It happens that some man is not white
It is necessary that no man should be a swan.

Ex.5. It is necessary that every It happens that every man is white

It is necessary that something
awake should be moved

It is necessary tLat every thing
awake should be an animal.

swan should be white
It happens that some man is

a swan
It is necessary that no man

should be a swan.

It is necessary that some swan
should be white

It happens that every man is

white
It is necessary that no man

should be a swan.

Kx. 6. It happens that some animal

{isriot}^^-^^^^

It is necessary that some man

It is necessary that every man
should be an animal

It is necessary that some ani-

mal should
{not be h"^^^^

It happens that some man

{is'noth^'^^t^
It is necessary that every man

should be an animal

It is necessary that some swan
should be white

It is necessary that no swan should
be a man.

It happens that some man is white

It is necessary that every swan
should be white

It is necessary that no swan should
be a man.

It happens that some animal

{isnotj^^'^^te

It is necessary that something in*

animate should |^®^ ^^ } white

It is necessary that nothing in-
animate should be an animal.

It is necessary that some animal

^''"•"Mnotbeh-hi'e
It happens that something in-

/"^"^^^^l!snoth-^i^^
It is necessary that nothing in-

animate should be an animal.
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is pr«)sent with no A, and A is contingent with every C, and

the first figure is produced ; the same would also occur if tlie

negation belongs to C. But if both propositions be afiirma-

tive, there will not be a syllogism, clearly not of

tffiSi^tive!'^^^ the non-inesse, nor of the necessary non-inesse,

because a negative premise is not assumed, nei-

ther in the simple, nor in the necessary inesse. Neithei-,

again, will there be a syllogism of the contingent non-

inesse, for necessary terms being assumed, B will not be pre-

sent with C, e. g. if Abe assumed "white," B "a swan," and

C "man ;" nor will there be from opposite affirmations, since

B has been shown necessarily not present with C, in short,

^
therefore, a syllogism will not be produced.* It

Examp e (3.)
^^ .^^ happen the same in particular syllogisms, for

when the negative is universal and necessary,

syllogisms?" ^^^^'^ ^^i^l always be a syllogism of the contingent,

and of the non-inesse, but the demonstration will

be by conversion ; still, when the affirmative (is necessai-y),

there will never be a syllogism, and this may be shown in

the same way as in the universals, and by tbe
xamp e

.) ^^^^ terms.f Nor when both premises are as-

sumed affirmative, for of this there is the same
xamp e

.)
^jg^jj^j^g^p^^JQ^-^ ^g before, J but when both are ne-

gative, and that which signifies the non-inesse is universal,

and necessary ; the necessary will not be concluded through

the propositions, but the contingent being converted, there

will be a syllogism as before. If however both propositions are

laid down indefinite, or particular, there will not be a syllogism,

, ,, , and the demonstration is the same, and by the
§ Example (6.) „

same terms. §
It appears then, from what we have said, that an universal,

and necessary negative being assumed, there is always a

syllogism, not only of the contingent, but also of the simple

J

. ^ non-inesse ; but with a necessary affirmative, there

^"cf°cIp"'iT) ^^^^^ never be a syllogism ;
also that when the

terms subsist in the same manner, in necessary,

as in simple propositions, there is, and is not, a syllogism

;

lastly, that all these syllogisms are incomplete, and that they

are completed through the above-mentioned figures.*

' AUhough all incomplete syllogisms are completed through the first

figure, yet some are, after a manner, rendered more useful through anothef
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Chap. ^'K.~Of Syllogisms xcitli both Propositions contirmntm the third Figure.

In the last figure, when both premises are contin-
gent, and when only one is contingent, there will

^•.i^^view-

be a syllogism, therefore when the premises sio-. sSn^orSr
nity the contingent, the conclusion will also be

'^''''•

contmgent; alsoif one premise signifies the contingent, butthe other, the simple inesse. Still when one premise is as-sumed necessary, if it be afiirmative, there will not be a conclu-
sion either necessary or simple, if on the contrary it is ne-a-
tive, there will be a syllogism of the simple non-inesse as be-
tore

;
m these however the contingent must be similarly taken

in the conclusions. First then let the premises ,

'

be contingent, and let A and B be contingently milTl^r!..
present with every C ; since therefore a particular ^'"'•

affirmative is convertible, but B is contingent to every CC will also be contingent to a certain B, therefore if A is eon

'

tmgent to every C, but C is contingent to a certain B, it is
necessaiy also that A should be contingent to a certain B, forthe first figure is produced. If again A is con-
tingently present with no C, but B with every C ^'

A must also of necessity be contingently not present with a
certain B, for again there will be the first figure by conver-
sion

;
but if both propositions be assumed negative from these

the necessary will not result, but the propositions
being converted there will be a syllogism as be-

^'

fore. For if A and B are contingently not present with G,

nfgaTi'vJ!'
^^' '^''""^'"^ '^' contingent affirmative proposition into th%

' That is, by conversion of the minor.

Ex. 1. It happens that something Avhite
(j^ ^^^| an animal

It happens that something white {
!^ j a man

It is necessary that every man should be an animal

It happens that something white
{
!^ | a horse

It happens that something white {
^^

} a maai

It is necessary that no man should be a horsir.

& 2
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if the contingently not present be changed, there will again be

the first figure by conversion. If however ono

iniversarJnd^ term be Universal but the other particular, whei.
the other par- they are so, as in the case of simple inesse, there

will, and will not, be a syllogism ; for let A bo

contingently present with every C, and B present with

a certain C, there will again be the first figure by con-

version of the particular proposition, since if A is contingent

to every C, and C to a certain B, A is also contingent to a

certain B, and in like manner if the universal be joined to B
C. This also will be produced in a similar way
if A C be negative, but B C affirmative, for again

we shall have the first figure by conversion, if however both

are negative, the one universal and the other particular, by
the assumed propositions there will not be a syllogism, but

6. Both parti-
there will be when they are converted as before,

cuiar or itideii- Lastly, wlicn both are indefinite or particular,
"^^^'

there will not be a syllogism, for A must neces-

sarily be present with every and with no B, let the terms

de inesse be " animal," " man," " white," and de non-in-

esse " horse," " man," " white," the middle term

"white."*
Example (1.) ^^

Chap. XXI.

—

Of Syllogisms with one Proposition cojitingent and
the other simple in the third Figure.

1. Rule of con- ^^ howcvcr onc premise signifies the inesse, but
sequence—

a

the Other the contingent, the conclusion will be

Sferred^from that a thing is Contingent to, and not that it is

one absolute present with (another), and there will be a syllo-
and another ^

.
^

, .^ . . ,

contingent pre- gism, the tcrms Subsisting in tlie same manner as

Sra.)
^^^'^^ *^® previous ones. For, first, let them be affirm-

ist case, Both ativc,^ and let A be in every C, but B contingent
affirmative.

^.^j^ ^^^^^^ C; B C then being converted there

will be the first figure, and the conclusion will be that A is

contingently present with a certain B, for when one premise

in the first figure signifies the contingent, tlie conclusion also

2nd, Minor Rim- was Contingent. In like manner if the proposition

majofcTntiiT-"' B C^ be of the simple inesse, but the proposition

- Predicative."—Averrcis. ^ That is, the minor.
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A C be contingent, and if A C ^ be negative, but ^ent and nega-

B C affirmative, and either of tkem be pure ; in
^'^^•

both ways the conclusion will be contingent, since again there

arises the first figure. Now it has been shown that where
one premise in that figure signifies the contingent, the con-

clusion also wnll be contingent ; if however the negative

be annexed to the minor premise, or both be as-

sumed as negative, through the propositions laid gativ^^mTnor"or

down themselves, there will not indeed be a syllo- fpm twonega-

gism, but by their conversion ^ there will be, as in gilm' results.'^

the former cases.

Nevertheless if one premise be universal and 4. Cases of

the other particular, yet both afiirmative, or the Particulars.

universal negative but the particular affirmative, there will

be the same mode of syllogisms ; for all are com-
pleted by the first figure, so that it is evident there

will be a syllogism of the contingent and not of the inesse.

If however the affirmative be universal and the negative par
ticidar, the demonstration will be per impossibile

;

for let B be with every C and A happen not to be
with a certain C, it is necessary then that A should happen not
to be with a certain B, since if A is necessarily with every B,
but B is assumed to be with every C, A will necessarily be with
every C, which was demonstrated before, but by hypothesis
A happens not to be with a certain C.

When both premises are assumed indefinite, or particular, there

will not be a syllogism, and the demonstration is the , . ,
•

1 Q 1 , , ^ * Example (1.)
same as ni universals,-* and by the same terms.*

' Major. * i. e. the negative contingent being changed into affirmative.
^ Alexander Aphrodis. thinks we should read i) koi (ttI tCjv tE autpo-

Ttpwv tvdix^H'^''^^'^' (instead of f; Kai ivrolg kuOoXov,) i. e. "which was
in syllogisms, both the propositions of which are contingent.—Taylor,
I'jlius Facius, and Zell approve of this emendation, but I agree with
Waitz in thinking it unnecessary. Cf. cap. 20, and 21.

Ex. . Something white pg „
1

1 ^" animal

It happens that something white |
!^

. > a man

It is necessary that every man should be an animal.

Something white | . . [ a horse° (is not j

Ft happens that something white
|

-^
. > a man

It i» necessary that no man should be a horse.
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Chap. XXII.— Of Syllofiisms ivith one Premise necessary, and the

other contingent in the third Figure.

If one premise be necessary, but the other con-

unive"rSs^°in tingcnt, the terms being affirmative there will be
the third figure, alwajs a sjllogism of the contingent; but when
5,ary,"andthe One is affirmative but the other negative, if the
other contin- affirmative be necessary there will be a syllogism
gent premise. J,

-^ i
01 the contmgent non-inesse ; it however it be

negative, there will be one both of the contingent and of the

absolute non-inesse. There will not however be a syllogism

of the necessary non-inesse, as neither in the other figures.

Let then, first, the terms be affirmative, and let A be neces-

• Each propo-
sarily with every C, but B liappen to be with every

lition, affirma- C ; therefore since A is necessarily with every C,
^'^^'

but C is contingent to a certain B, A will also be

contingently, and not necessarily, with some certain B ; for thus

it is concluded in the first figure. It can be similarly proved

, „ , if B C be assumed as necessary, but A C contin-
* Example (1.) ^ •'

'

gent.*

2. Major nega- Again, let One premise be affirmative, but the
tive, minor other negative, and let the affirmative be neces-

ma ive.
^^^^ ^ ^^^ ^^^^ ^ happen to be with no C, but let B

necessarily be with every C ; again there will be the first figure ;
*

It happens that something white < ^^
\\ ^^ animal

Something white \
-^

, | a man°
(1=5 not

)

It is necessary that every man should be an animal.

It happens that some animal | ^^ [a horse

Something white
|

^ . i a man

It is necessary that no man should be a horse.

Ex. 1. It happens that every man is It happens that every man is

white white
It is necessary that every man It is necessary that some aiii-

should be an animal mal should be a man
.

•
. It happens that some animal .

•
. It happens that some animal

is white is white.
' Taylor inserts here — " and the conclusion will be contingent, but noi

pure"—which is omitted by Waitz.
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for the negative premise signifies the being contingent, it is

evident therefore that the conclusion will be contingent, for

when the premises were thus in the first figure, the conclusion

was also contingent. But if the negative premise be neces-

sary, the conclusion will be that it is contingent, not to be with
something, and that it is not with it ; for let A be supposed
necessarily not with C, but contingent to every B, then the

affirmative proposition B C being converted, there will be the

first figure, and the negative premise will be necessary. But
when the premises are thus, it results that A happens not to

be with a certain C, and that it is not with it ; wherefore it is ne-

cessary also that A should not be with a certain B. „ ,,.
.,^1 , , . . . ,3. Vice versa.
VV hen however the minor premise is assumed ne-

gative there will be a syllogism, if that be contingent by the

[)remise being converted as in the former cases, but if it be ne-

cessary there will not be, for it is necessary to be with every, and
happens to be with none ; let the terms of being with every in-

dividual, be "sleep," a "sleeping horse," "man ;" of , tO f2 )

being with none " sleep," a " waking horse," "man."*
It will happen in the same way, if one term be

joined to the middle universally, but the other ucukrs.°^^""
partially, for both being affirmative there will be

a syllogism of the contingent, and not of the absolute, also

when the one is assumed as negative but the other affirmative,

and the affirmative is necessary. But when the negative is

necessary, the conclusion will also be of the not being present

with ; for there will be the same mode of demonstration,

whether the terms are universal or not universal, since it is

necessary that the syllogisms be completed by the first figure,

so that it is requisite that the same should result, in these,

^

Ex. 2. It happens that every man It happens that every man sleeps

sleeps

It is necessary that no man It is necessary that no man should
should be a sleeping horse be a waking horse

It is necessary that every It is necessary that no waking
sleeping horse should sleep. horse should sleep.

Ex. 3. It happens that some man It happens that some man sleeps
sleeps

It is necessary that no man It is necessary that no man should
should be a sleeping horse be a waking horse

It is necessary that every It is necessary that no waking
sleeping horse should sleep. horse should be asleep.

L e. in syllogisms of the first figure.
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as in those. ^ When however the negative, universally as-

sumed, is joined to the less extreme, if it be contingent, there

will be a syllogism by conversion, but if it be necessary there

will not be, and this may be shown in the same mode as in

, ,, , universals, and by the same terms.t Wherefore
Example ,3.) . ,, . ^ •, • • •

-> ^ ^ t ^ .1
in this figure it it is evident, when and how there

will be a syllogism,^ and when of the contingent, and when of

the absolute, all also it is clear are imperfect, and are perfected

by the first figure.

Chap. XXIII.

—

It is deinonstrated that every Sylhgis^n is completed

hy thejirst Figure.

That the syllogisms then in these figures are com-

i^dfminrryTo' pl^ted by the universal syllogisms in the first

proving that figure, and are reduced to these, is evident from

res^ftrfrom^"^ what has bccu said ; but that in short every syllo-
iiniversais of prisni is thus, will uow be evident, when it shall be
the first figure. » '

n . • i n i

shown that every syllogism is producea by some

one of these figures.

It is then necessary that every demonstration,

must demon- and cvci'y syllogism, should sliow either something

?iit?unWe^rs-°
i^i^sse or non-incssc, and this either universally

ally or particu- or partially, moreover either ostensively or b^i

lensrve.^^^'^
°''

hypothesis. A part however of that which is by
hypothesis is produced per impossibile, therefore

let us first speak of the ostensive (syllogisms), and when these

are shown, it will be evident also in the case of those lead-

ing to the impossibile, and generally of those by hypothesis.

3. For a Sim- If then it is necessary to syllogize A of B either
pie conclusion

j^g being; with or as not beinjz; with, we must as-
wc must 113.VC ^ o '

two proposi- sume Something of something, if then A be as-
*'""*• sumed of B, that which was from the first (pro-

posed) will be assumed (to be proved), but if A be assumed
of C, but C of nothing, nor any thing else of it, nor of A, there

will be no syllogism, for there is no necessary result from as-

suming one thing of one, so that we must take another pre-

mise. If then A be assumed of something else, or something

' In syllogisms of the third.

' i. e. tliere will be a syllogism from both propositions bemp rontin-

gent, or from one being pure and the other contingent, or from one luicc*

•ary and the other contingent.
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else of A, or of C, there is nothing to hinder a syllogism, it

will not however appertain to B ^ from the assumptions. Jtsor

when C is predicated of something else, and that of another,

and this last of a third, ^ if none of these belong to B, neither

thus will there be a syllogism with reference to B, since in

short we say that there never will be a syllogism of one thing

in respect of another unless a certain middle is assumed, which
refers in some way to each extreme in predication. For a

syllogism is simply from premises, but that which pertains to

this in relation to that, is from premises belonging to this in

relation to that,^ but it is impossible to assume a premise re-

lating to B, if we neither affirm nor deny any thing of it, or

again of A in relation to B, if we assume nothing common,
but affirm or deny certain peculiarities of each.

Hence a certain middle of both must be taken, necte'd^bVa"

which unites the predications, if there shall be a
^l^^^^

^^""

'

syllogism of one in relation to the other; now if nexion is three

-

it is necessary to assume something common to AidrkhV'^^
both, this happens in a three-fold manner, (since

we either predicate A of C, and C of B,^ or C^ of both or
both of C, ^) but these are the before-mentioned figures—it is

evident that every syllogism is necessarily produced by some
one of these figures, for there is the same reasoning, if A be
connected with B, even through many media, for the figure in

many media will be the same.

Wherefore that all ostensive syllogisms are 2. of syiio-

perfected by the above-named fio^ures is clear, also gisms per im-

, ,
"^

. -1 -1 / !• i\ •!! possibile there
that those per impossibile (are so perlected) will is the same

appear from these, for all syllogisms concluding "^^^^^<^^-

per impossibile collect the false, but they prove by hypothesis

the original proposition, when contradiction being admitted

some impossibility results,'^ as for instance that the diameter of

a square is incommensurate with the side, because, a common
measure being given, the odd would be equal to the even.

' A will r.ot be concluded of B—but soraethirig else.

' i. e. C of D, D ofE, E of F.
' i. e. in which the middle is connected with each extreme.
* The first figure. ^ The second figure. * The third figure.

' This, as Dr. Hessey remarks, in his valuable tables upon the nature of

Enthymem, corresponds very closely to the definition of iXtyKTiKov (v9v-

ftJjfia in the Rhetoric ii. 2, 15, and to the instance given Rhetoric ii. 21,

3. He thus exhibits the operation, which the reader will find applied to

the instance in the text, in table 4 of Schemata Rhetorica.
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They collect then that the odd would be equal to the even,

but show from hypothesis that the diameter is incommen-

surate, since a falsity occurs by contradiction. This then it

1 What this ^^' *^ Syllogize per impossibile, namely, to show an

kind ofsyiio- impossibility from the original hypothesis, so that
gism IS.

^g ^^ reasonings leading to the impossible, an

ostensive syllogism of the false arises, but the original propo-

sition is proved by hypothesis ; and we have before said

about ostensive syllogisms, that they are perfected by these

figures—it is evident that syllogisms also per impossibile will

be formed through these figures. Likewise all others which

are by hypothesis, for in all there is a syllogism of that which

is assumed,' but the original proposition is proved by con-

fession, or some other hypothesis. Now if this is true, it is

necessary that every demonstration and syllogism should arise

, „ through the three fio;ures before named, and this
3. Also of svllo- .

gisms, If i/TTo- being shown, it is manifest that every syllogism

capit'uiation
^^ Completed in the first figure, and is reduced to

universal syllogisms in it.

Chap. XXIV.—Of the Quality and Quantity of the Premises in

Syllogism.—Of the Conclusion

.

1 Oneaffinna-
MOREOVER it is ncccssary in cvcry syllogism, that

tiveand one one term should be affirmative and one universal,

neces"ary,in an foi* without the universal there will not be a syllo-

synogisms. gism, or one not pertaining to the thing proposed,

or the original (question) will be the subject of

petition.^ For let it be proposed that pleasure from music is

If A is B, then P is Q,
But that P is Q is absurd.

. • . If it is absurd to say that P is Q, it is absurd to say that A is B.

. . A is not B. Q. E. D.
* "trpoQ, TO fieTa\aii(3ai'6fitvov.—For example, in the hypothetical

syllogism—If the soul is moved by itself it is immortal: but it is moved
by itself, .

•
. it is immortal : the assumption is, the soul is moved by

itself. The disjimctive syllogism owes its origin to the airaywyij ttoro

aSvvarov, one of the principal kinds of hypotheticals mentioned by Aris-

totle, whose use of the latter expression, it is necessary to remember, is

not opposed to categorical, but to ostensive (deiKTiKog) syllogism, as in

this very chapter. The reader is referred for some valuable observations

upon this subject to note G, Appendix, Mansel's Logic. Hypothetical

syllogisms, as we employ the term, are not discussed by Aristotle ; vide

Aldrich de Syllogismis Hypotheticis.
* aiTTjtTtTai. Distinction is not an Aristotelian term, but the rales
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commendable, if then any one should require it to be granted

that pleasure is commendable, and did not add all pleasure,

there would not be a syllogism, but if that a certain pleasure

is so, if indeed it is a difierent pleasure, it is nothing to the

purpose, but if it is the same it is a petitio principii, this will

however be more evident in diagrams, for instance, let it be
required to show that the angles at the base of an isosceles

triangle are equal. ^ Let the lines A B be drawn to the centre of

a circle, if then he assumes the angle A C to be equal to the

angle B D, not in short requiring it to be granted that the angles

of semicircles are equal, and again that C is equal to D, not

assuming the whole (angle) of the section, if besides he assumes

that equal parts being taken from equal whole angles, the re-

maining angles E F are equal, he will beg the original (question),

unless he assume that if equals are taken from equals the remain-

ders are equal. Wherefore in all syllogism we must have an
universal ; universal is also shown from all universal terms, but

the particular in this or that way, so that if the

conclusion be universal, the terms must of necessity condus'iJn^fof-

be universal, but if the terms be universal, the lows from uni-

, . , ^ . . ,
' ^ versa! premises

conclusion may happen not to be universal. It but sometimes

appears also that in every syllogism either both ^^r^esuS!^^'
premises or one of them must be similar to the 3. One premise

1 • X X 1 • -i 1 • /*» must resemble
conclusion, 1 mean not only in its being ainrm- the conclusion

ative or negative,but in that it is either necessary, ^" character

, , ,^ . 1 ,
and quality.

or absolute, or contingent ; we must also have
regard to other modes of predication.

^

In a word then it is shown when there will and wiU not be a
syllogism, also when it is possible,^ and when per-

fect, and that when there is a syllogism it must have |;^^^apituia-

its terms according to some one of the above modes.

belonging thereto are implied in his account of the figures. The several
directions given by Aldrich, on the construction of syllogistic inquiry,
occur successively in this and the succeeding chapters, as comprised in
the old memorial—" Distribuas Medium," etc.

' This is demonstrated in one way by Euclid, and in another by Pap-
pus. See also Proclus Commen. lib. i. Euclid. Elem. One of the five

jnodes of the "petitio principii," is not in form distinguishable from the
legitimate syllogism. Conf. Top. viii. 13; Anal. Pr. ii. 16.

* As the impossible, probable, etc.

' l}y possible here he means an imperfect, -which may be brought into
fc perfect syllogism. For the elucidation of this chapter and the loliow-
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Chap. XXV.

—

Every SyVogium constats of only three Terms^ and
of tico Premises.

1. Demonstra- It appears that every demonstration will be by

ed b'^hree^^'
three terms and no more, unless the same con-

temis only— clusion should result through different ^ arguments,
^^^°^'

as E^ through A B,^ and through C D/ or through

A B, A C, and B C, for there is nothing to prevent many
media subsisting of the same (conclusions). But these being
(many), there is not one syllogism, but many syllogisms ; or

again, when each of the propositions A B is assumed by syl-

logism, as A through D E,^ and again B through

G th^miSon'^' F G,* or when the one is by induction,^ but tlie

other by syllogism. Thus in this manner indeed

there are many syllogisms, for there are many conclusions, as

A and B and C, and if there are not many but one, it is thus

possible, that the same conclusion may arise

conclusion may through many syllogisms, but in order that C may

manVsyUo- ^^ provcd througli A B, it is impossible.f For
gisms. let the conclusion be E, collected from A B C D,

there should be it is then ucccssary that some one of these should
more than \)q assumed with reference to somethinor else, as a
tlircc tcrtns

whole, but another as a part, for this has been

shown before, that when there is a syllogism, some of the

terms should necessarily thus subsist ; let then A be thus with

reference to B, from these there is a certain conclusion, which

is either E or C or D, or some other different from these.

\n% more particularly, the reader is referred to Mansel's, Whalely's, and
Hill's Lopic.

' The Leipsic copy omits the example, and Taylor's reading is some-
what different to that of Averrois, Buhle, and Wailz. By demon-
stration Aristotle here means syllogism generally.

'* The conclusion. ^ A the major, B the minor.
* C the major, D the minor.
* A the major of the prosyllogism in which the major of the principal

syllogism is proved—E the minor of ihe same. Though in the lirst part

E signifies the conclusion of the principal syllogism, yet the conclusion is

at present called C.—Taylor.
^ As far as induction is logical at all, in its process it is equally formal

wiih, though it proceeds in an inverse order to, syllogism. It is defined

1)V Aristotle, proving the major term of the middle by means of the minor,

-^iial. Vv. ii. 23. The Sorites is not recognised distinctively by Aristotle,

though, as Melancthon observes, it is implied in Cat. .3, and is alluded to

in this chapter ; its distinct exuositiou is attributed to the Stoics.
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Now if E is concluded, the syllogism would be from A B
alone, but if C D are so as that the one is universal, and the

other particular, something also will result from these which
will either be E or A or B, or something else diiferent from
these, and if E is collected, or A or B, there will be

either many syllogisms, or, as it was shown possible, the same
thing will happen to be collected through many terms. If,

however, any thing else different from these is collected, there

will be many syllogisms unconnected with each other ; but if

C is not so with respect to D, as to produce a syllogism, they

will be assumed to no purpose, except for the sake of induction

or concealment, or something of the sort. Still if from A B,

not E, but some other conclusion is produced, and from C D,
either one of these, or something dilFerent from these, many
syllogisms arise, yet not of the subject, for it was supposed

that the syllogism is of E. If, again, there is no conclusion

from C D, it will happen that they are assumed in vain, and
the syllogism is not of the primary problem, so that it is evi-

dent that every demonstration and every syllogism will be
through three terms only.^

This then being apparent, it is ako clear that

a syllogism consists of two premises and no more ; terms are in-

for three terms are two premises, unless some- proSitTonr^
thing is assumed over and above, as we observed vide Aidrich

at first, for the perfection of the syllogisms. ^" *^^^'

Hence it appears, that in the syllogistic discourse, in which
the premises, through which the principal conclusion is col-

lected, are not even,—(for it is requisite that some of the

former conclusions should be premises,)—this discourse is

either not syllogistically constructed,^ or has required more
than is necessary to the thesis.

When then the syllogisms are taken according to the prin-

cipal propositions, every syllogism will consist of propositions

' The prosyllogism, or antecedent syllogism of Aristotle, is a syllogism
used to prove one of the premises of another syllogism. Vide Paciua
Anal. Pr. i. 35. Biese, vol. i. p. 157.

^ Taylor erroneously uses the active here, contrary to Waitz and
Averrois, the latter translates {avWikoyiorai) similarly to the rendering
above—"est raliocinatu." Aristotle calls a thesis, the consequent "ex-
tra syllogismum spectata," as Aidrich says, that is, the "problem,"
"question," to ^TjTSvfievov—the last, however, is used mere extensively
in signification. Vid. An. Post, i. 1, and ii. 3.
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whicli are even, but of terms which are odd for the terms
exceed the premises by one, and the conclusions will be half

part of the premises.^ When, however, the conclusion results

through pro-syllogisms, or through many continued middles,^

as A B through C D, the multitude of terms, in

opof—incidens hl^^e manner, will exceed the premises by one, (tor

Bu^iT"^ the term interpolated will be added either exter-

nally or in the middle ; but in both ways it will

happen that the intervals are fewer than the terms by one,)

but the propositions are equal to the intervals, the former,

indeed, will not always be even, but the latter odd, but alter-

nately, when the propositions are even the terms are odd, but

when the terms are even the propositions are odd ; for toge-

ther with the term, one proposition is added wherever the

term is added.^ Hence, since the propositions

ber cfUrms^ wcrc cvcu, but the tcrms odd, it is necessary they
propositions, should change v\^hen the same addition is made

;

and conclu- , , Y . -n i i ^

sions in com- but the couclusions Will no longer have tlie same

Si'sms
^' ^'° order, neither with respect to the terms, nor to

the propositions, for one term being added, con-

clusions will be added less than the pre-existent terms by one,

because to the last term alone* there is no con-
• The minor. . n i -p t-v •

elusion made ; but to all the rest, e. g. it D is

added to A B C, two conclusions are immediately added, the

one to A and the other to B. The same occurs in the other

cases also, if the term be inserted in the middle after the same
manner, for it will not make a syllogism to one term alone, so

tiiat the conclusions will be many more than the terms, and

than the propositions.

Chap. XXVI.—On the comparative Difficultij of certain Problems,

and hy what Fi(jnres they are proved.*

1. The conclu- SiNCE wc havc thosc particulars with which syl-

figures consti- logisms are conversant, and what is their quality

stutes the leia- in cach jSgurc, and in how many ways demon-

' For there is one conclusion to two propositions.
"^ As in Sorites. Vide Mansel's Logic, p. 83.
' At the beginning, middle, or end. See Waitz, vol. i. p. 440, and 441.
* Edocomur hoc capite et seq., qnomodo ars dialectica cohaereat cmn

demunstrandi arte, Topica cum Analyticis. Waitz.
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stration takes place, it is also manifest to us, V^'«
facility of

, ,.•,r^^-l•1•rr>^ i ^
demonstration.

wJiat kind oi problem is aiincult, and what easy Enumeration

of proof, for that which is concluded in many
si^onTnXe^ie-

figures, and through many cases, is more easy, but cond figures.

what is in fewer figures, and by fewer cases, is more difficult.

An universal affirmative then is proved through the first figure

alone, and by this in one way only ; but a negative, both

through the first and through the middle, through the first in

one way, but through the middle in two ways ; the particular

affirmative again through the first and through the last, in one

way through the first figure, but in three ways through the

last ; lastly, the particular negative is proved in all the figures,

but in the first in one way, in the middle in two ways, and in

the last in three ways. Hence it appears most
difficult to construct an universal affirmative, but easieroTsub-^

most easy to subvert it, in short, universals are version than
•'

, , • 1 1 1
particulars. .

easier to subvert than particulars, because the

former are subverted, whether a thing is present with nothing,

or is not Avith a certain thing, of which the one, namely, the not

being with a certain thing, is proved in all the figures, and the

other, the being with nothing, is proved in two. The same mode
also prevails in the case of negatives, for the original proposition

is subverted, whether a thing is with every, or with a certain

individual,^ now this was in two figures. In particular problems

there is one way (of confutation), either by showing a thing

to be with every, or with no individual, and parti-
3 particulars

cular problems are easier of construction, for they easier of con-

n J xi- 1- 1 9 T struction.
are in more figures, and through more modes.^ In

short, we ought not to forget that it is possible to confute

universal mutually through particular problems, and these

through universal, yet we cannot construct universal through
particular, but the latter may be through the former, at the

same time that it is easier to subvert than to construct is plain.

In what manner then every syllogism arises, through how

' This clause is omitted by Taylor.
' Aristotle employs tttwgiq here in the sense of tqottoq, which latter is

not an Aristotelian expression, except, as some think, in cap. 28 of this

book. He shows in each figure what propositional combinations are

admissible. In Apuleius there is a distinction between modi, or moduli,

and conjugationes, the former referring to combinations of three propo*

aitions, the latter to those of two.



144 AKISTOTLE*S ORGANON. [rOOK T.

many terms and premises, how they subsist with

tio?.^*^^^^*"^*
reference to each other, also what sort of problem
may be proved in each figure, and what in many

and in fewer modes, may be gathered from what has been said.'

CHAP. XXVII.

—

Of the Invention and Construction of Syllogisms?

1. How to pro- We must now describe how we may always obtain

Ri^ms^from ^ provision of syllogisms for a proposed question,

certain princi- and in what Way we may assume principles about
''

'^^'

each, for perhaps it is not only requisite to con-
sider the production of syllogisms, but also to possess the
power of forming them.

2. The several ^^ ^^^ beings then, some are of such a nature
sorts of predi- as not to be truly predicated universally of any

cannot be truly thing clsc, as " Clcon," and " Callias," that which

ferfafr^^of^"^"
is singular,^ and that which is sensible, but others

other than in- are predicated of these, (for each of these is man
(ir.iduais, etc, ^^^ animal) ; some again are predicated of others,

but others not previously of these ; lastly, there are some
which are themselves predicated of others, and others of them,

as "man " is predicated of Callias, and " animal " of man. That
some things therefore are naturally adapted to be predicated of

nothing is clear, for of sensibles each is almost of such a sort, as

not to be predicated of any thing except accidentally, for we
sometimes say that that white thing is Socrates, and that the

object approaching is Callias. But that we must stop some-

videb. i.ch.i9 whcrc in our upward progression we will again
Post Anal., et show, for the prcscut let this be admitted. Of these
*^^'

things then we cannot point out another predicate,

* As a digest of the method of proof, we may state that

A is proved in one figure and one mood
E — — two figures and three moods
I — — two — — four

O — — three — — six.

Thus A is the easiest to overthrow, and the nearest to establish : the

reverse.
2 Averrois, following the old divisions, commences his 2nd section here

" De abundantii Propositionum."
' The employment of singulars as predica'es, is open to much objection,

in connexion with singular propositions. See the Thesis appended to

Waliis's Logic.
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except according to opinion, but these may be predicated of

others, nor can singulars ^ be predicated of others, but others

of them. It appears however that those which are interme-

diate, are capable in both ways (of demonstration), for they

may be predicated of others, and others of them, and argu-

ments and speculations are almost all conversant with these.

Still it is requisite to assume the propositions 2. How to as-

about each thinoj thus :—In the first place, the ^H™^ p^°p.°"

1 -Ni 1 r> ' ' 1 sitions as to

subject, (by hypothesis,) the definitions, and such these, in order

peculiarities as exist of the tiling ; next, whatever *° inference.

things are consequent to the thing, and which the thing fol-

lows ;^ lastly, such as cannot be in it ; those however which it

cannot be in are not to be assumed, because of the conversion

of the negative. We must also distinguish in the consequents

what things belong to "what a thing is," what are predicated

as properties,^ and what as accidents ; also of these, those which
are (predicated) according to opinion, and those, according to

truth ; for the greater number any one has of

these, the quicker will he light upon a conclusion,
{„ £dJaS"'

and the more true they are, the more will he de-

monstrate. We must too select not those which are conse-

quent to a certain one, but those which follow the whole thing,

e. g. not what follows a certain man, but what follows every

man, for a syllogism consists of universal propositions. If

therefore a proposition is indefinite, it is doubtful whether it is

universal, but when it is definite, this is manifest. So also wu
must select those things the whole of which a thing follows,

for the reason given above, but the whole consequent itself

need not be assumed to follow ; I say for instance, (it must not

be assumed) that every " animal " is consequent to " man," or

every science to music, but only that they are simply conse-

quent, as we set forth,'* for the other is useless and impossible,^

as that "every man" is "every animal," or that "justice is

every thing good." To whatever (subject) a consequent is

attached, the sign "every" is added ; when however the sub-

' Taylor here falls into his common mistake of translating Ka9'
UatTTa—"particular." Averrois, ' singularia "—which is right.

* Omitted by Taylor.
' The iSiov, both by Porphyry and Aristotle, is considered as co-exten-

sive and convertible with its subject, and answers to the fourth predicable.
* i. e. as we form propositions.

That is, a predicate with the unirersal sig&.

it
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ject ic comprehended by a certain thing,^ the consequents

of which we must assume, those which follow or which do

not follow the universal, we are not to select in these—for

they were assumed in those, since whatever are consequent to

"animal," are also consequent to "man," and as to whatever

things are not absolutely present with in like man-

sumed-^^vlcTe" ner ; but the properties of each thing must be

Aidrich and taken, for there are certain properties in species
"*^^'

not common to genus, since it is necessary that

certain properties should be in different species. Nor are we

to select those in regard to the universal, which the thing com-

prehended follows, as those which " man " follows ought not

to be assumed to " animal," for it is necessary if animal fol-

lows man that it follows all these,^ but these more properly

belong to the selection of the antecedents of " man." ^ We must

also assume those which are generally consequent and antece-

dent, for of general problems the syllogism also is from propo-

sitions, all or some of which are general, as the conclusion of

each syllogism resembles its principles. Lastly, we are not to

select things consequent to all, since there will not be composed

a syllogism from them, on account of a reason which will ap-

pear from what follows.

Chap. XXVIII.

—

Special Rules upon the same Subject.

Those therefore who desire to confirm any thing

ielhelnspec-^'^ of a Certain universal, should look to the subject

tion of terms niattcr of what is confirmed, in respect of which

versaTor "parti- it happens to bc predicated ; but of whatever ought

aSveor^nSa- to be predicated, of this, he should examine the

tive may be de- consequents ; for if one of these happens to be the
monstrated.

^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ ncccssarily be in the other. But

if (it is to be proved) that a thing is not present universally

but particularly, he must examine those which each follows,*

for if any of these is the same, to be particularly present is

• i. e. by an universal predicate.

2 Of which man is predicated.
' That is, the subjects to man ought to be chosen and assumed per

$c. The reader is referred for the rules specified here to the commoi

Logics, especially Whately, b. ii. c. 111.

* The antecedent of both predicate and subject.
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necessary ; but when the presence with nothing is necessary,'
as to what it need not be present with,^ we must look to those
which cannot be present with it ; ^ or on the contrary, (as regards
that) with which* it is necessary not to be present, we must
look to those which cannot be with it, but as to what ought
not to be present, to the consequents. For w^hichever of these
are identical, it will happen that the one is in no other, since
sometimes a syllogism arises in the first and at other times in
the middle figure. If however the particular non-inesse (is
to be proved), that with which it ought not to be present, and
those which it follows, are to be looked to ; but of that which
ought not to be present, those must be considered, which it is

impossible can be in it, for if any of these be identical the
particular non-inesse is necessary. What has been said how-
ever will perhaps be more clear thus. Let the consequents to
A be B, but let those to which it is consequent be C ; those
again which cannot be in it, D; again, let the things present
with E be F, and those to which it is consequent, G-; lastlv,
those which cannot be in it, H. Now if a certain C and'u
certain F are identical, it is necessary that A should be witli
every E, for F is present with every E, and A with every C,
so that A is with every E ; but if C and G are identical, A
must necessarily be with a certain E, for A follows every C, and
E every G. If however F and D are identical, A will be with
no E from a pro-syllogism,^ for since a negative is convertible
andF is identicalwith D,A will be with no F, butF is with every
E ; again, if B and H are the same, A will be with no E, for B
is with every A, but with no E, for it was the same as H,
and H was with no E. If D and G are identical, A will not
be with a certain E, for A will not be with G, since it is not
present with D, but G is under E, so that neither will it be
with a certain E. Moreover ifB is identical with G there will
be an inverse syllogism, for G will be with every A, (since B is
with A,) and E w^ith B (for B is the same as G) ; still it is
not necessary that A should be with every E, but it is neces-

' When E was to be proved.
' i. e. tlie subject of the question.
' Taylor inserts with Buhle here e'lg rd iTroiuva, which alters the sen:,e.

I follow Waitz.
The predicate. The confusion of the various readings here is endless.

• In which the major premise of the principal syllogism is proved.
L 2
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sary that it be with a certain E, because an universal predi-

cation may be converted into a particular one.

Wherefore we must evidently regard what ha. i

tion of the pro- bccu mentioned as to each part of every problem,

•

biem to be ex- since all svllogisms are from these ; but in conse-
amined. ^ i i f ^ , •

quents, and the antecedents oi each thmg, we
must look to first elements, and to those which are for the

most part universal, as in the case of E we must look more to

K F than only to F,^ but in the case of A more to K C than

to C only. For if A is present with K C it is also present

with F and with E,^ but if it is not consequent to this, yet it

may be consequent to F ; in like manner we must examine

those which the thing itself is consequent to, for if it follows

the primary, it also does those which are included under them,

and if it does not follow these, yet it may those which are

arranged under them.'*

Speculation then, plainly, consists of three terms and two
propositions, and all syllogisms are through the

cons?sTsofViree above-mentioned figures ; for A is shown present
terms and two ^vjth every E, when of C and F something iden-

tical may be assumed. Now this will be the mid-

dle term,^ and A and E the extremes, and there is the first

figure, but (presence with) a certain thing is shown when C
and G are assumed identical, and this is the last figure, for G
b(.'Come3 the middle. Again, (presence with) none, when D
and F are identical, but thus also the first figure and tlie

middle are produced ; the first, because A is with no F, (since

a negative is converted,) but F is with every E; and the

middle because D is with no A, but with every E. Not to

be present also with a certain one, (is shown) when D and G
are the same, and this is the last figure, for A will be with

no G, and E with every G. Wherefore all syllogisms are

evidently through the above-named figures, and we must not

select those which are consequent to all, because no syllogism

arises from them ; as, in short, we cannot construct from con-

' As to both subject and predicate.
' K F is the genus of both K and F, and K C stands in the same rela-

tion to K and C. ^ F is contained under K, and E under F.

* Thus if "Hving" follows "animal," it also follows" man," and

though it does not follow " body," it follows that which is under " body."

—Taylor
» viz. C F—A the major—E the minor.
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sequents, nor deduce a negative through an universal conse-

quent, for it must be in one, and not in the other.

^

Tl.at other modes of speculation ^ also, as regards selection,

are useless for the construction of syllogism is apparent ; for

instance, if the consequents to each are identical, or if those

which A (the predicate) follows, and which can- 4. other mode»

not be with E (the subject), or again those which
J,^se"es^^^as'?e-

cannot concur to be with either, for no syllogism gards selection

arises through these. If then the consequents ° ^ ™^ ^'

are identical, as B and F, the middle figure is produced, having
both premises affirmative ; but if those which A follows, and
which cannot be with E, as C and H, there will be the first

figure having the minor premise negative ; again, if those are

identical wliich cannot be with either, as D and H,^ both pro-

positions will be negative, either in the first or in the middle
figure : thus, however, there will by no means be a syllogism.

VV^e see moreover that we must assume in spe-

culation things identical, and not what are different, seiecfin'rnves-

or contrary ; first, because our inspection is for tigation, not

the sake of the middle, and we must take as a the terms differ,

middle, not what is different, but what is identical.
{'heVa^ee'^^

Next, in whatever a syllogism happens to be pro-

duced, from the assumption of contraries, or of those things

which cannot be with the same, all are reduced to the before-

named modes, as if B and F are contraries, or cannot be with
the same thing ; if these are assumed there will be a syllo-

gism that A is with no E : this however does not result from
tliein, but from the above-named mode ; for B is with every
A, and with no E, so that B must necessarily be identical

with a certain H. Again, if B and G do not concur to be
with the same thing, (it will follow) that A will not be with
a certain E, and so there will be the middle figure, for B is

' That is, he who wishes to conclude a negative must take a middle,
which concurs with one extreme, and not with the other, but in the case
cited both propositions would be affirmative

—

here KaTacKEvdi^eiv, "affir-

mative coUigere," is opposed to aTrooTfptiv, " negative coUigere." Confer.
VVaitz, vol. i. page 450.

' <TKfi|/ftf rijv Kara rag UXoyag dxpiiot.—Vide Waitz, vol. i. 451, and
Biese, i. p. 166, also Mansel's Logic, page 79. See also the definition of
roTTog given by Cicero (Top: ch. ii.) ; the name originally alluded to the
place in which we look for middle terms. Vide Rhet. ii. 26, 1 ; also note
©Q Top. i. 1.

• Taylor reads G, en meously.
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with every A, and with no G,' so that B must necessarily be

identical with some H. For the impossibility of B and G
being in the same thing, does not differ from B being the

same as a certain H, since every thing is assumed which can-

not be with E.

From these observations, then, it is shown that

tioiK^*^^^^*^^*
no syllogism arises ; but if B and F are contraries,

B must necessarily be identical with a certain H,
and a syllogism arises through these. Nevertheless it occurs

to persons thus inspecting, that they look to a different way
than the necessary, from the identity of B and H escaping

them.

Chap. XXIX.

—

The same 3Iethod applied to other than cate-

gorical Syllogisms.

Syllogisms which lead to the impossible subsist

method to be in the same manner as ostensive, for these also

seSng a"^
arise through consequents, and those (antecedents)

middle term in which each follows,^ and the inspection is the

^'^the^mposd- Same in both, for what is ostensively demonstrated

^'th'
^^ ^° ^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^^ syllogistically inferred per impossi-

bile, and through the same terms, and what is de-

monstrated per impossibile, may be also proved ostensively,

as that A is with no E. For let it be supposed to be with a cer-

tain E, therefore since B is with every A, and A with a certain

E, B also will be with a certain E, but it was present with none ;

again, it may be shown that A is with a certain E,for ifA is with

no E, but E is with every H, A will be with no H, but it was
supposed to be with every H. It will happen the same in other

problems, for always and in all things demonstration per im-

possibile will be from consequents, and from those which each

follows. In every problem also there is the same considera-

tion, whether a man wishes to syllogize ostensively, or to lead

to the impossible, since both demonstrations are from the same
Terms, as for example, if A were shown to be with no E, because

B happens to be with a certain E, which is impossible, if it is as-

sumed that B is with no E, but with every A, it is evident that

A will be with no E. Again, if it is ostensively collected tliat A
Waltz incorrectly reads E.

i. e. the predicate and subject of the question.

I
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is with no E, to those who suppose that it is with a certain E, it

may be shown per impossibile to be with no E. The like will

also occur in other cases, for in all we must assume some
common term different from the subject terms to which there

will appertain a syllogism of the false, so that this proposition

being converted,^ but the other remaining the same, there will

be an ostensive syllogism through the same terms. 2. Wherein the

But an ostensive sylloo^ism differs from that per ostensive and
., ., ,

"^
. ^

,

-11 •
per impossibile

impossibile, because m the ostensive both premises syllogisms

are laid down according to truth,^ but in that °^"'

which leads to the impossible one is laid down falsely.^

These things however will more fully appear by what fol-

lows, when we come to speak of the impossible, for the pre-

sent let so much be manifest to us, that both he who wishes

to syllogize ostensively, and per impossibile, must observe

these things. In other syllogisms indeed which are hypo-
thetical, such as those which are according to transumption,

or according to quality, the consideration wiU. be in the sub-

ject terms, not in the original ones, but in those

taken afterwards, but the mode of inspection will investigation

be the same ; but it is necessary also to consider, \^^ ^^^f-^",,-,.. .,., •'
, !•! hypotheticals.

and distinguish, in how many ways hypothetical

syllogisms arise.

Each problem then is demonstrated thus, and some of them
we may infer syllogistically after another method, for example,
universals by an hypothetical inspection of particulars, for if

C and H are the same, and if E is assumed to be with H alone,

' That is, the proposition being assumed contradicting the conclusion of
ihe syllogism leading to the impossible.—Taylor.

' They are assumed as true, though sometimes false.

' As if false—to be confuted by a conclusive absurdity. Compare the

23rd chap, of this book of the Analytics. In the place just quoted the

TO fieToKafifiavofisvov is explained by Alexander as applying to the
conclusive expression of the syllogism, because it is taken differently to

the manner in which it was originally enunciated, being at first part of a
conditional agreement, and afterwards a categorical conclusion. For this

reason the syllogism is here said to be koto. /itraXiyi^iv. Were it not for

this authority it would seem simpler to interpret fierdXijypiQ, " change
of question." As to the hypotheticals called icard Trotorijra, mentioned
here, we have no data for even a plausible conjecture —Mansel. Philo-

ponus (Scholia, p. 178, b. 9) says it is a syllogism, tt: tov fiaWov 7) (k

Tov rjTTov, ry it tov ofioioZ. Vide Whately's and Hill's Logic. Waiu
identities both terms. See vol. i. 456
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A will be witli every E ; and again, if D and H are the same,
and E is predicated of H alone, (it may be shown) that A is

with no E. Wherefore the inspection must clearly be in this

way after the same manner both in the necessary and contin-

gent, for the consideration is the same, and the syllogism both

of the contingent and the absolute will be through terms the

same in order ; in the contingent however we may assume
things which are not with, but which may be, for it has been

shown that by these a contingent syllogism is produced, and

the reasoning is similar in the case of the other predications.

From what has been said then it appears not only that it is

\ ^ , . allowable for all syllogisms to be formed in this,
4. Conclusion. , , i i p i • ^

but that they cannot be tormed in any other way,

for every syllogism has been shown to originate through some
one of the before-named figures, and these may not be consti-

tuted through any other than the consequents and antecedents

of a thing, for from these are the premises and assumption ©f

the middle, so that it is not admissible that a syllogism should

be produced through other things.

Chap. XXX.

—

The preceding method of Demonstration applicable

to all Problems.

1. The method ^^^ Way then of proceeding in all (problems),

of demonstra- botli in pliilosophy and in every art and discipline,

p^e^viousiyH^s" is the samc, for we must collect about each of them
applicable to all thosc things which are with, and the subjects
ol)i6Cts 01 phi- •

losophicai in- whicli they are with, and be provided with as many
**""^^'

as possible of these, considering them also througli

three terms in one way subverting, but in another constructing

according to truth (we reason) from those which are truly de-

scribed to be inherent, but as regards dialectic syllogisms (we
must reason) from probable propositions. Now the princi-

ples of universal syllogisms have been mentioned, how they

subsist, and how we must investigate them, that we may not

direct our attention to every thing which is said, nor to con-

structing and subverting the same things, nor both construct-

ing universallj'' or particularly, nor subverting wholly or par-

tially, but look to things fewer and definite ; as to each

however we must make a selection, as of good or of science.

The peculiar principles indeed in every science are many,
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hence it is the province of experience to deliver
^ Experience

the principles of every thing, for instance, I say is to supply the

that astrological experience gives the principles Semoni^Jation

of astrological science, for from phenomena being in ever>' sci-

sufficiently assumed, astrological demonstrations

have thus been invented, so also is it in every other art and

science. Wherefore if things are assumed which exist in in-

dividuals, it is now our duty readily to exhibit demonstrations,

for if as regards history nothing is omitted of what is truly

present with things, we shall be able about every thing of

which there is demonstration to discover and demonstrate this,

and to make that clear which is naturally incapable of demon-

stration.
3 The end of

Universally then we have nearly shown how analytical in-

propositions ought to be selected, but we have ehicidare°?ub°

discussed this accurately in the treatise on Dia- jects naturally

. ,
•' abstruse.

lectio.^

Chap. XXXI.— Upon Division ; and its Imperfection as to De-
monstration?

That the division through genera^ is but a cer-

tain small portion of the method specified, it is i.'^iTvisVon, its

easy to perceive, for division is, as it were, a weak
S5i^argunmS!it

syllogism, since it begs what it ought to demonstrate, is a species of

• In the Topics. The dialectic however of Aristotle, as enunciated

here, diflers from that art as exhibited in the Topics, in that he discusses

it in the Analytics as a mere formal method of reasoning, but in the

Topics he gives it an entirely material character. The dialectic of Plato

corresponds more nearly with the metaphysics of Aristotle : again, the

dialectic of Aristotle is an art, but his analytic a science ; see note on
Top. i. 1.

^ Vide Whately, b. iii. sect. 11.
' i. e. by which genera are divided into species by the addition of difler-

ences. Plato used division as a means of demonstrating definitions, and
the utility of them, according to Aristotle, consists in employing them as

tests of definitions when obtained. Amongst the later Peripatetics, di-

vision rose in estimation, and Andronicus Rhodius composed a treatise

on the subject. Modern logicians have chiefly drawn from Boethius*

work de Divisione. Compare Top. vi. 2. Dichotomy, or the division al-

luded to above of genus, is approved by Aristotle when effected by con-

traries, but not by contradictories. Compare Elh. Nic. vii. 6 ; Kant,
Logic, sect. 113

J
Trend. Elena, sect. 58 j also Categor. 10.
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Rilm
^^^^^ and always infers something of prior matter.'

Now this has first escaped the notice of all those

who use it, and they endeavour to show that demonstration
about essence and the very nature of a thing is possible, so

that they neither perceive that those who divide happen to

syllogize, nor that it is possible in the manner we have said.

In demonstrations therefore, when it is requisite to infer ab-

solute presence, the middle term by which the syllogism is

2. In demon- produccd must always be less, and must not be
stration of the uuivcrsally predicated of the first extreme, but on

middle must the Contrary, division takes the universal for the
be less, and not middle term. For let animal be A, mortal B, im-
universal m re-

i r^ i p i

spect of the first mortal C, and man of whom we ought to assume
extreme.

^^g definition D, every animal then comprehends
either mortal or immortal, but this is that the whole of what-
ever may be A is either B or C. Again, he who divides

man, admits that he is animal, so that he assumes A to be
predicated of D, hence the syllogism is that every D is either

B or C, wherefore it is necessary for man to be either mortal

or immortal, yet it is not necessary that animal should be
mortal, but this is desired to be granted, which was the very

• Exam lefi
thing which ought to have been syllogistically in-

ferred.* Again, taking A for mortal animal, B
for pedestrian, C without feet, and D for man, in the same
manner it assumes A to be either with B or C, for every mortal

animal is either pedestrian or without feet, and that A is pre-

dicated of D, for it has assumed that man is a mortal animal,

so that it is necessary that man should be either a pedestrian

* i. e, of universals, or of things more nearly approaching to these.

Ex. 1. Every animal is either mortal or immortal
Every man is an animal

.
•

. Every man is either mortal or immortal.

The conclusion here was to have been, that every man is mortal ; but he
who divides does not prove this, but desires it to be granted.

Ex. 2. Every mortal animal is pedestrian or without feet

Every man is a mortal animal
.

•
. Every n>an is pedestrian or without feet.

Ex. 3. Every length is or is not commensurable
Every diameter is a length

• *
. Every diameter is or is not commensurable.
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animal or without feet, but that he is pedestrian is not D<pces-

sary, but they assume it, and this again is what ^
, ,„ ^

,
•''

, •' - 1 jt A / .1 • * Example (2.)

they ought to have proved.* Alter this manner
it always happens to those who divide, namely, that they as-

sume an universal middle, and what they ought to show, and

the differences as extremes. In the last place, they assert

nothing clearly, as that it is necessary that this be a man, or

that thet question necessarily is whatever it may
. , ^ _

be, but they pursue every other way, not appre- vov. (vido

bending the available supplies. It is clear how- ^ DhLion not

ever, that by this method we can neither subvert suitable for re-

nor syllogistically infer any thing of accident or for various

property or genus, or of those things of which we ^}^^^
of ques-

are a priori ignorant as to how they subsist, as

whether the diameter of a square be incommensurable, for if

it assumes every length to be either commensurable or incom-

mensurable, but the diameter of a square is a length, it will

infer that the diameter is either incommensurable or com-

mensurable, and if it assumes that it is incommensurate, it will

assume what it ought to prove, wherefore that we cannot

show, for this is the way, and by this w^e cannot do it ; let

however the incommensurable or commensurable be A, length

B, and diameter C.J It is clear then that this
^^^^

mode of inquiry does not suit every speculation,

neither is useful in those to which it especially appears ap-

propriate, wherefore from what sources, and how demonstra-

tions arise, and what we must regard in every problem, appear

from what has been said.

Chap. XXXII.

—

Reduction of Syllogisms to the above Figures?

How then we may reduce syllogisms to the above-
j Method of

named figures must next be told, for this is the reducing every

remainder of the speculation, since if we have one of'the three

noticed the production of syllogisms, and have the figure/ ^° ^
p . -^ . , • c considered.

power 01 inventing them, it moreover we analyze (Compare eh.

them when formed into the before-named figures, ^^"^

* Averrois commences his third section here, " de syllogismorum reso-

lutione." The word dvayiiv, and not drraytiv, as significative of reduction,

has been already commented upon ; it is employed in its strict meaning at

this place.
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our original design will have been completed. At the sttme

time, what has before been said wnll happen to be confirmed,

and be more evident that they are thus from what shall now
be said, for every truth must necessarily agree with itself in

every respect.

Rule 1st. First then we must endeavour to select the two
Propositions to propositions of a sylloojism, for it is easier to di-
be investigated *

. ^'- .
^ • i it

as to quantity, vidc luto greater than into less parts, ^ and com-
*^"

posites are greater than the things of which they

are composed ; next we must consider whether it is in a whole

or in a part, and if both propositions should not be assumed,

oneself placing one of them. For those who propose the uni-

versaP do not receive the other which is contained in it,^

neither when they write, nor when they interrogate, or pro-

pose these,* but omit those ^ by which these are concluded,

and question other things to no purpose. There-

Exam^ine their ^^rc WO must considcr whether any thing super-
superfluities fluous has bccu assumcd, and any thing necessary

as to the proper omittcd, and One thing is to be laid down, and
construction of another to be removed, until we arrive at two
syllogism.

, , ,

'

propositions, for without these we cannot reduce

the sentences which are thus the subjects of question. Now
in some it is easy to see what is deficient, but others escape

us, and seem to be syllogisms,*' because something necessarily

happens from the things laid down, as if it should be assumed
that essence not being subverted, essence is not subverted,'

but those things being subverted, of which a thing consists,

what is composed of these is subverted also ; for i'rom these

' i. e. into propositions than into terms.
' i. e. the major proposition, which is always universal in the first

figure.
' i. e. the minor, which stands towards the major in the relation of

particular to universal.
* i. e. the propositions of the principal syllogism.
' i. e. the propositions of the pro-syllogism. This last is the antece-

dent in a minor premise, which makes it enthymematic. Vide Whately,
book ii. ch. 4, sect. 7, note.

• Vide Whately's table of Fallacies, book iii.

^ In the propositions adduced, the syllogistic form is not present, but
syllogistic inferences may be derived from them. In the place of the

major, we have an equivalent proposition expressed, and in place of the

minor—the major of tlie pro-syllogism proving that m-Jior is added; this

major, however, is changed so fur, as it is made niort universal.
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positions it is necessary that a part of essence should be

essence, }Bt this is not concluded through the assumptions,

but the propositions are wanting. Again, if because man ex-

ists, it is necessary that animal should be, and animal exist-

ing, that there should be essence ; then, because

man exists, essence must necessarily be ; but this consider the

is not yet syllogistically inferred,^ for the proposi- reality of infer

tions do not subsist as we have said they should ;^

but we are deceived in such, because something necessary

happens from the things laid down, and because also a syllo-

gism is something necessary. The necessary, however, is

more extensive than the syllogism, for every syllogism is ne-

cessary, but not every thing necessary is a syllogism ; so that

if any thing occurs from certain positions, we must not imme-
diately endeavour to reduce, but first assume two propositions,

then we must divide them into terms, in this manner, that

term we must place as the middle which is said to be in both

propositions, for the middle must necessarily exist in both, in

all the figures. If then the middle predicates,

and is predicated of, or if it indeed predicates. Ascertain the

but another thinsr is denied of it, there will be the ^s^^^ }^ ^^ich
• • • • vropcrlv tn6

first figure, but if it predicates, and is denied by problem be-

something, there will be the middle figure, and if
Jj"|d^ie^^

*^^

other things are predicated of it, and one thing is

denied, but another is predicated, there will be the last figure ;

tiius the middle subsists in each figure. In a similar manner
also, if the propositions should not be universal, for the deter-

mination of the middle is the same,^ wherefore it is evident,

that in discourse, where the same thing is not asserted more
than once, a syllogism does not subsist, since the middle is

not assumed. As, however, we know what kind of problem
is deduced in each figure,"* in what the universal, and in what
tiie particular, it is clear that we must not regard all the

figures, but that one which is appropriate to each problem,
and whatever things are deduced in many figures, we may
ascertain the figure of by the position of the middle.

' i. e. it is not categorical, but hypothetical.
' They neither affirm nor deny.
' For an universal does not differ from a particular, by reason of th«

middle term, but by the circumscription and determination of the verbal

sign, "every," "none,* called irpoaSiopKTfiog. See Hill's Logic, and
Whately. * From chapter 26.
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Chap. XXXIII.

—

On Error^ arisingfrom the quantity of
Propositions.

1. Cause of de- It frequently happens then, that we are deceived

Byfioglsm^— * about syllogisms, on account of the necessary
our inattention (conclusion), aswc have before observed, and some-
to the relative \ y ^

quantity of times by the resemblance^ in the position of the
propositions. terms, which ought not to have escaped us.

Thus if A is predicated of B, and B of C, there would
appear a syllogism from such terms, yet neither is any thing

necessary produced, nor a syllogism. For let A be that which

always is ; B, Aristomenes the object of intellect ; and C,

Aristomenes ; it is true then thatA is with B, for Aristomenes

is always the object of intellect ; but B is also with C, for Aristo-

menes is Aristomenes the object of intellect, but A is not with

C, for Aristomenes is corruptible, neither would a syllogism

be formed from terms thus placed, but the universal proposi-

tion ^ A B must be assumed, but this is false,^ to think that

every Aristomenes who is the object of intellect always exists,

when Aristomenes is corruptible. Again, let C be Miccalus,

B Miccalus the musician, A to die to-morrow ; B therefore is

truly predicated of C, since Miccalus is Miccalus the musician,

and A is truly predicated of B, for Miccalus the musician may
die to-morrow, but A is falsely predicated of C. This case

therefore is the same with the preceding, for it is not uni-

versally true that Miccalus the musi^cian will die to-morrow,

and if this is not assumed, there would be no syllogism."*

This deception arises therefore from a small (matter), since

we concede, as if there were no difference between saying

that this thing is present with thai, and this present with

every individual of that.

' In indefinites, which are mistaken for universals.

' i. e. the major.
3 Because the distributive particle " every " shows that any particular

is assumed.
* Here the fallacy arises from the major not being universal, for it ia

not said that every Miccalus, a musician, will die to-morrow. Vide

Appendix to Hill's Logic.
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Chap. XXXIY.—Error arisingfrom inaccurate expositian

of Terms.

^

Deception will frequently occur from the terms i. Nature of de.

of the proposition being improperly expounded,^
as^ar°J]n^i^JJ^^

as if A should be health, B disease, and C man, tenus inaccu-

for it is true to say that A cannot be with any B, " ^ ^
*^

for health is with no disease, and again that Bis with every C,

for every man is susceptible of disease, whence it would appear
to result that health can be with no man. Kow the reason of this

is, that the terms are not rightly set out in expression, since

those words which are significant of habits being changed,

there will not be a syllogism, as if the word " well " were
taken instead of "health," and the word "ill" instead of "dis-

ease," since it is not true to say, that to be well cannot be pre-

sent with him that is ill. Now this not being assumed, there

is no syllogism except of the contingent,^ which indeed is not

impossible, for health may happen to be with no man. Again,
in the middle figure there will likewise be a falsity, for health

liappens to be with no disease, but may happen to be with every
man, so that disease shall be with no man.'* In the third figure

however falsity occurs by the contingent, for it is possible tliat

health and disease, science and ignorance, in short, contraries,

shall be with the same individual, but it is impossible that

they should be present with each other : this, however, differs

from the precedino; observations,* since when ,,.^ ^ „•TO ' ^ « Vide ch. 20
many things happen to be present with the same
individual they also happen to be so with each other.

Evidently then in all these cases deception arises from tlie

setting forth of the terms, as if those are changed which relate

to the habits, there is no falsity, and it is therefore apparent

' Vide Hill, on verbal and material fallacy; also Whately, who refers

the Aristotelian division of fallacies (oi Trapd ttjv Xe^iv and oi t Iw Ti](;

XsK^wg) to logical and material, upon a species of conjecture. Confer.
Waitz, vol. ii. p. 532.

^ Because an abstract term, "health," is assumed for a concrete, as
" sane."

' For a man now ill, may not hereafter be well ; that to be ill is pre-

sent with every man, therefore to be well present with no man.
* This is against the rule laid down in ch. 2, of the next book, wherein

he shows that the false cannot be collected from the true.
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that in such propositions, what relates to hat it ^ must always

be exchanged and placed for a term instead of habit.*

Chap. XXXV.

—

3Iiddle not always to he assumed as a particular

dejinite things uig rode rt.

1 On w d
It is not always necessary to seek to expound tho

cannot always tcrms by a namc,^ since there will oftentimes be

somrtlrnis in-
Sentences to which no name is attached, wherefore

asmuch as they it is difficult to rcducc syllogisms of this kind,

but we shall sometimes happen to be deceived by
such a search, for example, because a syllogism is of things im-

mediate.'* For let A^ be two right angles, B a triangle, C an

isosceles triangle. A then is with C through B, but no longer

with B through any thing else, for a triangle has of itself two
right angles, so that there will not be a middle of the propo-

sition A B,^ which is demonstrable. The middle then must
clearly not thus be always assumed, as if it were a particular

definite thing,^ but sometimes a sentence, which happens to be
the case in the instance adduced.

Chap. XXXVI.

—

On the arrangemeiit of Tertns, according to nomi-

nal appellation ; and of Propositions according to case?

1. For the con- FoR the first to be in the middle, and the latter

sySsmruls ^^ the cxtrcmc, it is unnecessary to assume as if

not always re- they wcre always predicated of each other, or in

?e"m^shouid be like manner,^ the first of the middle, and this in

* The concrete word " well."
2 The abstract, "health." ' One word.
* Between which there is no middle—they may be proved, however,

by a definition of the subject, as in the Post Ana. Vide Pacius and

Biese, vol. i. p. 157; also Aquinas, Op. 48. cap. 1. The word dfitaog is

used by Aristotle, either to express a proposition not proved by any

higher middle term, (vide An. Post, i. 2, and ii. 19,) or a premise imme-

diate, as regards its conclusion, i. e. not requiring the insertion of lower

middle terms, for connexion of its terms with those of the conclusion.

* i. e. three angles, equal to two right.

* A certain middle thing, signified by one word.
' As one thing expressed by one word.
* Aristotle distinguishes KkriaHQ and Trrwo-eic, (which last word he uses

for rpoiroQ,) the first as being nouns in the nominative case, the other tho

oblique cases. See Hermen. c. 2. • i. e. in the same case.
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the last, and also likewise in the case of non- predicated of

inesse. Still in so many ways as to be is predi- -""caru'recto."

cated, and any thing is truly asserted, it is requi- ^^^9^ either

site to consider that we signify the inesse, as that Jiemise! "r'"°'

of contraries there is one science. both, may have
"Cii.*!! • • T-r-» '*" oblique
r or let A be, there is one science, and B, things case.

contrary to each other, A then is present with B, not as if
contraries are one science, ^ but because it is true in respect of
them, to say that there is one science of them. It sometimes
occurs indeed, that the first is predicated of the middle, but
the middle not of the third, as if w^isdom is science, but
wisdom is of^ good, the conclusion is that science is of good:
hence good is not wisdom, but wisdom is science. Some-
times, again, the middle is predicated of the tliird, but the first

not of the middle, e. g. if there is a science of every quality
or contrary, but good is a contrary and a quality, the con-
clusion then is, that there is a science of good, yet neither
good, nor quality, nor contrary is science, but good is these.^
Sometimes, again, neither the first is predicated of the middle,
nor this of the third, the first indeed being sometimes predi-
cated of the third, and sometimes not,'* for instance, of whatever
there is science, there is genus, but there is science of good,
the conclusion is that there is a genus of good, yet none of
these is predicated of any. If, nevertheless, of what there is

science, this is genus, but there is a science of good, the con-
clusion is that good is genus, hence the first is predicated of
the extreme, but there is no predication of each other.^

In the case of the non-inesse there must be the „ ^r .^ ;, .,
„„ r, •/.!.,. ''• Metnoa the
same manner ot assumption, for this thing not same with ne-

being present ^vith this, does not always signify
^^^'''^^

that this is not this, but sometimes that this is not of this, or
that this is not wnth this, as there is not a motion of motion or
generation of generation, but there is (a motion and genera-
tion) of pleasure : pleasure therefore is not generation. Ao-ain,
there is of laughter a sign, but there is not a sign 'of a

* Waitz inserts avrwv. ^ Here he also inserts iTrictTrmrj. Aristotle
means, that m the major proposition the greater extreme is in a direct,
but in the minor proposition the middle is in an oblique case.

1. e. good is a quality, and is contrary, hence the minor is direct.
1. e. " recta predicatione." Buhle.

• The conclusion ig direct, but the propositions are oblique.
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sign, so that laughter is not a sign, and similarly in other

cases, wherein the problem is subverted from the genus being

in some way referred to it.* Moreover, occasion is not oppor-

tune time, for to the divinity there is occasion, but not oppor-

tune time, because there is nothing useful to divinity,''^ we

must take as terms, occasion, opportune time, and divinity,

but the proposition must be assumed according to

isumlnfp?o- the case of the noun, since, in short, we assert this

positions' and universally, that we must always place the terms
^""''"

according to the appellations of the nouns, e. g.

man, or good, or contraries, not of man, nor of good, nor of

contraries, but we must take propositions according to the cases

of each word, since they are either to this as the equal, or of

this as the double, or this thing as striking, or seeing, or this

one as man, animal, or if the noun falls in any other way, ac-

cording to the proposition.

Chap. XXXYll.—Hides of Reference to theforms of Predication.

For this thing to be with that, and for one thing

1 For true and
^ ^ ^ ^ predicated of another, must be assumed

absolute predi- ^^ "^ j i
. ' t -j j ^.u

cation we must in as many wavs as the categories are cliviaea ;
tne

veraiVarietts latter must also be taken either in a certain re-

ef categorical spect,^ or simply, moreover either as simple* or
division.

connected,^ in a similar manner also with regard

to the non-inesse ; these however must be better considered

and defined.

1 Either directly or obliquely. Aristotle calls the middle term in the

second figure, genus, because as the latter is predicated the middle term

in the second figure is also predicated ; otherwise iheydiller greatly, smce

Kenus is predicated of species affirmatively, but the middle in the second

figure is partly predicated affirmatively, and partly negatively, since one

premise ought to affirm, and the other deny.
• , „ . _ v^:„.

> This syllogism is in the third figure ; the middle term teiog

"divinity."
• As, an Ethiopian has white teeth.

• As, a swan is an animal.

• As, a swan is a while animal.
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Chap. XXXVIII.—Of Propositional Iteration and the Addition

to a Predicate,

Whatever is reiterated*^ in propositions must
be annexed to the major and not to the middle * eVa>/a3i7r\or.-

term ; I mean for instance, if there should be a

syllogism, that there is a science of justice ''because it is

good," the expression " because it is good," or " in
j whatever is

that it is good," must be joined to the major. For reiterated

let A be "science, that it is good ;" B, '-good ;" S"to the maj^)^*

and C, "justice ;" A then is truly predicated of X^ J^rm^
"'''^"

B, since of good there is science that it is good :

but B is also true of C ; for justice is what is good, thus

therefore the solution is made.t But if, " that it ^ ^ , ,, ,

, „ , -, , -, T~» o . 'ii 1 p + Example (1.)

IS good be added to B,^ it will not be true ; tor

A will indeed be truly predicated of B, but it will not be

true that B is predicated of C, since to predicate of justice,

good that it is good, is false, and not intelligible. So also it

may be shown that the healthy is an object of science in that

it is good, or that hircocervus is an object of opinion, quoad
its nonentity,^ or that man is corruptible, so far as

he is sensible, for in all super-predications, we ^T(KaTn7opji;-

raust annex the repetition to the (major) term.

' iirav. dicittir in oratione, quod accedit, prsesertim si ita accedit ut

sensus aut leviter, aut omnino non miitetnr. Wailz. A syllogism is how-
ever said to be produced fiira. TrpoaQfjKtjg, when something is added to

the predicate) to iTriKarrjyopovfitvov.

Ex. 1. Of good there is science that it is good
Justice is good

.
•

. Of justice there is science that it is good.

' That is, to the middle.
' An animal formed from the union of a goat and a stag. The S}llogism

may be thus constructed.

Non-being is an object of opinion quoad nonentity

An hircocervus is a nonentity

.
* . An hircocervus is an object of opinion quoad nonentity.

Ex. 2. Every being is an object of science

Good is being
.

•
. Good is an object of science.

Ex. 3. Of being there is science, that it is being
Good is being

. •
. Of good there is science, that it is being,

n2
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2 Th' terms
"^^^^ positioii of the terms is nevertheless not

net the same the samc whcii a thing is syllogistically inferred

tk)n°whl"he^ simply, and when this particular thing, or in a
the inference is certain respect, or in a certain way. For instance,
simple or with ', -i«i , ^ • *
a certain quaii- 1 mean, as wlien good IS shown to be an obiect of
fication. science, and when it is shown to be so because it is

good ; but if it is shown to be an object of science simply, we
, ,„ , must take " bein"^*' as the middle term ;* if (it is

* Example (2 ) ,

^
. .

^

proved that it may be scientiiically known) to be

good, a certain being (must be taken as the middle). For
let A be "science, that.it is a certain being," B "a certain

being," and C "good;" to predicate then A of B is true,

for there is science of a certain being, that it is a certain

being ; but B is also predicated of C, because C is a cer-

tain being ; t therefore A will be predicated of C,

hence there will be science of good that it is good,

for tlie expression " a certain being " is the sign of peculiar

or proper essence. If, on the other hand, " being " is set as

the middle, and being simply and not a certain being is added

to tlie extreme, there will not be a syllogism that there is a

science of good, that it is good, but that it is being : for ex-

ample, let A be science that it is beinj^ • B, being ;
I Example (3.) j ' . , ^\ cand C, good.l li^ such syllogisms then as are irom
a part,^ we must clearly take the terms after this manner.

Chap. XXXIX.

—

The Simplification of Terms in tlie Solution of
Si/llof/iam.

We must also exchange those which have the same import ;

nouns for nouns, and sentences for sentences, and a noun and
a sentenee,^ and always take the noun for the sentence, for

thus the exposition of the terms will be easier. For example,

1. In syiio- ^^ there is no ditference in saying that what i-

gistic analysis supposcd is uot the jjfcnus of what is opined, or tliat
terminal sini- / ^

. . , . ^
, . ? •

i i

piicity and per- wiiat IS opmcd IS not any thing wliicii may be

sfudiecf
^" ^^ supposed, (for the signification is the same,) in-

stead of the sentence already expressed we must

' *Ev fjLtpti vocat eos qui non aTrXwg rt sed t6S( ti concludunt. Waitz.

Vide Biese, i. p. 179, not. '2.

2 Either fur either. This is omitted by Taylor, though read by Averrois,

Buhle, Waitz. This direction, except carefully done, gives rise to frequent

fallacies, (juando pro tcrniino repetendo, substituitur vox illi tequipol*

lens. Aldricli. Whalely on Fallacies.
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take what may be supposed and what may be opined, as

terms.

Chap. XL.— The definite Article to he added accordincj to the nature

of the Conclusion.

Since however it is not the same, for pleasure to

be good, and for pleasure to be the good, we must addition of the^

not set the terms alike ; but if there is a sylloirism ^^jcie, and
<i '^ rule.

that pleasure is the good, the good (must be taken

as a term) if that it is good, good (must be taken), and so of
tlie rest.

Chap. XLI.

—

On the Distinction of certainforms of Universal
Predication.

It is neither in fact nor in word the same thing
j ^he expres-

to assert that A is present with every individual sionKa(>'o{.ToB

with which B IS present, and to say tliat A is a xtyeat^at,

present with every individual of what B is pre-
per^gl'^idemicai

sent Avith, since there is nothing to prevent with Kabov

B" from being with C, yet not with every C.^ KaTcIToDToi;

For instance, let B be beautiful, but C white, if r'"'^'^r«"'^oA,
'

, , .... IS equivalent
then beautiful is with somethino' white, it is true to a being pre-

to say that beauty is present with what is white, eJSyth^ngof
yet not perhaps with every thing white. If then which Bis pre-

A is with B, but not with every thing of which
B is predicated, neither if B is present with every C, nor if

it is alone present, it is necessary that A should not only not

be present with every C, but that it should not be present

(at all), but if that of which B is truly predicated, witli every
individual of this A is present, it will happen that A will be
predicated of every individual of which B is predicated of

every individual. But if A is predicated of that of which B
is universally predicated, there is nothing to prevent B from
being present with C with not every or with no individual of

which A is present, therefore in (three terms it is evident

that) the assertion that A is predicated of every individual of

which B is predicated, signifies that of whatever B is predi*

' Therelbre "that v\itli which B is present," and " tliat with every
individual ol which B is present," do uc-t mean the same thing.
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cated of all these A is predicated also, and if B is predicated

of every, A will also thus be predicated, but if it is not

predicated of every individual it is not necessary that A should

be predicated of every individual.

Still we need not imagine that any absurdity will occur

from this exposition, for we do not use the expression that

this is a particular definite thing, ^ but as a geometrician says

that this is a foot in length, is a straight line, and is without

breadth though it is not so, he does not however so use them,

as if he inferred ^ from these. In a word, that which is not

2 Certain ex- ^^ ^ wholc to a part, and something else in refer-

pressions used encc to this as a part to a whole, from nothing of

these can a demonstrator demonstrate, where-

fore neither is there a syllogism, but we use exposition as we
do sense ^ when we address a learner, since we do not (use it)

so as if it were impossible to be demonstrated without these,

as (we use propositions) from which a syllogism is con-

structed.

Chap. XLII.—That not all Conclusions in the same Syllogism are

jjroduced through one Figure.

, „, ,
Let us not forget that all conclusions in the same

1. The conclu-
~

sion an evi- syllogism are not produced by one figure, but one

Iit"i^re 'the"^^^*
through this figure, and another through that, so

iirquiry is tobe that clcarly WO must make the'* resolutions in
'"^'^^"

the same manner, but since not every problem is

proved in every ^ figure, but arranged in each, it is evident

from the conclusion in what figure the inquiry must be

made.^

• Examples are not adduced to prove, but to illustrate.

2 Tiinquain ex his ratiocinans. Avcrrois.
5 Tip d' tKTiOeaOai (exhibere sensui) ovtio xpuy^iBa uxrinp Kal ti^ aloBa-

vtaBai. Cf. Aquinas Opusc. 47. Zabarella, cap. vii. a\a9i]aiq, sonsa-

lion, signilies the perception of the exlnnal senses. Vide Ethics, b. vi.

chap. 2, and 11 ; Phys. b. iii. and vii.

* i. e. the several syllogisms to their proper figures.

* A8 no affirmative in the second nor universal in the third.

• In qutl figurtl quajrendum sit problema aliquod. Buble.
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Chap. XLTII.— Of Arguments against Definition, simplijied.

With regard, however, to arguments against de-
j For brevity's

finition, and by which a particular thing in the sake the thing

definition is attacked, that term must be laid thi^dffinition,

down which is attacked, and not the whole de- ^"/^°otthe

ii . . f, . .,, T , 1 11 1 T
whole defini-

tinition, tor it will result that we shall be less tion itself, is to

disturbed bj prolixity, e. g. if we are to show ^® ^^''^ ^°'"^'

that water is humid potable, we must place potable and
water as terms.

^

Chap XLIV.—Of the Reduction of Hypotheticals and of Sgllogistns

ad impossibile.

We must not endeavour, moreover, to reduce hy-
pothetical syllogisms, for we cannot reduce them, our ntlTe-^^

from the things laid down,^ since they are not ^udng hypo-

proved syllogistically, but are all of them admitted
by consent. Thus if a man supposing that except there is one
certain power of contraries, there will neither exist one sci-

ence of them, it should afterwards be dialectically proved
tliat there is not one* power of contraries; for

instance, of the wholesome and of the unwhole-
some, for the same thing will be wholesome and unwholesome
at the same time—here it will be shown that there is not one
power of all contraries, but that is not a science, has not been
shown. We must yet acknowledge that there is, not however
by syllogism, but by hypothesis, wherefore we cannot reduce
this, but that, we may, viz. that there is not one power, for
this perhaps was a syllogism, but that an hy-

^ Norsyiio-
pothesis. The same thing happens in the case of gismsper im-

syllogisms, which infer a consequence per impos-
p°^^^^^^^-

sibile, since neither can we analyze these, though we may a

' Waitz states that Pacius has misapprehended this place, by following
Philoponus, and avers that ha\kyta9ai here is not " disserere contra,
aliquid," sed "disputare de aliqua re." Pacius thinks that the chapter
relers to such syllogisms as impugn the definition.

' U Tutv Ktifitvu)v. Vide Whately, book ii. ch. 4 ; also Mansel's Logic,
Appendix, note G. It has been questioned whether hypothetical cui be
reduced to categorical ; the reader will find the subject well and fully
treated in Mansel, p. 88.
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fleduction to tlie impossible, (for it is demonstrated by nyllo-

gism,) but tlie other we eannot, for it is concluded from hy-
pothesis. They differ nevertheless from the before-named,'

because we must in them indeed have admitted some thing

previously, if we are about to consent, as if, for example, one
power of contraries should have been shown, and that there

was the same science of them, now here they admit, wliat

they had not allowed previously on account of the evident

falsity, as if the diameter of a square having been admitted

commensurable with the side, odd things should be equal to

even.

Many others also are concluded from hypothe-
3. Further con- . i • i -^ • • v ^ -i t i i

sidberation of SIS, which it IS requisite to consider, and clearly

d'ferre?^^^^^
explain ; what then are the differences of these,

and in how many ways an hypothetical syllogism

is produced, we will show hereafter ;2 at present, let only so

much be evident to us, that we cannot resolve such syllogisms

into figures ; for what reason we have shown.

Chap. XLV.—The Heduction of Syllogismsfrom one Figure
to another.

# Anal. i. 4 -^^ many problems* as are demonstrated in many
and 26 ; Topics, figurcs, if they are proved in one syllogism, may

be referred^ to another, e. g. a negative in the

first may be referred to the second, and one in the middle to

the first, still not all, but some only.'* This will appear

1. Whatever from the following : ifA is with no B, but B v/ith

syllogisms are every C, A is witli no C, thus the first figure
proved in many • i.-p^^i ^- • .i.i
figures, may be ariscs ; but it the negative is converted, tliere

re'duced from y^[\\ \^q the middle, for B will be with no A, and
one liiTure to . ,

annther-caseof witli evcry C. In the same manner, if the syllo-

prrticuiartn^ gism be not universal, but particular, as ifA is with
the first and no B, but B is witli a certain C, for the negative

igures.
jjg-j^g converted there will be the middle figure.

' i. e. from syllogisms, by hypothesis.
' No work is extant of Aristotle's upon this subject ; "with St. Ililiiire.,

however, we think that though the subjfec'v is not worked out by Ariatotle,

we have ample data from which to elucidate it.

' dvayaytlv—vide Mansel's Appendix.
* i. e. may be reduced, or referred.
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Of syllogisms, however, in the middle figure, the „ universais

universal will be reduced to the first, but only one m the second

of the particular,^ for let A be with no B, but with to uie first, Sm
every C, then by conversion of the negative there °"'5' °"® p^""

will be the first figure, since B will be with no A,

but A with every C. Now if the afiirmative be added to B,

and the negative to C, we must take C as the first term, since

this is with no A, but A is with every B, wherefore C is with no

B, neither will B be with any C, for the negative is converted.

If however the syllogism be particular, when the negative is

added to the major extreme, it will be reduced to the first

figure, as if A is with no B, but with a certain C, for by con-

version of the negative there will be the first figure, since B is

with no A, but A with a certain C. When however the affirma-

tive (is joined to the greater extreme), it will not be resolved,

as if A is with every B, but not with every C, for the proposi-

tion A B does not admit conversion, ^ nor if it were made
would there be a syllogism.

Again, not all in the third figure will be resolv-

able into the first, ^ but all in the first "* will be the thirdfigure,

into the third, for let A be with every B, but B with one only, when
r^ . , • 1 /Y> • • ^"^ negative is

a certam C, since then a particular amrmative is rot universal,

convertible, C will be with a certain B, but A was JoX fitsi"'^'^

with every B, so that there is the third figure. Also
if the svllooism be neo^ative, there will be the same result, for

the particular affirmative is convertible, wherefore A will be

with no B, but with a certain C. Of the syllogisms in the last

figure, one alone is not resolvable into the first,^ when the

negative is not placed universal, all the rest however are re-

solved. For let A and B be predicated of every C, C there-

fore is convertible partially to each extreme, wherefore it is

present with a certain B, so that there will be the first figure,

if A is with every C, but C with a certain B. And if A is

with every C, but B with a certain C, the reasoning is the same,

' Viz. Festino and not Baroko. Of these reductions it may be generally

observed, that only negative syllogisms are reducible to the second, and
only particular to the third figure. Barbara, Baroko, and Bokardo cannot

be ostensively reduced to any other figure.

^ Being A it does not admit simple conversion.
' For Bokardo is excepted.
* Darii and Ferio—because universais cannot he reduced to the third

figuvo, in which the conclusion is particular. * i. e. Bokardo.
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for B reciprocates with C. But if B is with every C, and A with

a certain C, B must be taken as the first term, for B is with

every C, but C with a certain A, so that B is with a certain A ;

since however the particular is convertible, A will also be with

a certain B. If the syllogism be negative, when the terms

are universal, we must assume in like manner, for let B be with

every C, but A with no C, wherefore C will be with a certain B,

but A with no C, so that C will be the middle term. Likewise,

if the negative is universal, but the affirmative particular, for

A will be with no C, but C with a certain B ; if however the

negative be taken as particular, there will not be
uva v<Ti%.

^ resolution,* e. g. if B is with every C, but A not

with a certain C, for by conversion of the proposition B C,

both propositions will be partial.

4. The conver- It is clcar then, that in order mutually to con-
sionofthe ygj.^ thesc fiofurcs,^ the minor premise must be
rumor premise

t • . i n o i • i •

necessary for Converted in either ngure, lor this being trans-
reduction. poscd a transition ^ is effected ; of syllogisms in the

middle figure,^ one is resolved,'* and the other is not^ resolved

into the third, for when the universal is negative there is a

resolution, for if A is with no B, but with a certain C, both

similarly reciprocate with A, wherefore B is with no A, but C
with a certain A, the middle then is A. When however A is

with every B, and is not with a certain C, there will not be reso-

lution, since neither proposition after conversion is universal.

Syllogisms also of the third figure may be resolved into

the middle, when the negative is universal, as if A is with no C,

but B is with some or with every C, for C will be with no A,

but will be with a certain B, but if the negative be particular,

there will not be a resolution, since a particular negative does

not admit conversion.

We see then that the same syllogisms^ are not

gisms^Sot^mu-' Tcsolvcd in thcsc figures,^ which were not resolved

tuaiiy reduci- into the first figurcs, and that when syllogisms

other figures are rcduccd to the first figure, these only are con-
which are not gludcd per impossibilc.
into the first.

-r-r , r- ^1 11 • JHow therefore we must reduce syllogisms, and

' Viz. the first and third.

' Mtrdjianig—transitus fit ex unil in aliam figuram.—Buhle.
^ Those are particular, because there is no universal conclusion in the

third. * Feslino. * Baroko.
•' Baroko and Bokardo. ' In the sjcond and third figures.
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that the figures are mutually resolvable, appears from what
has been said.

Chaf XLVI.

—

Of the Quality and Signification of the Definite^

and Indefinite^ and Privative.

There is some difference in the construction or i. Difference in

subversion of a problem, whether we suppose the
-Jg fjjfn^.^n'^ot

expressions " not to be this particular thing," and to be "and "to

*' to be not this particular thing," have the same, the"reasoru

'^

or different signification, e. g. " not to be white," (Cf. Herm. 6.)

and " to be not white." Now they do not signify the same
thing, neither of the expression "to be white," is the nega-
tion "to be not white," but, "not to be white;" and the

reason of this is as follows. The expression "he is able to

walk," is similar to "he is able not to walk," the expression

"it is white" to, "it is not white," and "he knows good," to

" he knows what is not good." For these, " he knows good,"

or " he has a knowledge of good," does not at all differ, nei-

ther " he is able to walk," and " he has the power of walk-
ing ;" wherefore also the opposites, "he is not able to walk,"

and " he has not the power of walking," (do not differ from
each other). If then " he has not the power of walking,"

signifies the same as " he has the power of not walking,"

these will be at one and the same time present with the same,

for the same person is able to walk, and not to walk, and is

cognizant of good, and of what is not good, but affirmation

and negation being opposites, are not at the same time present

with the same thinir.^ Since therefore it is not the same thine:

" not to know good," and " to know what is not good," nei-

ther is it the same thing to be " not good " and " not to be
good," since of things having analogy,^ if the one is different

the other also differs. Neither is it the same to be " not equal,"

and " not to be equal," ^ for to the one, namely, " to that which

* Aristotle demonstrates the difference between infinite affirmation aiid

finite negation by an hypothetical syllogism leading to an absurdity. The
reader may find the principle of proper logical affirmation and negation

discussed in Whately, b. ii. ch. 2, and Hill, p. 96, et seq.
^ Eandem rationem.—Buhle. Similitude or identity of relation.

' For " to be not equal " implies at all events that a thing exists, which
is affirmation, but "not to be equal" maybe nothing, which is pure

negation. Hence, as Taylor remarks, Aristotle infers that " not every
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is not equal," something is subjected, and this is the unequal,

but to the other there is nothino; subjected, wherefore '• not

every thing is equal or unequal," but " every thing is equal

or not equal." Besides this expression, " it is not Avhite

wood," and this, " not is white wood," are not present toge-

ther at the same time, for if it is "wood not white," it will be

wood; but "what is not white wood" is not of necessity

••wood," so that it is clear that of "it is good" the negation is

not "it is not good." If then of every one thing either the affirm-

ation or negation is true, if there is not negation, it is evident

that there will in some way be affirmation, but of every affirm-

ation there is negation, and hence of this ' the negation is, "it

is not not good." They have this order indeed with respect

2 Order of af-
^^ ^^^^^ Other : let to be good be A, not to be

firmation and good B, to be uot good C undcr B, not to be not
negation.

good D Under A. With every individual then

either A or B will be present, and (each) with nothing which

is the same and C or D with every individual,^ and with

nothing which is the same, and with whatever C is present,

B must necessarily be present with every individual, for if it

is true to say that " a tiling is not white," it is also true to say

that " not it is white," for a thing cannot at one and the same
time be white and not white, or be wood not white and be

white wood, so that unless there is affirmation, negation

will be present.—C however is not always (consequent) to B,

for in short, what is not wood will not be white wood, on the

contrary, with whatever A is present D also is present with

, Q every individual, for either C or D will be pre-

sent. As however "to be not white"* and "to
* ^' be white," f cannot possibly co-subsist, D Avill be

present, for of what is white we may truly say, that it is not not

white, yet A is not predicated of every D, for, in short, we can-

not truly predicate A of what is not wood, namely, to assert

that it is white wood, so that D will be true, and A will not

be true, namely, that it is white wood. It appears also, that

A and C are present with nothing identical, though B and 1)

may be present with the same.

thing" is equal or unequal, because tliat which is not is neither equai

nor unequal ; but tliat " every thing " is equal or is not eqiuil," l/ecaust

tliis is contradiction.

' "It is not good :

"—aifirmative. ^ Taylor omits this clause.

I
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Piivatives also subsist similarly to this position ,,,,,. ,

1 p 1 1 1 A
"'• Relation be-

with respect to attributes/ tor let equal be A, not tween ^Uia-m-

equal B, unequal C, not unequal D. In many
^iTe'sand^attri-

things also, with some of wliich the same thing is butes (KaT»;7o-

present and not with others, the negative may be
^"^'

'

similarly true, that, " not all things are white," or " that not

each thing is white ;
" but, " that each thing is not white," or,

" that all things are not white," is false. So also of this

affirmation, " every animal is white," the negation is not,

"every animal is not white," for both are false, but this,

" not every animal is white." Since however it is clear that

" is not white," signifies something different from " not is

white," and that one is affirmation and the other negation, it

is also clear that there is not the same mode of demonstrating

each, for example,'^ " whatever is an animal is not white," or
" happens not to be white ;" and that we may truly say, "it

is not white," for this is " to be not white." Still there is

the same mode as to it is true to say it is white or not white,

for both are demonstrated constructively * through

the first figure, since the word " true " is similarly

arranged with " is," for of the assertion " it is

true to say it is white," the negation is not, "it is

true to say it is not white," but " it is not true to

say it is white." But if it is true to say,

"whatever is a man is a^ musician, or is nof^ a

musician," we must assume that " whatever is an

animal is either a musician or is not a musician,"^

and it will be demonstrated, but that " whatever ^ dvaoK^vaa-
TiKoj?, ue-

is a man is not a musician," is shown negatively I structive."

according to the three modes ^ stated.
A^erroli..

In short, when A and B are so, as that they 5. Reiativp

cannot be simultaneously in the same thing, but proved^rTcer-

one of them is necessarily present to every indi- tain cases.

^ Ka.Tr]yooiai—predicamenta. Averrois. The word must here be under-
;>tijod as opposed to privation in the sense of " habits," not as a species
^1" quality, as it is considered in the Categor. ch. 8.

^ We cannot demonstrate the two assertions given, in the same way.
^ An universal finite atfirmativo.
* An universal indefinite atfirmative.
* This is the major premise, to whioh if the minor, " every man is an

animal," is added, the syllogism will be in Barbara.
* Viz. Celarent, Cesare. Camestres.

^ KaTacjKevaa-
TiKuJs-, " con-
structive,"

Averr. " con-
firmative,"

Buhle.
4. The differ-

ence of the cha-
racter of asser-

tion shown by
the difference

in the mode ol

demonstration.
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vidual, and again C and D likewise, Hit A follows C
and does not reciprocate, D will also follow B, and will not

reciprocate, and A and D may be witA the same thing, but B
and C cannot. In the first place then, it appears from tliis

that D is consequent to B, for since one of C D is necessarily

present with every individual, but with what B is present C
cannot be, because it introduces with itself A, but A and B
cannot consist with the same, D is evidently a (/-onsequent.

Again, since C does not reciprocate with A, but C or D is

present with every, it happens that A and D will be with the

same thing, but B and C cannot, because A is consequent to

C, for an impossibility results,^ wherefore it appears plain

that neither does B reciprocate with D, because it would hap-

pen that A is present together with D.^
j

c. Fallacy Somctimes also it occurs that we are deceived ]

arising from ^^y gygi^ ^n arranojement of terms, because of our
not assuming •' .=

. , , p i • i

opposites pro- not taking oppositcs rightly, one or which must
ixiiiy.

necessarily be with every individual, as ifA and B
cannot be simultaneously with the same, but it is necessary tliat

the one should be with what the other is not, and again C and D
ill like manner, but A is consequent to every C ; for B will hap-

])en necessarily to be with that with which D is, which is false.

For let the negative of A B which is F be assumed, and again

the negative of C D, and let it be H, it is necessary then, that

either A or F should be with every individual, since either af-

firmation or negation must be present. Again also, either C
or H, for they are affirmation and negation, and A is by hy-

pothesis present with every thing with which C is, so tliat II

will also be present with whatever F is. Again, since of F B,

one is with every individual, and so also one of H D, and II

is consequent to F, B will also be consequent to D, for this

we know. If then A is consequent to C, B will also follow

D, but this is false, since the sequence was the reverse in

things so subsisting, for it is not perhaps necessary that either

A or F should be with every individual, neither F nor B, for F
is not the negative of A, since of " good" the negation is " not

good," and " it is not good" is not the same with " it is neither

good nor not good." It is the same also of C D, for the as-

sumed negatives are two.

• i. e. A and B would co-subsist.

' Because A cannot be present with B.
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BOOK n.

Chap. I.

—

Recapitulation.-^Of the Conclusions of certain

Syllogisms.

In how many figures, through what kind and i- Reference t»

number of propositions, also when and how a syl- obse^^vaVions.

logiism is produced, we have therefore now ex- yniversai bvi^

io^isms infer

plained ; moreover, what points both the con- many conciu-

structor and subverter of a syllogism should ^'°"'^'

regard, as well as how we should investigate a proposed sub-

ject after every method ; further, in what manner we should

assume the principles of each question. Since, 2. so also do

however, some syllos-isms are universal, but particular af-

- '.-•'.- °, . - ,
' tirmative, but

others particular, all the universal always con- notthenega-

clude a greater number of things, yet of the par- ^^^'^ particular.

ticular, those which are affirmative many things, but the

negative one conclusion only. For other propositions are con-

verted, but the negative is not converted, but the conclusion

is something of somewhat ; hence other syllogisms conclude a

majority of things, for example, if A is shown to be with every

or with a certain B, B must also necessarily be with a certain A,
and if A is shown to be with no B, B will also be with no A, and
this is different from the former. If however A is not with a cer-

tain B, B need not be not present with a certain A, for it possibly

may be with every A.^ This then is the common
cause of all syllogisms, both universal and par- between uni-

ticular ; we may however speak differently of firirind^tLose

universals, for as to whatever things are under ofthese«ond

the middle, or under the conclusion, of all there °"'^^'

will be the same syllogism, if some are placed in the middle,

but others in the conclusion,^ as, ifA B is a conclusion througli

C, it is necessary that A should be predicated of whatever is

' As if A were " man ; " a " certain animal," a certain B ; and animal,

B ; therefore though " man" is not present with " a certain animal," (e. g.
" a lion,") yet " animal " is with every " man."

" Hence three conclusions, he means, may be drawn from the samo
syllogism, one of the minor extreme, another of what is under tJie aiinoer

and the third of what is the subject of the middle.
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under B or C, for if D is in the whole of B, but B in the

whole of A, D will also be in the whole of A. Again, if E ia

in the whole of C, and C is in A, E will also be in the whole
of A, and in like manner if the syllogism be negative ; but in

the second figure it will be only possible to form a syllogism

of that which is under the conclusion. As, if A is with no B,

but is with every C, the conclusion will be that B is with no C ; it'

therefore D is under C, it is clear that B is not with it, but that

it is not with things under A, does not appear by the syllogism,

tlioujjh it will not be with E, if it is under A. But it has

been shown by the syllogism that B is with no C, but it was as-

sumed without demonstration ^ that it is not with A, wherefore

it does not result by the syllogisms that B is not with E.

Nevertheless in particular syllogisms of things under the con-

clusion, there is no necessity incident, for a syllogism is not

^ , . N produced,^ when tliis* is assumed as particular,

major in 1st but there will be of all things under the middle.
""'^^"

yet not by that syllogism, e. g. ifA is with every B,

but B with a certain C, there will be no syllogism of what is

placed under C, but thei'e will be of what is under B, yet not

through the antecedent syllogism. Similarly also in the case

of the other figures, for there will be no conclusion of what is

under the conclusion, but there will be of the other, yet not

through that syllogism ; in the same manner, as in universals,

from an undemonstrated proposition, things under the middle

were shown, wherefore either there will not be a conclusion

there,^ or there will be in these also.*

Chap. II.—On a true Conclusion deducedfrom false Premises in the

first Fujure.

1. Material It is therefore possible that the propositions may
truth or falsity , ^ ,, , i • i n • •

^

ofproiiositions, bc truc, through which a syllogism arises, also
is n<)t siiarcd ^jjr^^ ^j^^^y ij-).^y \^^ false, also that one may be true
by tlie conclu- , ,

"^
,

*^ ,. i / , i • "^
c

sion. and the other false ; but the conclusion must oi

' A being assumed of no B, B is in a manner assumed of no A, be-

cause a proposition universal nt-galive reciprocates.
'"* Because in the '2nd figure both propositions aflirm ; hence nothing is

concluded.
' In universal syllogisms.
* In ])urticular. For tlic recognition of the indirect modes, in this

cliapter, by Aristotle, see Mans'il, p. GG, and 74, note.
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necessity be either true or false. Fi-om true i)ropositions then

we cannot infer a falsity, but from false premises

we may infer the truth, except that not the why* LT'-^no^n
"'""^

but the mere that (is inferred), since there is not propter qu^

a syllogism of the why from false premises, and Aven. (kill's

for what reason shall be told hereafter.^ ^°^'^' ?• 287.)

First then, that we cannot infer the false from
true premises, appears from this : if when A is, it

fnfer^th^^tme

is necessary that B should be, when B is not it from false pre-

is necessary that A is not, if therefore A is true, the^iaise^om

B is necessarily true, or the same thino- (A) would ^™^ p^'^^I^,^^-
•^ ' ^ ^

. Proof—(Vide
at one and the same time be and not be,^ which Aidrich.generai

is impossible. Neither must it be thought, be- g^sm.°^*^"^"
cause one term, A, is taken, that from one certain

thing existing, it will happen that something will result from
necessity, since this is not possible, for what results

from necessity is the conclusion, and the fewest

things through which this arises are three terms, but two in-

tervals and propositions. If then it is true that with whatever
B is A also is, and that with whateverC is B is, it is necessary

that with whatever C is A also is, and this cannot be false, for

else the same thing would exist and not exist at the same time.

Wherefore A is laid down as one thing, the two
propositions being co-assumed. It is the same
also in negatives, for we cannot show the false from what are

true ; but from false propositions we may collect the truth,

^

either when both premises are false, or one only, and this not

indifferently, but the minor, if it comprehend the whole false,"*

but if the whole is not assumed to be false, the

true may be collected from eitlier.f Now let A be sumeS felse.

with the whole of C, but with no B, nor B with C,

» In ch. 2 of 1st book, Post Anal.
* Because it is true by hypothesis, but B being denied true, A cannot

be true.

' See the general rules of syllogism in Aldrich, and Hill's Logic,

Hereafter Aristotle expounds this more fully ; he means that a true con-
clusion may always be inferred in the first figure, unless the major is

wholly false, and the minor true.
* By this expression he means, as he explains further on, an universal

proposition, contrary to the true, as " no man is an animal." An universal

contradictory to the true is of course a particular false proposition, (vide

table of opposition,) and a proposition is said to be false in part, when
what is partly true and partly false, is affirmed, or denied, universally.
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and this may happen to be the case, as ani'^al is with no stone,

nor stone present with any man, if then A is assumed present

with every B, and B with every C, A will be with every C,

, „ , ,, , so that from propositions both false, the conclusion
• Example (1.) -ii i ^ • • •

i *
Will be true, smce every man is an animal.

So also a negative conclusion (is attained), for neither A
^

may be assumed, nor B present with any C, but
let A be with every B, for example, as if, the same

terms being taken, man was placed in the middle, for neither

animal nor man is with any stone, but animal is

with every man. Wherefore if with whatf it |is

present universally, it is assumed to be present with
none,§ but with what it is not present, we assume
that it is present with every individual,!! from
both these false premises, there will be a true con •

4_ elusion.^ The same may be shown if each pre-

mise is assumed partly false, but if only one is

admitted false, if the major is wholly false, as A B, there will

not be a true conclusion, but if B G, (the minor is wholly

3 Instance of f^sc,) there will be (a true conclusion). Now I

a false piopo- mean by a proposition wholly false that which is

contrary (to the true), as if that was assumed pre-

sent Avith every, which is present with none, or that present

with none, which is present with every. For let A be with

no B, but B with every C, if then we take the proposition B

+ Man.

I Animal.

§ In the major.

II
In the minor,

t Example (2.)

Ex. 1. Every stone is an animal
Every man is a stone

Every man is an animal.
Ex. 2. No man is an animal

Every stone is a man
.

•
. No stone is an animal.

B
Ex. 4. Every thing white is an animal

C B
Every swan is white

C A
. •

. Every swan is an animal.

B A
Ex. 5. Nothing white is an animal

C B
All snow is white

C A
• • , No snow io an animal.

B A
Ex. 3. Every animaJ is a stone

C B
Every man is an animal

C A
.

•
. Every man is a stone.

A
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« Example (3.)

5.

C as true, but the wliole of A B as fiilse, and that A is with

every B, it is impossible for the conclusion to be true, for it

was present with no C, since A was present with none
of what B was present with, but B was with

every C*
In like manner also the conclusion will be false,

if A is with every B, and B with every C, and

the proposition B C is assumed true, but A B wholly false,

and that A is present with no individual with which B is, for

A will be with every C, since with whatever B is, A also is,

but B is with every C. It is clear then, that, the ^ ^y^^^^ ^^^^

major premise being assumed wholly false, whether major is wholly

it be atfirmative or negative, but the other pre- niinoV is true.

mise being: true, there is not a true conclusion ;
}^^^ conclusion

it however the whole is not assumed taise, there when the whole

will be. For if A is with every C, but with a cer- conckSon'is''^

tain B, and B is with every C ; e. g. animal with true.

every swan, butwithacertainwhiteness, and white-

ness with every swan, if A is assumed present with every B,

and B with every C, A will also be truly present ^^^^ j^

with every C, since every swan is an animal, f
So also if A B be negative, for A concurs with

a certain B, but with no C, and B with every C,

as animal with something white, but with no
whiteness with all snow ; if then A is assumed present

with no B, but B with every C, A will be present . Example (5

)

with no C. J
If however the proposition A B were assumed

5 k the major

wholly true, but B C wholly false, there will be a is true whoUy,

n • 1 ^1 •
J. \ V V • but the minor

true syllogism,^ as nothing prevents A trom being wholly false,

with every B and every C, and yet B with no C, as
j^t^ui"''^^^^""

is the case with species of the same genus, which

* Here is another instance of " syllogism " being employed in its pure
sense, equivalent to '* conclusion," frequently it signifies the prepositional

arrangement necessarily inferring the conclusion.

2. Negative.

snow, and

B A
Ex. 6. Every horse is an animal

C B
Every man is a horse

C A
*. Every man is an animal.

B A
Ex. 7. No music is an animal

C B
All medicine is music

C A
.

•
. No medicine is an animal.

N 2
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are not subaltern, for animal concurs both with horse and
man. but horse with no man ; it' therefore A is assumed pre-

1. Affirmative. ^^^^ ^^^^ cvcry B, and B with every C, the con-

* E 1-^(6)
^^^^^^^ "^^^^^ ^^ true, though the whole proposition

B C is false.* It will be the same, if the propo-

sition A B is negative. For it will happen that A will be

neither with any B, nor with any C, and that B is with no C,

as genus to those species which are from another genus, for

animal neither concurs with music nor with medicine, nor

music with medicine : if then A is assumed present with no

, ,_ , B, but B with every C, the conclusion will be
t Example (7.) . tvt -n <i • • t-» r^ • in

true.]" JNow it the proposition B C is not wholly

but partially false, even thus the conclusion will be true. For
nothing prevents A from concurring with the whole of B,

and the whole of C, and B with a certain C, as genus with

species and difference, thus animal is with every man and
with every pedestrian, but man concurs with something, and
not with every thing pedestrian : if then A is assumed pre-

, „ , ,„ . sent with every B, and B with every C, A will

also be present with every 0,| which will be true.

B A
Ex. 8. Every man is an animal

C B
Every pedestrian thing is a man

B A
.

•
. Every pedestrian thing is an animal.

B A
Ex. 9. No prudence is an animal

C B
,

All contemplative knowledge is prudence
C A

. •
. No contemplative knowledge is an animal.

B A
Ex. 10. All snow is an animal

C B
Something white is snow

C A
.

•
. Something white is an animal.

B A
Ex. 11' No man is an animal

C B
Something white is a man

C A
• • , Something white is not an aniiuaL
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a true conclu-
sion.
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The same will occur if the proposition A B be „ ^^ ,.„ .
, 1 • 1 • 1 2. Negative.

negative, i or A may happen to be neither with

any B, nor with any C, yet B with a certain C, as genus with

the species and difference which are from another genus.

Thus animal is neither present with any prudence nor with
any thing contemplative, but prudence is with something
contemplative ; if then A is assumed present with no B, but
B with every C, A will be with no C, w^hich will

be true,*

In particular syllogisms however, when the

ivhole of the major premise is false, but the other "arswlth^'

true, the conclusion may be true : also when the J^! ^^^^^' ^"^ *
.

«/ ' minor true
major A B is partly false, but B C (the minor) there may be

wholly true ; and when A B the major is true,

but the particular false, also when both are false.

For there is nothing to prevent A from concurring with no

1>, but with a certain C, and also to prevent B from being

present with a certain C, as animal is with no , .^*
. . . ^ .,1. Affirmative.

snow% but is With something white, and snow with

something white. If then snow is taken as the middle, and
animal as the first term, and if A is assumed present with the

wliole of B, but B with a certain C, the whole proposition

A B will be false, but B C true, also the conclu- ^ ^ , ,,„ x.„,..' '
+ Example (10.)

sion will be true.]

It will happen also the same, if the proposition A B is ne-

gative, since A may possibly be with the whole of B, and not

with a certain C, but B may be with a certain C. „ ^. ,.

Thus animal is with every man, but is not conse-

quent to something w^hite, but man is present with something
white ; hence if man be placed as the middle term, and A is

assumed present with no B, but B with a certain C, the con-

clusion will be true, though the whole proposition

ABisfalse.J
J Example (ll.)

If again the proposition A B be partly false,^ 7. if the major

' Taylor and Buhle insert, "when B C is true," which is omitted by
Waiiz and Averrois.

B A
Ex. 12. Every thing beautiful is an animal

C B
Something great is beautiful

C A
. •

. Something great is an animal.
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is partly false, the concliision will be true. For nothing hinders
the conclusion j^ from concurrlno; with B, and with a certain C,
vill be true. '^

, .

and B from being with a certain C ; thus animal

may be with something beautiful, and v/ith something great,'

and beauty also may be with something great. If

then A is taken as present with every B, and B
with a certain C, the proposition A B will be partly false ;

but B C will be true, and the conclusion will
*ExaiTiple(12.) , , *be true.*

2. Negative. Likewise if the proposition A B is negative,

for there will be the same terms, and placed in
xampe(

.; -^j^g g^me manner for demonstration. "j"

3. Major true, Again, if A B be true, but B C false, the
minor false.

i • .n -. • ^ • a
conclusion will be true, since nothing prevents A

from being with the whole of B, and with a certain C, and B
from being with no C. Thus animal is with every swan, and

with something black, but a swan with nothing black ; hence,

if A is assumed present with every B, and B with a cer-

, „,, tain C, the conclusion will be true, though B C
IExa„,ple(H.) .^

^^^^J .j.

B A
Ex. 13. Nothing beautiful is an animal

C B
Something great is beautiful

C A
.

•
. Something great is not an animal.

' i. e. to prove a true conclusion from premises, one partly false, and

the other true.

B A
Ex. 14. Every swan is an animal

C B
Something black is a swan

C A
. • . Something black is an animal.

B A
Ex. 15. No number is an animal

C B
Something white is number

C A
.

*
. Something white is not an animal.

B A
Ex. 16. Every thing white is an animal

C B
Something black is white

B A
. • . Something black is an animal.
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Likewise if the proposition A B be taken as 4. Majoi nega

negative, for A may be with no B, and may not be ^^^®"

with a certain C, yet B may be with no C. Thus genus may-

be present with species, which belongs to another genus, and

with an accident, to its own species, for animal indeed concurs

with no number, and is with something white, but number is

with nothing white. If then number be placed as the mid-

dle, and A is assumed present with no B, but B with a

certain C, A will not be with a certain C, which would be

true, and the proposition A B is true, but B C
false.*

*.Exami)le(15.)

Also if A B is partly false, and the proposition minor wholly,'

B C is also false, the conclusion will be true, for ^^'^^•

nothing prevents A from being present with a certain B, and

also a certain C, but B with no C, as if B should be contrary

to C, and both accidents of the same genus, for animal is with

a certain white thing, and with a certain black thing, but

white is with nothing black. If then A is assumed present

with every B, and B with a certain C, the con-
1 . -1, ,

'
. t Example (16.)

elusion will be true.j

Likewise if the proposition A B is taken nega- ^ j^^ ^^.^.^

tively, for there are the same terms, and they will

be similarly placed for deraonstration.j:'
t Example (17.)

If also both are false, the conclusion will be - t^ », ^

,

' 7. Both false.

true, since A may be with no B, but yet with a

* To prove a true conckision may be drawn from false premises.

B A
Ex. 17. Nothing white is an animal

C B
Something black is white

C A
. *

. Something black is not an animal.

B A
Kx. 18. Every number is an animal

C B
Something white is number

C A
•

. Something white is an animal.

B A
Ex 19. No swan is an animal

C B
Something black is a swan

C A
,

*
. Something black is not an aninml.
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certain C, but B with no C, as genus with species of another

gcnu^, and witli an accident of its own species, for animal is

with no number, but with something white, and number with

nothing v bite. If then A is assumed present with every B,
and B with a certain C, the conclusion indeed will

xampe(.
.) ^^ true, while both the premises will be false.*

8. Major nega- Likewise if A B is negative, for nothing pre-

vents A from being with the whole of B, and
from not being with a certain C, and B from being with no

C, thus animal is with every swan, but is not with somethiiij:;

black, swan however is with nothing black. Wherefore, if

A is assumed present with no B, but B with a certain C, A
is not with a certain C, and the conclusion will

xampe
...

j^g ^rue, but the premises false.'f

^

Chap. Ill The same iji the middle Figure.

In the middle figure it is altoorether possible to
1 In this • .

figure we ma/ infer truth from false premises, whether both are

i"^m *^r^rni"^
assumcd wholly false, or one partly, or one true,

either one or
' but the Other wholly falsc, whichever of them is

partiJiy°faisey pl^ccd falsc, or whether both are partly false, or

one is simply true, but the other partly false, or

one is whidly false, but the other partly true, and as well in

, TT • 1 universal as in particular syllogisms. For if A
1. Universals. .

i A • i- •!
IS With no B but with every O, as animal is with no

stone but with every horse, if the propositions are placed con-

trariwise, and A is assumed present with every B, but with

no C, from premises wholly false, the conclusion
I Example (1.) ^^jjj ^^^ ^^^^^ Likcwise if A is with every B but

) Example (2.) with no C, for the syllogism will be the same.§ '

" Vide Waitz, vol. i. pp. 483 and 487.

B A B A
Ex. 1. Every stone is an animal Ex. 2. No horse is an animal

C A C A
No horse is an animal Every stone is an animal

C B C B
.

•
. No horse is a stone. .

•
. No stone is a horse.

^ One of these syllogisms is in Cesare, bnt tlie other in Camestrcs :

yet both are similar in respect of being jjruduced by the same terms
;

proving the truth from fuise premises, and deducing almost the same
conclusion.
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Again, if the one is wholly false, but th.? other
2. one wiioiiy

wliolly true, since nothinjr prevents A from being false, the other

• 1 -r. 1 • ^ /^1,-ri -..1 r^ wholly true.
With every B and with every C, but B with no C,

as genus with species not subaltern, for animal is with

every horse and with every man, and no man is a horse.

If then it is assumed to be with every individual of the

one, but with none of the other, the one proposition will

be wholly false, but the other wholly true, and the conclu-

sion will be true to w^iichever proposition the « Example (3.)

negative is added.^* Also if the one is partly 3. one partly

false, but the other wholly true, for A may possibly ^^^se.

be with a certain B and with every C, but B wdth no C, as ani-

mal is with something white, but w^ith every crow, and white-

ness with no crow^ If then A is assumed to be present with no

B, but with the whole of C, the proposition A B will be partly

false, but A C w^holly true, and the conclusion t Example ^4.)

will be true. I Likewise when the negative is 4. Minor or

transposed,^ since the demonstration is by the negative.

' i. e. whether the major or minor premise is negative.

B A B A
Ex. 3. Every horse is an animal No horse is an animal

C A C A
No man is an animal Every man is an animal

C B C B
. •

. No man is a horse. .
*

. No man is a horse.

B A
Ex. 4. Nothing white is an animal

C A
Every crow is an animal

C B
.

•
. No crow is white.

' If the minor premise denies.

B A B A
Ex. 5. Every crow is an animal Ex. 6. Every thing white is an animal

C A C A
Nothing white is an animal No pitch is an animal

C B C B
.• , Nothing white is a crow. .

*
. No pitch is white.

B A
Ex. 7. Every thing white is an animal

C A
Nothing black is an animal

C B
, • . Nothing black is white.
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• Example (5). Same terms.* Also if the affirmative premise is

5. Affirmative partlj false, but the negative wholly true, for no-
par

>
ase.

thing prevents AbeingpresentwithacertainB, but

not present with the whole of C, and B being present with no C,

as animal is with something white, but with no pitch, and
whiteness with no pitch. Hence if A is assumed present with

the whole of B, but with no C, A B is partly false, but A C
+ Example (6.) wholly true, also the conclusion will be true.t

6. Both partly Also if both propositions are partly false, the con-
^'^'

elusion will be true, since A may concur with a cer-

B A
Ex. 8. Nothing white is an animal

C A
Every thing black is an animal

C B
.

•
. Nothing black is •white.

B A
Ex. 9. No man is an animal

C A
Something white is an animal

C B
. •

. Something white is not a man.

B A
Ex. 10. Every thing inanimate is an animal

C A
Something white is not an animal

C B
.

•
. Something white is not inanimate.

B A
Ex. 11. No number is an animal

C A
Something inanimate is an animal

C B
.*. Something inanimate is not number.

B A
Ex. 12. Every man is an animal

C A
Something pedestrian is not an animal

C B
. • . Something pedestrian is not a man.

B A
Ex. 13. Every science is an animal

C A
A certain man is not an animal

C B
. •

. A certain man is not science
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tain B, and with a certain C, but B with no C, as animal may be

with something white, and with something bkck, but white-

ness with nothing black. If then A is assumed present with

every B, but with no C, both premises are partly

false, but the conclusion w^ill be true.* Likewise * Example (7.)

when the negative is transposed by the same terms. I t Example (8.)

This is evident also as to particular syllogisms, n p t' i

since nothing hinders A from being with every

B, but with a certain C, and B from not being with a certain

C, as animal is with every man, and with something white,

yet man may not concur with something white. If then A is

assumed present with no B, but w4th a certain C, i. Major nega-

tlie universal premise will be wholly false, but the ^^^'^

})articular true, and the conclusion true. J Like- ^ Example (9.)

wise if the proposition A B is taken affirmative,
affirmaUve.

for A may be with no B, and may not be with a

certain C,§ and B not present with a certain omitted by

C ; thus animal is with nothing inanimate, but ^^y^^^-

with something white, and the inanimate will not be present

with something w^hite. If then A is assumed present with
every B, but not present with a certain C, the universal pre-

mise A B will be wholly false, but A C true, and the con-

clusion true.
||

Also if the universal be taken true,
y Example (lo.;

but the particular false, since nothing prevents A 3. Univ. true,

.
o 1

Bart false
from being neither consequent to any B nor to

any C, and B from not being with a certain C, as animal is

consequent to no number, and to nothing inanimate, and num-
ber is not consequent to a certain inanimate thing. If then A
is assumed present with no B, but with a certain C, the con-

clusion will be true, also the universal proposition, but the

particular will be false.lF Likewise if the uni- „^ , „,^
, ... ^ nn . -, . . IT Example ( 11 .

)

versal proposition be taken affirmatively, since A
may be with the whole of B and with the whole '

"^^"^ ^^'

of C, yet B not be consequent to a certain C, as genus to specie?

and difference, for animal is consequent to every man, and to

I he whole of what is pedestrian, but man is not (consequent)
to every pedestrian. Hence if A is assumed present with
the whole of B, but not with a certain C, the universal pro-

position will be true, but the particular false, and .j. ^^ j ,,,

the conclusion true.*
* ^*"^*

^
"'
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Moreover it is evident that from premises both

5. Case of both
£g^jgg there will be a true conclusion, if A happens

premises false.

^^ ^^ present with the whole of B and of C, but

B to be not consequent to a certain C, for if A is assumed

present with no B, but with a certain C, both propositions

are false but the conclusion will be true. In like manner

when the universal premise is affirmative, but the particular

negative, since A may follow no B, but every C, and B may

not be present with a certain C, as animal is consequent to

no science, but to every man, but science to no man. it then

1 is assumed present'with the whole of B, and not conse-

quent to a certain C, the premises wiU be talse,

• Example (13.)
^^^^ ^^^^ conclusion will be true.*

Chap lY.— Similar Observations upon a true Conclusion from false.

Premises in the third Figure.

There will also be a conclusion from false pre-

LJe'^as wit?' mises in the last figure, as well when both are

the preceding false and either partly false or one wholly true,

^^''''''
but the other false, or when one is partly false,

and the other wholly true, or vice vers^i, in fact in as many

ways as it is possible to change the propositions. For there

is nothincr to prevent either A or B being present with any L,

, Both univ but yet A may be with a certain B ;
' thus neither

affirm. mail, nor pedestrian, is consequent to any thing m-

^ Taylor has made a mistake here both in the letters and in thii

and the succeeding syllogistic example. I have followed Waitz, Buhlc.

Iverrois, and Bekker; for the general rules to wh.ch hese diaper,

refer, the reader may find the subject fully treated in Whately and Hill.

C A
Ex. 1. Every thing inanimate is a man.

C B
Every thing inanimate is pedestrian

B A
.

•
. Something pedestrian is a man.

C A
Ex. 2. No swan is an animal

C B
Every swan is black

B A

, • . Something black is not an animal.
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Huimate, yet man consists with something pedestrian. If then

A and B are assumed present with every C, the propositions

indeed will be wholly false, but the conclusion * Example (i.)

true.* Likewise also if one premise is negative, 2. onenega-

but the other affirmative, for B possibly is present *^^'^'

with no C but A with every C, and A may not be with a certain

B. Thus blackness consists with no swan, but animal with every

swan, and animal is not present with every thing black.

Hence, if B is assumed present with every C, but A with no

C, A will not be present with a certain B, and the conclusion

will be true, but the premises false.f If, how- t Example (2.)

ever, each is partly false, there will be a true con- 3. One partly

elusion, for nothing prevents A and B being pre- ^^ ^^'

sent with a certain C, and A with a certain B, as whiteness

and beauty are consistent with a certain animal, and wliite-

ness is with something beautiful, if then it is laid down that

A and B are with every C, the premises will indeed be partly

false, but the conclusion true.J Likewise if A C
j Example '3.)

is taken as negative, for nothing prevents A not

consisting with a certain C, but B consisting with *• ^egativei.

C A
Ex, 3. Every animal is white

C B
Every animal is beautiful

B A
.

•
. Something beautiful is white.

C A
Ex. 4. No animal is white

C B
No animal is beautiful

B A
.

•
. Something beautiful is not white.

C A
Ex. 5. No swan is an animal

C B
Every swan is white

B A
. * . Something white is not an animaL

C A
Ex. 6. No swan is black

C B
Every swan is inanimate

B A
• *

. Something inanimate is not blacki
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a certain C, and A not consisting with every B as whiteness

is not present with a certain animal, but beauty is with some

one, and whiteness is not with every thing beautiful, so that

if A is assumed present with no C, but B with every C, both

premises will be partly false, but the conclusion will be

» Exam le (4
) truc.* Likcwisc, if one premise be assumed

5 One wholly wholly false, but the other wholly true, for both

false, the other A and B may follow every C, but A not be with
^^^^'

a certain B, as animal and whiteness follow every

swan, yet animal is not with every thing white. These terms

therefore being laid down, if B be assumed present with the

whole of C, but A not with the whole of it, B C will be wholly

true, and A C wholly false, and the conclusion will

+ Example (5.) ^g ^^^^.^ g^ ^lgo jf B C is falsc, but A C true, for

6. there are the same terms for demonstration, black,

I Example (6.) swan, inanimate.^ J Also even if both premises

are assumed affirmative, since nothing prevents

B following every C, but A not wholly being pre-

fi-snt with it, also A may be with a certain B, as animal is

* i. e. to deduce a true conclusion from false premises.

C A
Ex. 7. Every swan is black

C B
Every swan is an animal

B A
. • . Some animal is black.

C A
Ex. 8. Every swan is an animal

C B
Every swan is black

B A
. •

. Something black is an animal.

C A
Ex. 9. Every man is beautiful

C B
Every man is a biped

B A
. •

. Some biped is beautiful.

C A
Ex. 10. Every man is a biped

C B
Every man is beautiful

B A
Something beautiful is a bip2<i.
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with every swan, black with no swan, and black with a cer-

tain animal. Hence if A and B are assumed present with

every C, B C will be wholly true, but A C wholly false, and
the conclusion will be true.* Similarly, again, if » Example (7.)

A C is assumed true, for the demonstration will

be through the same terms."}" Again, if one is ^ Example (8.)

wholly true, but the other partly false, since B may be with
every C, but A with a certain C, also A with a certain B, as

biped is Avith every man, but beauty not with every man, and
beauty witli a certain biped. If then A and B are assumed
present with the whole of C, the proposition B C is wholly
true, but A C partly false, the conclusion will also be

true. I Likewise, if A C is assumed true, and B j Example (9.)

C partly false, for by transposition of the same s.

terms,^ there will be a demonstration. § Again, if §Exampie(io.)

one is negative and the other affirmative, for since B may
possibly be with the whole of C, but A with a certain C, when
the terms are thus, A will not be with every B. If B is as-

sumed present with the whole of C, but A with none, the

negative is partly false, but the other wholly true, the con-

clusion will also he true. JNIoreover, since it has been shown
that A being present with no C, but B with a certain C, it is

possible that A may not be with a certain B, it is clear that

when A C is wholly true, but B C partly false,
^

the conclusion may be true, for if A is assumed
present with no C, but B with every C, A C is wholly true,

but B C partly false.

Nevertheless, it appears that there will be alto-

gether a true conclusion by false premises, in the foUo^l^hTsame

case also of particular sylloo^isms. For the same ^^^*^' *• ^- ^''"•^«

. .1^1 11 . with one iini-
terms must be taken, as when the premises were versai and one

universal, namely, in affirmative propositions, af- mhe'^"^^^
^'^'^

firmative terms, but in negative propositions, nega-
tive terms, for there is no difference ^ whether when a thing
consists with no individual, we assume it present with every,^
or being present with a certain one, we assume it present uni-

' In these two last examples, the greater and less extremes change
places, yet a true conclusion is deduced.

' i. e. things assumed in particular, do not differ from the same things
assumed in universal syllogisms.

' i. e. entirely false.



192 Aristotle's organon. [bc-c k n.

versally,^ as far as regards the setting out of tlie
3. Also ncga- •'' ,,.111 • j.- w
tives. terms; 2 the like also happens in negatives. We
*, 1/ ^'^! 7"- see then that if the conclusion is false, those things

there must be from which the reasoning proceeds, must either

or more'of ?he all or sonic of them be false ; but when it (the

premises—but conclusion) is true, that there is no necessity,
this does not . , , , . ,, . .1 x 11 ^.i

•

hold good vice Cither that a certain thing, or that all tilings,

of "this

^^^'°" should be true ; but that it is possible, when
nothing in the syllogism is true, the conclusion

should, nevertheless, be true, yet not of necessity. The

reason of this however is, that when two things^ so sub-

sist with relation to each other, that the existence of the one

necessarily follows from that of the other, if the one'' does not

exist, neither will the other be,^ but if it*^ exists that it is not

necessary that the other' should be. If however the same

thing ^ exists, and does not exist, it is impossible that there

should of necessity be the same (consequent);^ I mean, as if

A being white, B should necessarily be great, and A not be-

ing white, that B is necessarily great, for when this thing A
being white, it is necessary that this thing B should be great,

but B being great, C is not white, if A is white, it is neces-

sary that C should not be white. Also when there are two

things/^ if one is/^ the other ^^ must necessarily be, but this not

' i. e. partly false.

2 That is, the terms being proposed, it may be shown, that we can de-

duce a true inference from false premises.
^ i. e. antecedent and consequent.
* The consequent.
* The antecedent. It is valid to argue from the subversion of the con-

sequent, the subversion of the antecedent ; thus if man is, animal is, but

animal is not, therefore man is not.

® The consequent.
' The antecedent. It is not necessary that this should exist, because

an inference of the existence of the antecedent from that of the conse-

quent is invalid.

* The antecedent.
» Because we cannot collect the consequent from the affirmation or

negation of the antecedent ; as, if man is, animal is ; and if man is not,

animal is.

"> That is, two subject terms, as A and B. Me now enunciates that an

argument from the negative of the consequent to the negative of the ante-

cedent is valid. Buhle and Waitz read this passage differently to Taylor,

by the insertion of the letter merely.
» That is, the antecedent. " The consequent.
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existing, it is necessary that A* should not be, , (niud.)

thus B not being great, it is impossible that A Buhie. Le the

should be white.

But if when A is not white, it is necessary that B should

be great, it will necessarily happen that B not being great, B
itself is great, which is impossible. For if B is not great, A
will not be necessarily white, and if A not being white, B
should be great, it results, as through three

(terms), that if B is not great, it is great.f
^^^^ ^

Chap. V.

—

Of Demonstration in a Circle, in thejirst Figure}

The demonstration of things in a circle, and from
j. ^

each other, is by the conclusion, and by taking this kind of de-

one proposition converse in predication, to con-
^d"exanip"r^

elude the other, which we had taken in a former

syllogism. As if it were required to show that A is with every

C, we should have proved it through B ;2 again,^ if a person

should show that A is with B, assuming A present with C,

but C with B, and A with B ; first, on the contrary, he as-

sumed B present with C. Or if it is necessary to demonstrate

that B is with C* if he should have taken A (as predicated)

of C, which was the conclusion,^ but B to be present with A,
for it was first assumed^ conversely, that A was with B. It

is not however possible in any other manner to demonstrate

them from each other, for whether another middle"^ is taken,

there will not be (a demonstration) in a circle, since nothing

is assumed of the same,^ or whether something of these (is as-

sumed), it is necessary that one alone ^ should (be taken), for

JJx, 11. If A is not white B is great

If B is not great A is not white
.

*
. If B is not great it is great.

* Vide Mansel's l.ogic, on this kind of demonstration, pp. 103—105
« The first syllogism, ABC.
' The second, A C B, in which the major of the first proposition Lft

proved.
^ i. e. the minor proposition of the first syllogism.
* In the first syllogism. * In the first syLogism.
' i. e. diflerent from ABC, the original terras.
• Of the premises in the former syllogism.
• Of the premises of the first syllogism.
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if both ^ there will be the same conclusion, when

«iriion™f"this we need another. In those terms then which are

kind not truly not converted, a syllogism is produced from one

Sro-grcon* undemonstrated proposition, for we cannot demon -

verted terms, gtratc by this term, that the third is with the mid-

aLVrnpUon die, or the middle with the first, but in those whicli

cS'^oniy. are converted we may demonstrate all by each

other, as if A B and C reciprocate ; for A C can

be demonstrated by the middle,^ B ; again,^ A B (the major)

through the conclusion, and through the proposition B C, (the

minor) being converted ; likewise ^ also B C the minor through

the conclusion, and the proposition A B con-

of u!'e%Td"°'''^ verted. We must however demonstrate the pro-

syiiogism. position C B,* and B A,t for we use these alone

+ The major of undcmonstrated, if then B is taken as present
t^he^ethsyiio- ^.^^ ^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^ ^^.^^^ ^^^^.^ j^ there will

J The 5th syiio- be a syllogism of B in respect to A.§ Again, if

fTe ^hat^Bis C is assumcd present with every A, and A with

viVh A. every B,|| it is necessary that C should be present

J
T^esrdsyiio- ^-^j^ g^gj.^ ^^ in both^ syllogisms indeed, the pro-

"*^"'
'

position C A is taken undemonstrated, for the

others were demonstrated. Wherefore if we should show^

this, they will all have been shown by each other.

^.The4thsyiio- j£ ^i^gn Q is assumed present with every B,% and
^'''"^'

' B with every A, both propositions are taken de-

monstrated, and C is necessarily present with A, hence it is

clear that in convertible propositions alone, demonstrations

may be formed in a circle, and through each other, but in

others as we have said before,^ it occurs also in these ' that

• Premises in the first syllogism
' The first syllogism of a circle, ABC.

. -d * n
' The second syllogism, A C B. " The sixth syllogism, B A C
* i. e. in the fifth and third.

6 One proposition is not demonstrated in a circle.

»
i. e. in the 3rd, 4th, and 5th, in which the converse propositions are

proved. It must be remembered that a circle consists of Six syllogisms,

the others fiowing from the first : of these, the 2nd proves the major,

and the Gth the minor of the first, but both assume the conclusion of the

first, to which the 2nd adds the converse minor, and the Gth the con-

verse major of the first : hence the 2nd and Gth prove directly the pro-

positions of the first, but assume two converse propositions, which have

also to be proved tD make tlie circle complete. This is done by the third
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we use the same thing demonstrated for the pur- * The major of

pose of a demonstration. For C is demonstrated {%ie ^ino,. ^f

of B,* and B of A,f assuming C to be predicated 4th.

of A, J but C is demonstrated of A § by these pro- 3rd.
^ ™^"'°' °

positions,
II

so that we use the conclusion ' for de-
J c^B^and's

monstration. a.

In negative syllogisms a demonstration through

each other is produced thus : let B be with every neitivesf

C, but A present with no B, the conclusion that

A is with no C. If then it is again necessary to conclude

that A is with no B, which we took before, A will be witli no

C, but C with every B, for thus the proposition becomes con-

verted. But if it is necessary to conclude that B is with C,

the proposition A B must no longer be similarly ^^ ^^j ^jj ^^
converted, for it is the same proposition,^ that B
is with no A, and that A is with no B, but we must assume
tliat B is present with every one of which A is present with

none. Let A be present with no C, which was the tfon-

clusion, but let B^ be assumed present with every of

which A is present with none, therefore B must necessarily

be present with every C, so that each of the assertions which
are three becomes a conclusion, and this is to demonstrate in

a circle, namely, assuming the conclusion and one premise

converse to infer the other.^ Now in particular ^ .
. .

i 4. In particu-

syllogisms we cannot demonstrate universal pro- lars the major

position through others, but we can the particular,
strat'ed'I but^the

and that we cannot demonstrate universal is evi- minor is.

dent, for the universal is shown by universals,
j

but the conclusion is not universal, and we must
demonstrate from the conclusion, and from the other proposi-

tion. Besides, there is no syllogism produced at all when the

proposition is converted, since both premises become particular.

and fifth syllogisms, the major of the 3rd and the minor of the 5th being
identical, as well as the latter being the converse conclusion of the first,

proved by the 4th. Thus a circle may be divided into two parts, of
which the conclusion of the 1st, 2nd, and 6th are direct, but those of
the 3rd, 4th, and 5th are converse.

' Of the 4th, i. e. in order to prove the propositions of the same fourth.
" Omitted by Taylor. ^ yj^g whately and Hill.

Ex. 1. Every B is A
Some C is B

. •
. Some C is A.

o 2
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Bui we can demonstrate a particular proposition, for let A be

demonstrated of a certain C through B, if then
*• B is taken as present with every A, and the con-

clusion remains, B will be present with a certain C, for the

first figure is produced, and A will be the middle.*
• Example (1.)

^^g^grtheless if the syllogism is negative, we can-

not demonstrate the universal proposition for the reason ad-

duced before, but a particular one cannot be demonstrated, if

A B is similarly converted as in universals, but we may show

it by assumption,^ as that A is not present with something,

but that B is, since otherwise there is no syllogism from the

particular proposition being negative.

Chap. VI.

—

Of the same in the second Figure.

In the second figure we cannot prove the affirm-

ierSs''of"the ative in this mode, but we may the negative ; the

second figure affirmative therefore is not demonstrated, because

^mpSonls' there are not both propositions affirmative, for

iiot demon- i\^q conclusiou is negative, but the affirmative is
strata .

demonstrated from propositions both affirmative,

the negative however is thus demonstrated. Let A be with

every B, but with no C, the conclusion B is with no C, if then B
is assumed present with every A, it is necessary that A should

be present with no C, for there is the second figure, the

middle is B. But if A B be taken negative, and the other

proposition affirmative, there will be the first

2. But the ne- £gure, for C is present with every A, but B with
gative IS. ^o

^^ wherefore neither is B present with any

A, nor A with B, through the conclusion then and one pro-

position a syllogism is not produced, but when another pro-

position is assumed there will be a syllogism. But if the

3. In particu- syllogism is not universal, the universal proposi-

*ars the parti- tion^ is not demonstrated for the reason we have

t?on aCe is'' givcu before,^ but the particular ^ is demonstrated

1 That is hypothetically. As regards the concluding sentence of this

chapter I have followed Bekker, Buhle, aud Taylor, in preference to Waitz

and Averrois, since though 1 favour the grammatical construction of the tw;

latter, the sense of the context is against them. ' The niajor.

3 Because the conclusion being assumed, and the minor of testino .)r

Baroko, both propositions are particular, hence there is no conclusion.

* The minor.
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when the universal is affirmative. For let A be demonstrates

with every B, but not with every C, the conclu- vertai is affirm

-

sion that B is not with a certain C, if then B is ^tive.

assumed present with every A, but not with every C, A will

not be with a certain C, the middle is B. But if the universal

is negative, the proposition A C will not be de- ^

monstrated, A B being converted, for it will hap-

pen either that both^ or that one'^ proposition will be negative,

so that there will not be a syllogism. Still in the same man-
ner there will be a demonstration, as in the case of universals,

if A is assumed present with a certain one, with which B is

not present.

Chap. VII.—Of the same in the third Figure,

In the third figure, when both propositions are
j in this

assumed universal, we cannot demonstrate reci- figure, when

procally, for the universal is shown through uni- tions a^re^uni-

versals, but the conclusion in this fiojure is always ""'^^l^^
*^^7 i*

'

, . . , 1 • 1
"no deraonstra-

particular, so that it is clear that in short we can- tion in a circle.

not demonstrate an universal proposition by this 2. There win

figure. Still if one be universal and the other tion where the

particular, there will be at one time and not at ™^™^^ andThe
another (a reciprocal demonstration) ; when then major particu-

both propositions are taken afhrmative, and the ^"^^

universal belongs to the less extreme, there will be, but when
to the other,^ there will not be. For let A be with

^

every C, but B with a certain (C), the conclusion

A B, if then C is assumed present with eveiy A, C has been

shown to be with a certain B, but B has not been shown to be

with a certain C. But it is necessary if C is with a certain B,

that B should be with a certain C, but it is not the same thing,

for this to be with that, and that with this, but it must be as-

sumed that if this is present with a certain that, that also is

with a certain this, and from this assumption there is no longer

a syllogism from the conclusion and the other proposition. If

' If the conclusion is assumed and the major premise.
' If a uegative conclusion is assumed, with a minor affirmative.
' When the major is universal and the minor particular there will n )t

be a tr je circle, because from the conclusion and the major premise the

minor is not proved.
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however B is with every C, but A wilh a certain

C, it will be possible to demonstrate A C, when C
is assumed present with every B, but A with a certain (B).

For if C is with e\ery B, but A with a certain B, A must
necessarily be with a certain C, the middle is B. And when

one is affirmative, but the other ne«;ative, and the

•ffirma^uveTs affirmative universal, the^ other will be demon-
universal there stratcd ; for let B be with every C, but A not be

tion of the par- with a Certain (C), the conclusion is, that A is not
ticuiar nega- with a Certain B. If then C be assumed besides
tive.

-r» A -11
present with every B, A must necessarily not be

4. Not when ^yith a certain C, the middle is B. But when the
the negative is . . • i i i • i

universal (ex- negative IS Universal, tlie other is not demon-
ception).

strated, unless as in former cases, if it should be

assumed that the other is present with some individual, of what
this is present with none, as if A is with no C, but B with a

certain C, the conclusion is, that A is not with a certain B.

If then C should be assumed present with some individual of

that with every one of which A is not present, it is necessary

that C should be with a certain B. We cannot however in

any other way, converting the universal proposition, demon-
strate the other, for there will by no means be a syllogism.^

It appears then, that in tlie first figure there is

tion onh'e p?e- ^ reciprocal demonstration effected through the
ceding chap- third and through the first fin;ure, for when the
ters. ^ o '

conclusion is affirmative, it is through the first,

but when it is negative through the last,^ for it is assumed

* The predi- that with what this * is present with none, the
^^'^^- other f is present with every individual. In the
+ The subject,

j^jjjjg iigure liowever, the syllogism being uni-

' The particuhir negative,
^ Thus in Ferison, the minor, being I, cannot be demonstrated in a

circle, the conclusion and major being negative, except by converting

both these into afiirmative. In the cases of the partivuhir modes of the

third figure, where there is an universal minor, i. e. Disamis and Bokardo,
there may be a perfectly circular demonstration, but not in those which
liave the major universal, as Datisi and Ferison.

^ Aristotle does not mean the third figure of categi ricals, because in

the syllogisms mentioned by him, there are a negative minor and an xmi-

versal conclusion, contrary to the rules of the third figure. lie intends

therefore an hypothetical syllogism, wherein there are two predicates and
one subject, as in the third figure.
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versal, (the demonstration) is through it and through the first

figure,' and when it is particular, both through it and through
the last. 2 In the third all are through it, but it is also clear

that in the third and in the middle the syllogisms, which are

not produced through them, either are not according to a

circular demonstration, or are imperfect.

Chap. VHI.—Of Conversion of Syllogisms in t\e first Figure.

Conversion is by transposition of the conclusion
1 ^^ • • A.\. A.\. 1. 2.\^

. . 1. Definition of
to produce a syllogism, either that the major is conversion of

not with the middle, or this (the middle) is not with fyHogism

the last (the minor term).^ Jb or it is necessary

when the conclusion is converted, and one proposition re-

mains, that the other should be subverted, for if this (pro-

position) will be, the conclusion will also be.'*
g. Difference

But there is a difference whether we convert the whether tins is

conclusion contradictorily or contrarily, for there dictoriij"orcon-

is not the same syllogism, whichever way the ^^•^[^^-'•.-

^'Jf

conclusion is converted, and this will appear from tween these

what follows. But I mean to be opposed (con- ^^°^^-

tradictorily) between, to every individual and not to every

individual, and to a certain one and not to a certain one, and
contrarily being present with every and being present with
none, and with a certain one, not with a certain

one.'^ For let A be demonstrated of C, through

the middle B ; if then A is assumed present with no C, but
with every B, B will be with no C, and if A is with no C, but

B with every C, A will not be with every B, and not altogether

with none, for the universal was not concluded through the last

figure. In a word, we cannot subvert universally the major

' For the major of Cesare is proved in Celarent.
^ For the minor of Ferison is proved hypothetically. See above.
^ The minor term is here called to Ttkivraiov, lower down in this

chapter it is called to l<s\aTov. By transposition of the conclusion, is

intended the change of it into its contradictory or contrary, when a pro-

position is enunciated, to which the other proposition is added, and thus

a new syllogism in subverting the former is produced. Vide Whately and
Hill's Logic.

* This has been shown above, that we cannot infer falsity from true

premises ; if then we admit the conclusion to be false, and take its op-
posite, one proposition must be false.

* i, e. these are 5j^-contraries.
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premise by conversion, for it is always subvened throu"'h tlic

third figure, but we must assume both propositions to the

minor term, likewise also if the syllogism is negative. For
let A be shown through B to be present with no C, where-
fore if A is assumed present with every C,^ but with no B, B
will be with no C, and if A and B are with every C, A will

be with a certain B, but it was present with none.^

If however the conclusion is converted contra-

dictorily, the (other) syllogisms also will be con-

tradictory,^ and not universal, for one premise is particular,

so that the conclusion will be particular. For let the syllo-

gism be affirmative, and be thus converted, hence if A is not

with every C, but with every B, B will not be with every C,

and if A is not with every C, but B with every C, A will not

be with every B. Likewise, if the syllogism be
*i.e. ceiarent.

negative,* for if A is with a certain C,'' but with

+ Universally. "^ -^> -^ "^^^^ "^* ^® with a Certain C, and net

simply I with no C, and if A is with a certain C,^

and B with every C, as was assumed at first,^ A will be v/ith

a certain B.

3. In particu- ^^ particular syllogisms, when the conclusion is

lars, of the first converted Contradictorily,both propositions are sub-

condulioris^^ vcrtcd, but whcu coutrarily, neither of them ; for it

converted con- j^q lon^jer happens, as with universals, that throuc'h
tradictonly p m x* .1 i • 7 u • u
both proposi- lailurc 01 the conclusion ' by conversion, a subver-

ver"ted^,'iVc"n- ^ion is produccd, since neither can we subvert it^

trariij .neither, at all. For let A be demonstrated of a certain C,J
if therefore A is assumed present with no C,^ but

B with a certain C, A will not be with a certain B,*^ and if A
* i. e. by converse of the conclusion and assumption of the minor.
2 By hypothesis in the major premise of Ceiarent.
'"' In their opposition, for they will prove a particular conclusion contra-

dicting the previously assumed universal proposition.
* The subversion of the minor in Ferison.
' The subversion of the major in Disamis.
* In the minor proposition of Ceiarent.
' iWii-TTom-oQ Tov av/jLTTfpdafiaTog, deficiente conclusione. Buhle.

This expression signifies the change from an imiversal to a particular in

the conclusion, because in the latter case it comprehends fewer things.
* Because there is no syllogism from particular premises.
' The subversion of the minor in Camestres—while the major of the

first syllogism is retained.
'" The conL Adictoiy of the major will be concluded.
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is with no C, but with every B, B will be with no C,^ so that both

propositions are subverted. If however the con-

elusion be converted contrarily, neither (is sub-

verted), for if A is not with a certain C, but with every B, B
will not be with a certain C, but the original proposition ia

not yet subverted,* for it may be present with a , yj^ ^^g ^jj.

certain one, and not present with a certain one. nor premise of

Of the universal proposition A B there is not any
syllogism at all,^ for if A is not with a certain C, but is with a

certain B, neither premise is universal. So also if the syllo-

gism be negative, for if A should be assumed present with
every C, both are subverted, but if with a certain C, neither ;

the demonstration however is the same.

Chap. IX,

—

Of Conversion of Si/llogisms in the second Figure.

In the second figure we cannot subvert the major
premise contrarily, whichever way the conversion versais we can-

is made, since the conclusion will always be in the not infer the

, . , ^ , , . , r ^ contrary to the
third figure, but there was not in this hgure an major premise,

universal syllogism. The other proposition in- ?he comTaYic-

deed we shall subvert similarly to the conversion, torj—the mi-I, • •! 1 •£> ,1 • • J nor dependent
mean by similarly, it the conversion is made upon the as-

contrarily (we shall subvert it contrarily), but if sumption of the

T .1 1 T • -r-. 1*11 conclusion.
contradictorily by contradiction, l^or let A"* be

with every B and with no C, the conclusion B C, if then B
is assumed"* present with every C, and the proposition A B
•"'mains, A will be with every C, for there is the first figure,

^f however B is ^ with every C, butA with no C, A ^

is not with every B, the last figure. If then B C
(the conclusion) be converted contradictorily, A B may be de-

monstrated similarly,^ and A C contradictorily. For if B is

with a certain C,^ but A with no C, A will not be present

with a certain B ; again, if B ^ is with a certain C, but A
' That is, by assuming a contradictory conclusion of the first syllo-

gism, and retaining the major premise of the same, a conclusion will be
drawn, contradictory of the minor.

' In which the major premise of Darii is subverted.
* This is inCamesires. * Barbara subverting the minor of Camestres.
* Felapton subverting the major of Camestres.
* i. e. subverted by a contrary.
' Darii subverting the minor. • Ferison subverting lh~ '^aior.
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with every B, A is witli a certain C, so that there is a syllo-

gism produced contradictorily. ^ In like manner
8-

it can be shown, if the premises are vice versa,^

2. inparticu- but if the syllogism is particular, the conclusion

Ifary'onhe'"' being Converted contrarily,^ neither premise is

conclusion is subverted, as neither was it in the first figure, (it

Spropo"r however the conclusion is) contradictorily (con-

vened '"^'the verted), both (are subverted).
_

For let A be as

-

contradictory, sumcd present with no B, but with a (certain) U,
^"'^ "'•

the conclusion B C ; if then B is assumed present

with a certain C, and A B remains, the conclusion will be

tliat A is not present with a certain C,but the original would

not be subverted, for it may and may not be present with a

certain individual. Again, if B is with a certain C, and A
with a certain C, there will not be a syllogism, for neither ot

the assumed premises is universal, wherefore A B is not sub-

verted If however the conversion is made contradictorily,

both are subverted, since if B is with every C, but A with no

B A is with no C, it was however present with a certain (C).

Ac-ain if B is with every C, but A with a certain C, A will be

wfth a certain B, and there is the same demonstration, it the

universal proposition be affirmative.

Chap. X.—Of the same in the third Figure.

In the third figure, when the conclusion is con-

[fiL'^'coSy'' verted contrarily, neither premise is subverted,

totheconciu- accordin^^ to any of the syllogisms, but when con-

^neither' tradictorily, both are in all the modes. For let

pre^sejs^sub- ^ ^^ shown to be with a certain B, and let C be

thfcontradic- taken as the middle, and the premises be universal

:

tory, both.
.^ ^^^^ ^ .g j^ggui-i^ed not present with a certain

B, but B with every C, there is no syllogism of A and C,*

nor if A is not present with a certain B, but with
1. universais.

^^^^,^ ^^ ^^j^^ ^^^^^.^ ^^ ^ syllogism of B and C.^

There will also be a similar demonstration, if the premises

• Because Darii proves a contradictory conclusion to the minor, and

Ferison a contradictory conclusion to the major—of the same Camestres.

2 That is, if the major is negative, but the minor alUrmative, hence a

8vllo2ism produced in Cesarc.
. ex? r ^

3 A was assumed present with a certain C, m the mmor of Festmo.

« Because the major is particuhir. ' Because the major i3 particular.
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are not universal, for eitlier both must be particular bj con-

version, or the universal be joined to the minor, but thus

there was not a syllogism neither in the first nor in the middle
figure. If however they are converted contra-

dictorily, both propositions are subverted ; for

if A is with no B, but B with every C, A will be with no C ;

again, if A is with no B, but with every C, B will be with no
C. In like manner if one proposition is not uni-

versal ; since if A is with no B, but B with a

certain C, A will not be with a certain C, but if A is with
no B, but with every C, B will be present with no C. So
also if the syllogism be negative, for let A be shown not pre-

sent with a certain B, and let the affirmative proposition be

B C, but the negative A C, for thus there was a syllogism
;

when then the proposition is taken contrary to the conclusion,

there will not be a syllogism. For if A were with a certain

B, but B with every C, there was not a syllogism ^ ^,.^ .^

of A and C,*^ nor if A were with a certain B, b. i. Anal. Pr!

but with no C was there a syllogism of B and C,t + yide ch. v.

so that the propositions are not subverted. AVhen '^' " '
^'

however the contradictory (of the conclusion is

assumed) they are subverted. For if A is with

every B, and B with C, A will be with every C, j camestres.

but it was with none.^ Again if A J is with every

B, but with no C, B will be with no (J, but it was with every C.^

There is a similar demonstration also, if the pro- 2. Particulars

positions are not universal,§ for A C
1|
becomes the same.

universal negative, but the other,^ particular af-
n xhe major

lirmative. If then A is with every B, but B with p''°p-

^ .•' ' . li The minor
a certain U, A happens to a certain C, but it was pr

with none ;^ again, ifA is with every B, but with no * ^^^^^^^^s-

C,* B is witli no C, but if A is with a certain B, and B with a

certain C, there is no syllogism,'' nor if A is with a certain B,

out with no C, (will there thus be a sylloo;ism) :
^ ^ ^^.

.
^ •' o / f The contra-

Hence in that way,"!" but not in this,J the pro- dictory.

positions are subverted. ^ ^^^ contrary.

^ Because the major is particular.
' So assumed in the major proposition of Felapton.
' In the minor of Felapton.
* In the major of Ferison. * Because of part, premisea.
• Because of the part, majoic
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From what has been said then it seems clear

fiom"*^'^"^*
how, when the conclusion is converted, a syllogism

arises in each figure, both when contrarily and
when contradictorily to the proposition, and that in the first

figure syllogisms are produced through the middle and the

last, and the minor premise is always subverted through the

middle (figure), but the major by the last (figure) : in the se-

cond figure, however, through the first and the last, and the

minor premise (is) always (subverted) through the first figure,

but the major through the last : but in the third (figure)

through the first and through the middle, and the major pre-

mise is always (subverted) through the first, but the minor

premise through the middle (figure). What therefore con-

version is, and how it is effected in each figure, also what
syllogism is produced, has been shown.

Chap. XL

—

Of Deduction to the Impossible in thefirst Figure.

1 Howsyiio- -^ SYLLOGISM through the impossible is shown,
gism bio. Tov when the contradiction of the conclusion is laid

shownrand its down, and another proposition is assumed, and it

distinction jg produced in all the fiojures, for it is like conver-
froin conver- •* o ^

sion CavTi- sion except that it differs insomuch as that it is

<TT(>o(pn)- converted indeed, when a syllogism has been

made, and both propositions have been assumed, but it is de-

duced to the impossible, when the opposite is not previously

acknowledged but is manifestly true. Now the terms subsist

similarly ' in both, the assumption also of both is the same, as

for instance, if A is present with every B, but the middle is

C, if A is supposed present with every or with no B, but with

every C, which was true, it is necessary that C should be with

no or not with every B. But this is impossible, so that

the supposition is false, wherefore the opposite ^ is true. It

is a similar case with other figures, for whatever are capable

of conversion, are also capable of the syllogism per impossibile.

t. The univer- All Other problems then are demonstrated
i<ai •affirm, in through the impossible in all the figures, but tlie
the first figure

. ^ ^ m ' • i i • i_ • i

oot demonstra- universal aiiirmative is demonstratea in the miu-

' That is to say, both in the converse syllogism and in that per impot-

•ibile. ''' The contradictory.
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die, and in the third, but is not in the first. For bie per impo?-

let A be supposed not present with every B, or ^^'^^®'

present with no B, and let the other proposition be assumed
from either part, whether C is present with every A, or B
with every D, for thus there will be the first figure. If tlien

A is supposed not present with every B, there is no syllo-

gism,^ from whichever part the proposition is assumed, but if

(it is supposed that A is present with) no (B), when the pro-

position B D is assumed, there will indeed be a syllogism of

the false, but the thing proposed is not demonstrated. For if

A is with no B, but B with every D, A will be with no D,
but let this be impossible, therefore it is false that A is with
no B. If however it is false that it is present with no B, it

does not follow that it is true that it is present with every B.

But if C A is assumed, there is no syllogism,^ neither when
A is supposed not present with every B, so that it is manifest

that the being present with every, is not demonstrated in the

first figure per impossibile. But to be present with a certain

one, and with none, and not with every is de-
3 gut the par

monstrated, for let A be supposed present with affir. and univ.

no B, but let B be assumed to be present with demonTtrated,

every or with a certain C, therefore is it neces- ^'^^? ^^^ ^o"-

1 A 1 1 1 1 • 1 • 1
tradictory of

sary that A should be with no or not with every the conclusion

C, but this is impossible, for let this be true and '' assumed.

manifest, that A is with every C, so that if this is false, it

is necessary that A should be with a certain B. But if

one proposition should be assumed to A,^ there will not be

a syllogism,^ neither when the contrary to the conclusion is

supposed as not to be with a certain one, wherefore it appears

that the contradictory must be supposed. Again, let A be sup-

posed present with a certain B, and C assumed present with
every A, then it is necessary that C should be with a certain B,

but let this be impossible, hence the hypothesis is false, and
if this be the case, that A is present with no B is true.

' Because of a particular nega. prem. being inadmissible in the first fig.

^ Because from the hypothesis being negative it cannot be the minor
in the first fig.

^ So that it becomes the major.
* Because the negative hypothesis becomes the minor prem. contrarj

to the rule.
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In like manner, if C A is assumed negative ; if however the

proposition be assumed to B, there will not be a syllogism,

but if the contrary be supposed, there will be a syllogism, and
the impossibile (demonstration), but what was proposed will

not be proved. For let A be supposed present witli every B,

and let C be assumed present with every A, then it is neces-

sary that C should be with every B, but this is impossible, so

that it is false that A is with every B, but it is not yet neces-

sary that if it is not present with every, it is present with no

B. The same will happen also if the other proposition ^ is

assumed to B, for there will be a syllogism, and the impossible

(will be proved), but the hypothesis is not subverted, so that

the contradictory must be supposed. In order however to

prove that A is not present with every B, it must be supposed

present with every B, for if A is present witli

neg. is demon-' cvcry B, and C witli every A, C will be with

thl^sub-con-^^ cvcry B, so that if this impossible, the hypothesis
trary to the is false. In the same manner, if the other proposi-

assumecu what tion is assumcd to B,^ also if C A is negative in

srtn-^ r't^f?'^'^

^'^ the same way, for thus there is a syllogism, but if

the negative be applied to B, there is no demon-
stration. If however it should be supposed not present with

every, but with some one, there is no demonstration that it is

not present with every, but that it is present with none, for if

A is with a certain B, but C with every A, C will be with a

certain B, if then this is impossible it is false that A is present

witli a certain B, so that it is true that it is present with none.

This however being demonstrated, what is true is subverted

besides, for A was present Avitli a certain B, and with a cer-

tain one was not present. Moreover, the impossibile does not

result from the hypothesis, for it would be false, since we
cannot conclude the false from the true, but now it is true,

for A is with a certain B, so that it must not be supposed pre-

sent with a certain, but with every B. The like also will

occur, if we should show that A is not present with a certain

B, since if it is the same thing not to be with a certain indi-

vidual, and to be not with every, there is the same demon*
Btration of both.

' A proposition evidently true.

' If the true proposition becomes the minor
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It appears then, that not the contrary, but the

contradictory must be supposed in all syllogisms,^ andreasonTf

for thus there will be a necessary (consequence), *^^ ^^?^^ ^-

and a probable axiom,^ for if of every thing af-

firmation or negation (is true), when it is shown that negation

is not, affirmation must necessarily be true. Again, except it

is admitted that affirmation is true, it is fitting to admit nega-
tion ; but it is in neither way fitting to admit the contrary, for

neither, if the being present with no one is false, is the being
present with every one necessarily true, nor is it probable
that if the one is false the other is true.

It is palpable, therefore, that in the first figure, all other

problems are demonstrated through the impossible ; but that

the universal affirmative is not demonstrated.

Chap. XIL—Of the same in the second Figure.

In the middle, however, and last figure, this ^ also

is demonstrated. For let A be supposed not pre- figJJe Vt^^^
sent with every B, but let A be supposed present proved per ab-

., /^in .p.. ^^ ^
. , surdum, if the

With every O, thereiore it it is not present with contradictory is

every B, but is with every C, C is not with every thr?ontrar?
''

B, but this is impossible, for let it be manifest

that C is with every B, wherefore what was supposed is false,

and the being present with every individual is true. If how-
ever the contrary be supposed, there will be a syllogism, and
'he impossible, yet the proposition is not demonstrated. For
ifA is present with no B, but with every C, C will

be with no B, but this is impossible, hence that A
' Leading to the impossible. Taylor gives rise to much confusion, by

using the word opposite as antithetical to contrary, instead of the word
contradictory.

^ d^iiofia ivdo^ov— dignitas probabilis, Averr.—axioma rationi con-

sentaneum, Buhle ; the latter notes, that Aristotle refers to the principle,

ihat of two contradictories, one is true and the other false, from which it

follows that when the contradictory of the first conclusion is proved
false, the original conclusion itself is proved true. As to the words them-
selves, it may be sufficient to remark, that d^iojixara are the original pre-

mises, from which demonstration proceeds, and are a branch of the

Koivai 'Apx«i ; and that taken purely, per se, Aristotle regards rd tvioKo,

as among the elements of syllogism, some of which are necessary. Ste
also Waitz, vol. i. p. 505.

• An universal affirmative.
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is with no B is false. Still it does not follow, that if this is

false, the being present with every B is true, but when A is

with a certain B, let A be supposed present with

no B, but with every C, therefore it is necessary

that C should be with no B, so that if this is impossible A must
necessarily be present with a certain B. Still

'

if it* is supposed not present with a certain

one,'!' there will be the same ' as in the first figure.

Again, let A be supposed present with a certain B, but let it

be with no C, it is necessary then that C should not be with

a certain B, but it was with every, so that the supposition is

2
false, A then will be with no B. When however A
is not with every B, let it be supposed present with

every B, but with no C, therefore it is necessary that C should

be with no B, and this is impossible, wherefore it is true that

A is not with every B. Evidently then all syllogisms are

produced through the middle figure.^

Chap. XIII.

—

Of the same in the third Figure.

1 In this fi ure
THROUGH the last figure also, (it will be con-

both affirma- cludcd) in a similar way. For let A be supposed

tives are de-^*' ^^t present with a certain B, but C present with
nionstrabie per evcry B, A then is not with a certain C, and if

this is impossible, it is false that A is not with a
certain B, wherefore that it is present with every B is true.

If, again, it should be supposed present with none, there

will be a syllogism, and the impossible, but the proposition is

not proved, for if the contrary is supposed there will be the

same^ as in the former (syllogisms). But in order to con-

clude tliat it is present with a certain one, this hypothesis

must be assumed, for if A is with no B, but C with a certain

B, A will not be with every C, if then this is false, it is

true that A is with a certain B. But when A is with no
B, let it be supposed present with a certain one, and let C be

assumed present with every B, wherefore it is necessary that

A should be with a certain C, but it was with no C, so that it

is false that A is with a certain B. If however A is supposed

' The proposition will not be so much confirmed as subverted, for if O
is false, A is true, and vice versa. - By a deduction to an absurdity.

* A will not be demonstrated universal, but particular.
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present with every B, the proposition is not demonstrated,'

but in order to its not being present with every, this hypothesis
must be taken.^ For if A is with every B, and C with a cer-

tain B, A is with a certain C, but this was not so, hence it is

false that it is with every one, and if thus, it is true that it

is not with every B, and if it is supposed present with a cer-

tain B, there will be the same things as in the syllogisms

above mentioned.

It appears then that in all syllogisms through
the impossible the contradictory must be supposed, 2_.^^ecapituia-

and it is apparent that in the middle figure the

affirmative is in a. certain way^ demonstrated, and the universal
in the last figure.

Chap. XIV.

—

Of the difference lehceen the Ostensiie, and the

Deduction to the Lyipossibh.*

A DEMONSTRATION tO the impossible differs from i. Difference

an ostensive, in that it admits what it wishes to between direct

subvert, leading to an acknowledged falsehood, and that per

but the ostensive commences from confessed
^"^po^sibiie.

theses. Both therefore assume two allowed propositions,

but the one ^assumes those from which the syllogism is formed,

and the other ^ one of these, and the contradictory of the con-
clusion. In the one case* also the conclusion

need not be known, nor previously assumed that \]^^^
°^*^"'

it is, or that it is not, but in the other it is neces-

sary "^ (previously to assume) that it is not ; it is of no conse-

quence however whether the conclusion is affirmative or

^ Because if A is with every B is false, that A is with no B is not im-
mediately true, but only the particular negative is true.

' A, i. e. the hypothesis of being universally present.
' By a deduction to an absurdity.

Compare Prior Anal. i. 23 ; Hessey's Logical Tables, No. 4 ; Whately*s
Treatise on Rhetoric, part i. c. 3 ; Rhetoric, xi. 22. It is clear from the
remark in the text, that the demonstratian per impossibile is one kind of
the hypothetical syllogism, the object of which is to prove the truth of a
problem, by inferring a falsity from its contradiction being assumed.
(Vide An. i. 23, and 29 ; also Waitz, vol. i. p. 430.) The reader will find

the question fully discussed in note G, Appendix to Mitchell's Logic.
* The ostensive. « The per impossibile.
' i. e. we must assume the contradictory of the co£.c>asioD. to b«

^roTed.
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negative, but it will happen the same about both.^ New
whatever is concluded ostensively can also be proved per im-

possibile, and what is concluded per impossibile may be shown
ostensively through the same terms, but not in the same figures.

For when the syllogism ^ is in the first figure,^ the

monstSted^ptr truth will be in the middle, or in the last, the ne-
absurdum in gativo indeed in the middle, but the afiirmative

iVproved inYhe ^^ the Uist. When howcvcr the syllogism is in
Becond osten- the middle figure,'^ the truth will be in the first in
Sivel}', it the n i t ^ \ i n • • • 1

problem be ne- all the problems, but when the syllogism is in the

fhe'third"4ure
I'^st, the truth will be in the first and in the mid-

if it be affirm- die, affirmatives in the first, but negatives in the

1. * barii. middle. For let it be demonstrated through the

first figure* that A is present with no, or not with

every B, the hypothesis then was that A is with a certain B,

but C was assumed present with every A, but with no B, for

thus there was a syllogism, and also the impossible. But.

this is the middle figure, if C is with every A, but with no B,

and it is evident from these that A is with no B. Likewise if it

o i. T> .V
^^^s been demonstrated to be not with every,t for

the hypothesis is that it is with every, but U was
assumed present with every A, but not with every B. Also
in a similar manner if C A were assumed negative, for thus

also tliere is the middle figure. 1 . Again, let A be
.'5 t Cesare or . . *^ V
Festiiio. shown prcscut with a certain B,§ the hypothesis

rent
^" ^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^' ^^^^^ ^^ ^^ present with none, but B was

assumed to be with every C, and A to be with

every or with a certain C, for thus (the conclusion) will be

impossible, but this is the last figure, if A and B
||

are with every C. From these then it appears

that jS. must necessarily be with a certain B, and similarly if

B or A is assumed present with a certain C.

„ „ ,
Af:;ain, let it be shown in the middle fiixure^f

6, % Baroko.
, a . . , -r. , ,i ^ i '^

that A is with every B, then the hypothesis was
that A is not with every B, but A was assumed present with

' The conclusion is called negative when it is false, whether it affirms

or denies, hence if it affirm a falsity, it is said "not to be," and when it

denies a truth, it is equally said " not to be." Waitz omits " not" in

the same figures ; I read with Bckker, Buhle, and Taylor.
^ Per impossibile. ^ The thing proposed will be proved.—Taylor.
* Sometimes also in the 3rd, in fact what Arist. here states are the prin-

cipal modes of demonstration, and are not tc be too generally assumed.

5.
II

Darapti.

t
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every C, and C with every B, for thus there will be the im-

possible. And this is the first figure,* if A is ^ , Barbara.

with every C, and C with every B. Likev>'ise if

it is demonstrated to be present with a certain one,t ^- ^ c^^^stres.

for the hypothesis was that A was with no B, but A was as-

sumed present with every C, and C with a certain B, but if

the syllogism}: should be negative/ the hypothesis g.ipestino.in.

was that A is with a certain B, for A was assumed ferring the im-

to be with no C, and C with every B, so that
^'"^**

there is the first figure. Also if in like manner the syllo-

gism § is not universal, but A is demonstrated not

to be with a certain B,|| for the hypotliesis was sibik.™^°^"

that A is with every B, but A was assumed present ^^-
'! "* Cesare.

with no C, and C with a certain B, for thus there ^ ^^^^^

is the first figure.^

Again, in the third figure,* let A be shown to
^^ ^ Eckar-'o

be with every B, therefore the hypothesis was
that A is not with every B, but C has been assumed to be

with every B, and A with every C, for thus there will be the

impossible, but this is the first figure. | Likewise
Barbara

also, if the demonstration is in a certain thing,-;};

for the hypothesis would be that A is with no B, ^

but C has been assumed present with a certain B, and A with

every C, but if the syllogism is negative, § the liy-
Disamis

pothesis is that A is with a certain B, but C has

been assumed present with no A, but witli every B, and this

is the middle figure. In like manner also,^ if the demonstra-

tion is not
II

universal, since the hypothesis will

be that A is with every B, and C has been as-

sumed present with no A, but with a certain B, ^ Festino.

and this is the middle figure.^

It is evident then that we may demonstrate 3. what is de-

each of the problems through the same terms, both Xurdunl^iJ'so

ostensively'* and through the impossible, and in also ostensive-

' If it should prove a conclusion in E, which contradicts the minor of

Festino.
' This will prove a conclusion in I.

^ If the syllogism per impossibile in Datisi should prove 0.
* Buhle, Bekker, and Taylor insert *' and through the impossible," -which

Waitz omits. It may be remarked, that though in some cases the demoii-

Btration per impossibile is advantageous, yet that it is more open to

fallacy, especially to that of "a non-causa pro causa," a deception

r 9
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ly, and vice like manner it will be possible when the syllo-
^'^^^^' gisms aj^ ostensive, to deduce to the impossible in

the assumed terms when the proposition is taken eontradie-

tjory to the conclusion. For the same syllogisms arise as those

through conversion, so that we have forthwith figures through
which each (problem) will be (concluded). It is clear then

that every problem is demonstrated by both modes, (viz.) by
the impossible and ostensively, and we cannot possibly separ-

ate the one from the other.

Chap. XV.—Of the Method of concludingfrom Opposites in the

several Figures.

In what figure then we may, and in what we may
Jus^figuits^^" not, syllogize from opposite propositions^ will be
from which a manifest thus, and I say that opposite propositions

ducibieTrom^ are according to diction four, as for instance (to

"Sffns^the ^® present) with every (is opposed) to (to be pre-

latter {Kara rhv scut) with none ; and (to be present) witli every

kinds,°[c?"'^ to (to be present) not with every ; and (to be pre-
Herm. 7,)but sent) with a certain one to (to be present with)

t'tm^rof three, no One ; and (to be present with) a certain one to

(to be present) not with a certain one ; in truth

however they are three, for (to be present) with a certain one

•which is very frequent in dialectipal disputation when the opponent is

asked to grant certain premises. Vide the 17th ch. of this book, also

Khet. ii. 24.
* avTiKsifisvai TrpoTacrei-g, is an expression sometimes limited to con-

tradictories, the Kara rriv Xl^iv, opposition is properly subcontrary ; that

(tf subalterns is not recognised by Aristotle (i/TrdXXTjXoi) ; the laws of this

last are first given by Apuleius de Dogmate Plat. lib. iii. anonymously

;

also by Marcian Capella. Vide Whately's and Hill's Logic. Taylor,

from his extreme fondness for the expression 'opposites," certainly doea

not " what is dark in this, iDamine, ncr what ;$ low, raise and support**

Ex. 1. Every science is excellent

No science is excellent

. • , No science is science.

Ex. 2. Every science is excellent

No medicine (a certain science) is excellent

.
•

. No medicine (a certain science) is science.

Ex. 3. No science is opinion

All medicine (a certain science) is opinion

. • . No medicine fa certain science) is science.

ii
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is Opposed to (being present) not with a certain one accord-

ing to expression only. But of these I call such contraries

as are universal, viz. the being present with every, and (the

being present) with none, as for instance, that every science

is excellent to no science is excellent, but I call the others

contradictories.

In the first figure then there is no syllogism 2. No conciu-

from contradictory propositions, neither affirma- siori from oppo-
.

"^ ^ ^ ^ . . sites of either
tive nor negative ; not affirmative, because it kind in the

is necessary that both propositions should be
^^^t figure.

affirmative, but affirmation and negation are contradictories

:

nor negative, because contradictories affirm and deny the same
tiling of the same,* but the middle in the first

figure is not predicated of both (extremes), but rich's Logic'ch.

one thing is denied of it, and it is predicated of
Eiench^v^T'^*

another ; these propositions however are not con-

tradictory.

But in the middle figure it is possible to pro- 3 5^^ ^^^^
duce a syllogism both from contradictories and both in the

.

from contraries, for let A be good, but science B ^^

and C ; if then any one assumed that every science is excel-

lent, and also that no science is, A will be with every B, and
with no C, so that B will be with no C, no science there-

fore t is science. It will be the same also, if,
^ ^.^^^ ^^

having assumed that every science is excellent,

it should be assumed that medicine is not excellent, forA is with
every B, but with no C, so that a certain science will not be
science, i Likewise if A is with every C, but with ^ _ , ,„

.

o*jT>- • r^ A- K • ' ^ Example (2.)

no B, and B is science, O medicine, A opinion,

for assuming that no science is opinion, a person would have
assumed a certain science to be opinion. § This^

however differs from the former ^ in the conver-

sion of the terms, for before the affirmative was joined to B,^

but now it is to C. 11 Also in a similar manner, if „ ^^
" . ,-,.., , II

The minor.
one premise is not universal, tor it is always the

middle which is predicated negatively of the one and affirma-

tively of the other. Hence it happens that contradictories are

* Cesare. 2 Camestres.
' That is, in Camestres the major of course was affirmative, the minor

negative.
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concluded, yet not always, nor entirely, but when those which
•

i. e. the ex- ^^'^ Under the middle * so subsist as either to be
t femes, being the Same, or as a whole to a part:^ otherwise it
subject to the . . ^^ ^ c i • • -n i

middle in 2nd IS impossible, lor the propositions Will by no nreans
figure. -^Q either contrary or contradictory.

4. In the third
^^^ *^^® third figure there will never be an af-

110 aflRrmative firmativc syllogisiii from opposite propositions, for

the reason alleged in the first figure ; but there

will be a negative, both when the terms are and are not uni-

versal. For let science be B and C, and medicine A, if then

a person assumes that all medicine is science, and that no
medicine is science, he would assume B present with every A,

, ,. , and C with no A, so that a certain science will
1 Example (4.) . . . V-i • -r. i • • a

not be science.j Likewise, it the proposition A
B is not taken as universal, for if a certain medicine is science,

jirid again no medicine is science, it results that a certain sci-

, „ , ,^ , ence is not science.! But the propositions are
X Example (5.) + f ^

i o •/•

contrary, the terms being universally taken, ^ it

however one of them is particular,^ they are contradictory.

We must however understand that it is possible thus to as-

sume opposites as we have said, that every science is good,

and again, that no science is good, or that a certain science

is not good, whicli does not usually lie concealed. It is also

possible to conclude either (of the opposites), through other

, „ , , interrof)i:ations, or as we have observed in the
§ Top. book m • p • n- 1 1

viii. ch. 1. iopics,'^ to assume it. Since however the op-
5. Opposition positions of affirmations are three, it results that

we may take opposites in six ways, either with

every and with none, or with every and net with every indi-

vidual, or with a certain and with no one ; and to convert

' As genus to species—tlius science is related to medicine.

Ex. 4. No medicine is science

All medicine is science

.
''. A certain science is not science.

A B
Ex. 5. A certain medicine is not science.

A C
All medicine is science

C B
. *

. A certain science is not science.

8 In Felapton, ^ In Bokardo.
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this in the terms, thus A (may be) with every B but with
no C, or with every C and with no B, or with the whole of

the one, but not with the whole of the other ; and again, we
may convert this as to the terms. It will be the same also in

the third figure, so that it is clear in how many ways and in

what figures it is possible for a syllogism to arise through op-

posite propositions.

But it is also manifest that we may infer a true

conclusion from false premises, as we have ob-

served* before, but from opposites we cannot, for

a syllogism always arises contrary to the fact, as

if a thing is good, (the conclusion will be,) that it bie from such

is not good, or if it is an animal, that it is not an Propositions,

animal, because the syllogism is from contradiction, and the

subject terms are either the same, or the one is a

whole, j" but the other a part.J It appears also

evident, that in paralogisms^ there is nothing to

prevent a contradiction of the hypothesis arising,

as if a thing is an odd number, that it is not odd,

for from opposite propositions there was a con- to the assump-

trary syllogism; if then one assumes such, there
tion is inferred,

will be a contradiction of the hypothesis. We must under-

stand, however, that we cannot so conclude contraries from
one syllogism, as that the conclusion may be that what is not

good is good, or any thing of this kind, unless such a pro-

position is immediately assuraed,^ as that every animal is

white and not white, and that man is an animal.^

But we must either presume contradiction,'* as

that all science is opinion, ^ and is not opinion,

and afterwards assume that medicine is a sci-

ence indeed, but is no opinion, just as Elenchi^
are produced, or (conclude) from two syllo-

« Vide this

1 ook, cliapters

2, 3, and 4,

6. No true con-
clusion deduci-

t Genus.

I Species.

7. From con-
tradictories a
contradiction

8. To infer con-
tradiction in

the conclusion;
we must have
contradiction in
the premises.
(Vide Whately.
b.ii.c. 2and3.)

* All reasoning from opposites is faulty, because one proposition is

necessarily false.

- A proposition opposed.
^ The minor ; the conclusion will be, man is white and not white.
* That is, at first suppose an axiom contradictory of subsequent con-

clusion, e. g. all science is opinion.
* This clause is omitted by Waitz, it is the conclusion contradicting

the hypothesis.
* In the 20th chapter of this book, an Elenchus is defined to be a syllo-

gism of contradiction, or (b. i. c. l,_Soph. Elen.) " a syllogism with con*
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gisms.^ Wherefore, that the things assumed should really be

contrary, is impossible in any other way than this, as was be-

fore observed.

tentiis syiio- Chap. XVI.

—

Of the ^^ Petitio Prmcipii,'** or
gisticis. (Aver- Begging the Question? *

1. What the
*' petitio prin

To beg and assume the original (question) con-

cipii"is-^T6 sists, (to take the genus of it,) in not demon

-

6P^BP,xj; diTe.cr-
g|;j.ating the proposition, and this happens in many

ways, whether a person does not conclude at all, or whether
he does so througli things more unknown, or equally unknown,
or whether (he concludes) what is prior through what is pos-

+ Vide Post. terior ; for demonstration is from things more
An. b. i. ch. 2, creditable and prior. t Now of these there is no
10 32. .

ir \

begging the question from the beginning, but since

some things are naturally adapted to be known through them-
selves, and some through other things, (for principles^ are

: Conclusions
^"^wn through themselves, but what are under
principles J through other things,) when a person

2. How this fai- cudcavours to demonstrate by itself what cannot be

sfe7HnfS,o*Ac* ^"O'^'^ ^y itself, then he begs the original question,

p. 331, et seq. ' It is possiblc howcvcr to do this so as immediately
to take the thing proposed for granted, and it is

tradiction of the conclusion," " proprie syllogismus est adversarium re-
darguens, confirmando scil. quod illius sententiae contradicat." Aldrich.
It is well observed by Dr. Hessey, that the IXtyKTiKov ivOvfirjua of the
Rhetoric seems to include the two processes, rj elg to dSvv. dirayioyrj and
(TvWoyig. did tov ddvv., An. Pr. i. 38, and to correspond to the tig to ddvv.
ayovaa dTrodei^ig, An. Post. i. 26. Vide Hessey's Tables, 4, Rhet. ii.

22, and ii. 24.
' Proving affirmation in one, and negation in the other.
^ This takes place when one of the premises (whether true or false) is

either plainly equivalent to the conclusion, or depends on that for its own
reception. The most plausible form of this fallacy is arguing in a circle,

(vide supra,) and the greater the circle, the harder to detect. Whutely, b.

iii. sect. 4. Aristotle enumerates five kinds of it, these however do not
concur with those given by Aldrich in his Fallacise extra dictionem. As
to the identity of the syllogism with a petitio principii, see Mansel's Logic,
Appendix, note D. Conf. Top. 8 ; also Pacius upon this chap.

' These precede all demonstration : for their relative position refer to

note p. 81 ; also Meta. v. 1, x. 7, vi. 4, and Sir W. Hamilton Keid'a
Works, p. 16.
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also possible, that passing to other things which are naturallv

adapted to be demonstrated by that (which was to be investi-

gated), to demonstrate by these the original proposition ; as
if a person should demonstrate A through B, and B throuo-h

C, while C was naturally adapted to be proved through A-
for it happens that those who thus syllogize, prove g Exam leA by itself. This they do,^ who fancy that they Kiven of ma-

describe parallel lines, for they deceive themselves ^^^^"^^^^'^"5.

by assuming such things as they cannot demonstrate unless
they are parallel. Hence it occurs to those who thus svllo-

gize to say that each thing is, if it is, and thus every thin""

will be known through itself, which is impossible.

If then a man, when it is not proved that A is

with C, and likewise with B, begs that A may be

admitted present with B, it is not yet evident whether he
begs the original proposition, but that he does not prove it is

clear, for what is similarly doubtful is not the principle of
demonstration. If however B so subsists in reference to C
as to be the same,^ or that they are evidently convertible, or
that one is present with the other,^ then he begs 4.

the oriorinal question. For that A is with B, mav * .

• •^*i.c convert
be shown through them, if they are converted, the minor, and

but nowHhis prevents-^ it, yet not the mode; if th?ou-hc
"

however it should do this,* it would produce 5. t Beg the

what has been mentioned before,! and a conver- ^"^s^^°"-

sion would be made through three terms.^ In like manner
if any one should take B to be present with C, whilst it is

qually doubtful if he assumes A also (present with C), he

' Those beg the question who endeavoxir to show that certain lines are

parallel because they never meet, for they oujrht to prove that equi-dis-

tant lines do not meet ; so that it is tantamount merely to saying that

lines are equi-distant because they are equi-distant, and they prove the

same thing by the same, and beg the question.
'* The same in reality, as a vestment and a garment. Taylor.
^ B predicated of C, as genus of species.
* i. e. when this is done, viz. B predicated thus of C.
* That is, B being of wider extension than A, prevents the demonstrat-

ing A of B through C, though the syllogistic mode does not prevent

conversion taking place, but rather favours it, since it is Parbara, wherein
alone a perfect circle is produced by this kind of conversion.

" Not always really three, but sometimes one terra is assumed dr two,

and therefore in one respect there are three terms.
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does not yet beg the question, but he does not prove it. If

however A and B should be the same, or should be converted,

or A should follow B, he begs the question from the beginning

for the same reason, for what the petitio principii can effect

we have shown before, viz. to demonstrate a thing by itself

which is not of itself manifest.

3 This faiiac
^^ ^^^®^ *^^^ pctitio principii is to prove by it-

may occur in sclf what is not of itself manifest, this is not to

an?3rd fi^rures,
provc, siucc both what is demonstrated and that

but in the case \)j which the person demonstrates are alike du-

tive syllogism bious, either ^ because the same things are assumed
by the 3id and pi^escnt with the samc thing, or the same thing

with the same things ;2 in the middle figure, and

also in the third, the original question may be the ob-

jects of petition, but in the affirmative syllogism, in the third

and first figure.^ Negatively when the same things are absent

from the same, and both propositions are not alike,'* (there is

the same result also in the middle figure,) because of the non-

conversion of the terms in negative syllogisms.^ A petitio

principii however occurs in demonstrations, as to things which
thus exist in truth, but in dialectics as to those (which so sub-

sist) according to opinion.

* i. e. when A and B are the same, thus A is' said to be with C in the

conclusion, but B with C in the minor, and in Barbara.
2 i. e. when B and C are the same with which in Barbara A is present,

the latter being predicated of B in the major, and of C in the con-

clusion.
^ Because there is no affirmative syllogism in the 2nd figure.

* A petitio principii can only occur in an affirmative proposition.
* i. e. the terms of a negative proposition, being different in significa-

tion, cannot be converted, which would be necessary if a petitio principii

could occur in an affirmative proposition. For whenever this fallacy

occurs in the other proposition, the subject and attribute should be iden-

tical, or nearly so. After all, it must be remembered that the Pet. l^rin,

i» a material, and non-logical, not a formal fiiUacy.



CHAP. XVri."l IHE PRIOR ANALYTICS. 219

Chap. XVII.

—

A Consideration of the Syllogism, in ichich it is

argued, that the false does not happen—" on account of this,''*

irapd Tovro avfiiSaiviiv, to \pevcoQ.^

That the false does not happen on account of this
j ^j^jg y

(which Ave are accustomed to say frequently in pens in a de-
\. . X /2 . • n • 1 J' X duction to the
discussion) occurs nrst in syllogisms leading to impossible,

the impossible, when a person contradicts that ^hit^i i« con-
,.,-^ , ,, ^ , . , tradicted not in

which was demonstrated by a deduction to the ostensive de-

impossible. For neither will he who does not con- "^onstration.

tradict assert that it is not (false) on this account, but tlwit

something false was laid down before ;^ nor in the ostensive

(proof), since he does not lay down a contradiction. Moreover
when any thing is ostensively subverted through ^ j^ pg^g^,,

A B Cj* we cannot say that a syllogism is pro- siveiy through

duced not on account of what is laid down, for we
then say that is not produced on account of this, when this

being subverted, the syllogism is nevertheless completed,

which is not the case in ostensive syllogisms, since the thesis

being subverted the syllogism which belongs to it will no
longer subsist. It is evident then that in syllogisms leading

to the impossible, the assertion, " not on account of this," is

made, and when the original hypothesis so subsists in refer-

ence to the impossible as that both when it is, and when it is

not, the impossible will nevertheless occur.

Hence the clearest mode of the false not subsist- „ „,nil 1 • • 1 1 2. The par-
ing on account ot the hypothesis, is when the feet example o<

syllogism leading to the impossible ^ does not con- Ule^pJop.'^o?

join with tlie hypothesis by its media, as we have "^»ich the

, , . ^1 i. m • V< xi • • J.
svllo. consists

observed in the j iopics. ror this is to assume as do not concur.

a cause, what is not a cause, as if any one wishing + Sop. Eien.

to show that the diameter of a square is incom-

' "Non penes hoc." Averr.—" non per lioc." Waitz. Confer. Soj)

Elan. V. 11, 29, 1 ; Rhet. ii. 24; Whately, iii. 3 and 4 ; Hill's ed. Aid
rich, p. 336.

' Viz. of the propositions anterior to the conclusion. He also who uses

an ostensive proof, of course does not adduce a proposition contradictory

of what he wishes to prove.
' Taylor translates this passage somewhat differently, but I prefer tl:o

rendering of Buhle. Aristotle joins the Sop. Elen. Avith the Topics, be-

cause the former contain sophistical, as the other dialectic, places.— Note
Julius Pacius.
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raensurate with its side should endeavour to prove the argu-
ment of Zeno,* that motion has no existence, and

2
33^'^^^^"" ^' to this should deduce the impossible, for the false

is by no means whatever connected with what was
stated from the first. ^ There is however another mode, if the

impossible should be connected with the hypothesis, yet it does

not happen on account of that, for this may occur, whether we
assume the connexion up or down, as if A is placed present

with B, B with C, and C with D, but this should be false,

that B is with D. For if A being subverted B is neverthe-

3. Another less with C, and C with D, there will not be
mode. the false from the primary hypothesis. Or
again, if a person should take the connexion upward, as if

2
A should be with B, E with A, and F with E,

^ but it should be false that F is with A, for thus

there will be no less the impossible, when the primary hypo-

... . , thesis is subverted. It is necessary however to
T NcC6SSltV 01

connecting the Unite the impossible with the terms (assumed)

wit^h**\^he'terms
^^^^ ^^^ beginning, for thus it will be on account

assumed from of the hypothcsis ;f as to a person taking the

+ I e^\he im- conncxion downward, (it ought to be connected)
possible will be with the affirmative term ; for if it is impossible

that A should be with D, when A is removed
there will no longer be the false. But (the connexion being

assumed) in an upward direction, (it should be joined) with the

subject, for if F cannot be with B, when B is subverted, there

will no longer be the impossible, the same also occurs when
the syllogisms are negative.

It appears then that if the impossible is not connected witli

the original terms, the false does not happen on account of

the thesis, or is it that neither thus will the false occur always
on account of the hypothesis ? For if A is placed present not

with B but with K, and K with C, and this with D, thus also

the impossible remains ; and in like manner when we take

the terms in an upward direction, so that since the impossible

happens whether this is or this is not, it will not be on account

' That the diameter of a square is not commensurable with its side

Upon the argument called Achilles, which Zeno used to support the lead-

ing tenet of Parmenides, viz. the unity of all things; a sophism which
after all turns upon the falsity of the major premise. See Plato, Farm. 128,

Cousin, Nouv. Frag., and Mansel, p. 125. Ar. Phys. lib. vi.
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of the position.* Or if this is not, the false nc- .
^ ^^^ ^

vertheless arises ; it must not be so assumed, as pothesis.

if the impossible will happen from something else 5. This not

being laid down, but when this being subverted, ed as if a^de^

the same impossible is concluded throuo^h the re- ^^ction to
A

^
o

_ the impossible
mainmg propositions, since perhaps there is no arises from

absurdity in inferring the false through several
o^^er terms.

hypotheses, as that parallel lines meet,^ both whether the in-

ternal angle is greater than the external, or whether a tri-

angle has more than two right angles.

Chap. XVIII.—Offalse Reasoning.

False reasoning arises from what is primarily
j False con-

false. For every syllogism consists of two or elusion arises

more propositions, if then it consists of two, it is the"pr1mary™

necessary that one or both of these should be false, propositions,

for there would not be a false syllogism from true ^ vide this

propositions.! But if of more than two, as if C ^ook, chap,

(is proved) through A B, and these through D E
F G, some one of the above '-^ is false, and on this account the

reasoning also, since A and B are concluded through them.

Hence through some one of them the conclusion and the false

occur.^

Chap. XIX.—Of the Prevention ofa Catasyllogism.*

To prevent a syllogistical conclusion being ad- i. Ruietopre-

duced against us, we must observe narrowly when ^'^"^ ^^^ ^^-

.

° '
. n • 1

vancement of
(our opponent) questions the argument^ without acatasyiiogism

conclusions, lest the same thing should be twice ^^^nTMhe
granted iu the propositions, since we know that same term

' This is a false conclusion from two false hypotheses ; the one, that

when a line falls on two parallel lines the internal angle is greater than
the external angle ; the other is, if a triangle has three angles greater

than two right angles.

M. e. D E F G.
' 1. e. the false conclusion C. Vide Aldrich and Huyshe for the

rules of syllogism.

KaTaavWoyiZ,iadai vox dialectica, disputationum et interrogatioaum

laqueis aliquem irretire. Waitz.
' i. e. the propositional matter.
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being twice ad- ^ sjllogism is iiot produced without a middle, but
mitted in the the middle is that of which we have frequently
^™^"

spoken. But in what manner it is necessary to

observe the middle in regard to each conclusion, is clear from
our knowing what kind of thing is proved in each figure, and
this will not escape us in consequence of knowing how we
sustain the argument.^

Still it is requisite, when we argue, that we
and meThwf of should cndcavour to conceal that which we direct
masking' our the respondent to guard against,^ and this will be

gument—two douc, first, if the conclusions are not pre-syllogized,

ing thisf^^'^^ ^^^ ^^® unknown when necessary propositions are

assumed, and again, if a person does not question

those things which are proximate, but such as are especially

immediate,* for instance, let it be requisite to con-

Terl'Logfr" elude A of F, and let the media be B C D E ;

therefore we must question whether A is with B,

and again, not whether B is with C, but whether D is witli

E, and afterwards whether B is with C, and so of the rest.

If also the syllogism arises through one middle, we must begin

with the middle, for thus especially we may deceive the re-

spondent.

Chap. y^K.—Of the Elenchus?

1
.
The elan- SiNCE howcvcr wc havc whcn, and from what man-

tio^ls a^ syUo" ner of terminal subsistence syllogism is produced, it

' We shall know the principal conclusion, as being the subject matter
of our dispute.

* i. e. if we wish to infer an indefinite conclusion, we should secretly

endeavour that our opponent may grant us two propositions, in which the
middle is latent ; if however we Avish to infer a definite conclusion, we
must assume propositions containing the middle from which the con-
clusion is inferred mediately and remotely. Taylor, from whom the

above note is chiefly taken, appears to have fallen into the same error as

Buhle, Boeth, and some of the older interpreters, by reading fi'iaa instead

of dfitda, which I have followed from Waitz and Averrois, and which
the former evidently proves to be the right reading. Vide Waitz, tom. i.

p. 521 ; Aver. vol. i. p. 159; Top. 8. Immediate inference is that with
which opposition and conversion are connected ; mediate pertains to in-

duction and syllogism.
^ An kirixfiprifia admits of a species of this, which is called cnroprjfia

The original meaning of IXtyxog is, as Dr. Hessey observes, (Table 4,)
the rcf"*3i'oa of an actual adversary's position, and so indirectlv - cod-
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is also clear when there will and will not he an gism of contra-

Elenchus. For all things being granted, or the an- duce°whkh'''°*

swers being arranged alternately, for instance, the there must be

one being negative and the other affirmative, an elen- tiiough" theTat-

chus may be produced, since there was a syllogism t^j may subsist

when the terms were as well in this as in that former. (Conf.

way, so that if what is laid down should be con- ^°P" ^^^^- ^-^

trary to the conclusion, it is necessary that an elenchus should

be produced, for an elenchus is a syllogism of contradiction.

If however nothing is granted, it is impossible that there

should be an elenchus, for there was not a syllogism when all

the terms are negative, so that there will neither be an elen-

chus, for if there is an elenchus, it is necessary there should

be a syllogism, but if there is a syllogism, it is not

necessary there should be an elenchus. Likewise, respondent^

if nothino^ should be universally laid down in the should not con-

:*. /. 11 . . "^ p , T , cede any uni-
answer,* tor the determination oi the elenchus versai proposi-

and of the syllogism will be the same.^
^^°"'

Chap. XXI.

—

Of Deception, as to Supposition—Kara

TTJV VTToXrjtlllV.^

Sometimes it happens, that as we are deceived in

the position of the terms,! so also deception arises as

to opinion, for example, if the same thing happens

to be present with many things primary,^ and a

person should be ignorant of one, and think

present with nothing, but should know the other.

For let A be present with B and with C,

per se, (that is, essentially,) and let these, in like

with every D ; if then somebody thinks that A is

B, and this with every D, but A with no C, and
this with every D ; he will have knowledge J
and ignorance § of the same thing,

||
as to the same.^

Conf. Meta.
lib. vi. and iii.,

and de Anim&,
iii. 3, 7.

1. This kind ol

deception two-
fold.

t Vide ch. 33,

Pri. An. i.

that it is

manner, be

with every

I Through B.

§ c.

II
D.

H A.

firmation of our own ; but, practically, the process of meeting a rc«l

or supposed opponent, is the same. Vide Rhet. ii. 22 and 24.
' The reader will profitably read upon this chapter, Hill's notice and

examples of the Elenchus, given at p. 322 of his Logic.
' See Hill and Whately on Fallacies.
• So Waitz ; Buhle, and Taylor read Trpcirwc ; the latter adds, i. e.

"without a medium," a meaning which is evidently concurred in by
Waitz.
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2. Again, if one should be deceived about tliosft

» « Tr,5 ai^rnr things which are from the same class,' * as if A is

should apprehend A to be with every B, and again with no

C, he will at the same time both know and not apprehend

its presence. Will he then admit nothing else from these

things, than that he does not form an opinion on what he

knows ?2 for in some way, he knows that A is with C through

t c being a B, just as the particular is known in thef uni-
partofB. versal, so that what he somehow knows, he ad-
t 1. e. in the

• i i • n i . , . .

first deception, mits he docs not conccivc at all, which is impos-

niiJdks^nBar- siblc. In what, howevcr, we mentioned before,

J

bara and Ceia- if the middle is not of the same class, it is impos-

suba'it"ern.
^^"

siblc to couccive both propositions, according to

BaTbar^^^^'^
°^ cach of the mcdia,^ as if A were with every B, §

II
Major of but witli no C,|| and both these with every T).%

uVhe minor of ^^r it happens that the major proposition assumes
both. a contrary, either simply or partially,'* for if with

every thing with which B is present a person thinksA is present,

but knows that B is with D, he also will know that A is with D.
Hence, if, again, he thinks that A is with nothing with which
C is, he will not think that A is with any thing with which
B is, but that he who thinks that it is with every thing with
which B is, should again think that it is not with something

with which B is, is either simply or partially contrary. Thus
however it is impossible to think, still nothing prevents (our

• •

B d c
assuming) one proposition according to each (mid-

dle),^ * or both according to one, as that A is with

every B, and B with D, and again, A with no C. For a de-

ception of this kind resembles that by which we are deceived

about particulars, as if A is with every B, but B with every

C, A will be with every C.^ If then a man knows that A ia

' Taylor says, " co-ordinatum ;
" Waitz, " ex eadem serie." It is clear,

that subalterns are intended.
' For in the major of Celarent, he assumes no C is A, whereas he

knows, as will be shown, that C is A.
^ That is, he cannot, at one and the same time, assume both the prop,

of Barbara, and both of Celarent.
* i. e. by reason of D, the subject of both B and C.
' i. e. one prop, for B, the other for C, as every B is A, no C is A, \h»

minors not being added.
• Vide Post An. i. 1 : Eth. Nicom. b. vi. c. 3.

I
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with every thing with which B is, he knows also that it is

with C ; still nothing prevents his being ignorant of the ex-

istence of C, as if A were two right angles, B a triangle, and
C a perceptible triangle.* For a man may think , ^^ ^^ ,

,i

,

that C does not exist, knowing that every triangle

has two (equal to) right angles, hence he will know and btj

ignorant of the same thing at once ; for to know 3. 'Distinction

that every triano^le has anfjles equal to two riorht, between uni-
•• , f, . , , ° . ^

. ^ versal and par-
18 not a Simple thing,j but in one respect arises ticuiar know-

from possessing uii Iversal science, in another, par- l^^^^-^ j^ ,,

ticuiar science. Thus therefore he knows by uni- ceps ambi-

versal science, that C has angles equal to two right s^"™- "^^itz.

angles, but by particular science he does not know it, so that

he will not hold contraries. In like manner is the reasoning in

the MenOjJ that discipline is reminiscence, for it j Meno, (Piat.)

never happens that we have a pre-existent know- p- si. Ritter,

ledge of particulars, but together with induction, §
^° ' "_^'

.

'

receive the science of particulars as it were by
recognition ; since some things we immediately know, as (that

there are angles) equal to two right angles, if we know that

(what we see) is a triangle, and in like manner as to other

things.

By universal knowledge then we observe par- 4. Our observ-

ticulars,^ but we do not know them by an (innate) ^^^°^ of parti-

B A
Ex. 1 . Every triangle has angles equal to two right angles (known)

C B
This is a triangle (unknown)

C A
.

•
.
This has angles equal to two right angles

| unkrw^^bTparUcilar
knowledge. Vide Post. An. i. 4.

* It would weary the reader, and far exceed the limits to which, ne-

cessarily, we confine our remarks, to enter fully into the analysis of

the distinction here drawn. In the Post An. i. 6, the subject is again

entered upon, but for all necessary understanding of the matter, the

reader is referred to Sanderson upon Certainty, book iii., and to Mansel's

notes upon Syllogism quoad Materiam, artic. Opinio, p. 97, et seq. Al-

though we have translated vTroXrjxpvg, supposition, yet as it approaches

nearest to our idea of logical judgment, (see Trendelenburg de Anima, p.

469,) the latter term shows at once, not only the nature, but frequently the

causes, of error, (An. Post. i. 6, 8,) which may be individual, that is, con-

nected with the person's own constitution of mind or circumstances, and,

both as to universals and particulars, partake much of the character of

a
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euiare, derived peculiar knowledge, hence we may be deceived

\l'dge°of unt"^' ^bout them, yet not after a contrary manner, but
versais, a pecu- while DossessinoT the universal, yet are deceived
lianty noticed. • • •

^ •/

(Met. book vi". in the particular. It is the same also as to what
9._) Lockers E^s. ^g j^^^^e spokcn of, for the deception about the
vi. 2!

' middle is not contrary to science about syllogism,

nor the opinion as to each of the middles. Still nothing prevents

one who knows that A is with the whole of B, and this again

with C, thinking that A is not with C, as he who knows that

every mule is barren, and that this (animal) is a mule, may think

that this is pregnant ; for he does not know that A is with C
5. A deception from not at the same time surveying each. Hence
from knowing j^ jg evident that if he knows one (of the proposi-
one prop, and . . .

v
%

being ignorant tions), but IS Ignorant of the other, he will be de-
of the other.

ceivcd as to how the universal subsists with refer-

ence to the particular sciences. For we know nothing of those

things which fall under the senses as existent apart from
sense, ^ not even if we happen to have perceived it before, un-
less in so far as we possess universal and peculiar knowledge,

6 Scientific
^"^ ^^* ^^ ^^^^^ ^^ energize. For to know is pre-

knowiedge is dicatcd triply, either as to the universal or to

tripiy.^*^ tlie peculiar (knowledge), or as to energizing, so

that to be deceived is likewise in as many ways.
Nothing therefore prevents a man both knowing and being de-

• i. e. 80 as not ceived about the same thing, but not in a con-
to hold a self- trary manner,* and this happens also to him, who

either. What however Aristotle here means is, that scientific knowledge,
or that of particulars, is said of truths deduced from higher truths ; hence
to each of these there is a foundation, in universal knowledge {votTv),

viz. we originally begin our speculation itpon them, «$ dXtjOatv Kai rrpwrmv^

or intuitively perceived truths, though these generals will not of themselves

suffice to prevent error in particulars, seeing that to each of the last its

own peculiar study and examination is appropriately necessary. This is

fully borne out by the relative meanings of iviaTrjfiTj and vovg. The
word "innate" we have inserted from Buhle; by a contrary manner is

not only meant, as Taylor says, " not in a manner contrary to science,"

but without holding a contradictory opinion, we may know the general,

yet mistake the particular truth. (Cf. Hill's note on Objective and Sub-
;ective Certainty. Leibnitz de Stylo Nizolii. Sir W. Hamilton Reid's

Works, p. G71.)
' Vide de Anima, lib. ii. 5 and 6.

—

alffOrjaiQ is perception by the sense*,

as vovs is the intellectual element. Vide Eth. vi. 1 and 12 ; in the lat-

ter, aivO, is reckoned intuition.
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knows each proposition, yet has not considered contradictory •

before ;
' for thinking that a mule is pregnant, he «?»"'""•

has not knowledge in enero^y,* nor ajjain, on ac- * I'^-'^jiv^f*-
r, . . % , 11 • "^e'"- Scien-

count of opinion,"^ has he deception, contrary to tiam actu,"

knowledge, since deception, contrary to universal
Met.^s.)^^'^*

'knowledge), is^ syllogism.

Notwithstanding, whoever thinks that the very 7, From a de-

being of good is the very being of evil, will ap- a"aper?cJn
prehend that there is the same essence of good may imagine

and of evil ; for let the essence of good be A, and concurs ^v"ifh

the essence of evil B ; and again, let the essence ^^^ contrar>'.

of good be C. Since then he thinks that B and C are the

same, he will also think that C is B ; and again, in a similar

manner, that B is A, w^ierefore that C is A.f ^ ^^^j^ le f2

For just as if it were true that of what C is predi-

cated B is, and of what B is, A is ; it was also true that A is

predicated of C ; so too in the case of the verb " to opine."

In like manner, as regards the verb "to be," for C and B
being the same, and again, B and A, C also is the same as A.
Likewise, as regards to opine, is then this necessary,'* if any
one should grant the first? but perhaps that is false,^ that

any one should think that the essence of good is the essence

of evil, unless accidentally,^ for we may opine this in many
ways, but we must consider it better."^

' i. e. he has not considered both propositions together.
' i. e. because he thinks the mule parturient.
' i. e. as Taylor says, it is a deceptive syllogism, which proves no mule

barren, because the universals are contrary. The opinion proposed is

however particular, because it thinks this particular mule barren.

B A
Ex. 2. He thinks the essence of evil is the essence of good

C B
He thinks the essence of good is the essence of evil

C A
. • . He thinks the essence of good is the essence of good.

• That one who conjointly considers both propositions should hold con-
trary opinions, if a person should state the essence of good and of evil to

be identical.

• Vide the opinion of Heraclitus, upon the nature of contraries; also

Met. books ix. and xiii.

• That is, what is essentially good, for instance, to return a person!
property, may be in a certain case bad, as to give a sword to a madman*

' In the Ethics and Metaphysics
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Chap. XXII.—On the Conversion of the Extremes in the j^st
Figure.

1. If the terms ^HEN the extremes are converted, the middle
connected by a must necessarilj be converted with both. For if

are converted! A is prcscnt with C through B, if it is converted,
the middle and C Is with whatever A is, B also is converted
must be con- ..lA^Jt i • ^ ^ *• -r»i
verted with With A,* and With whatever A is present, B also
^°^^-

is through the middle C, and C is converted with
le major,

jg ^ through the middle A. The same will occur
le minor.

y^\^\y negatives, as if B is with C,^ but A is not

with B,^ neither will A be with C, if then B is converted with

A, C also will be converted with A. For let B not be with

A,^ neither then will C be"* with A, since B was with every

C, and if C is converted with B, (the latter) is also converted

with A ; for of whatever B is predicated, C also

is, and if C is converted with A, B also is con-

verted with A, for with whatever B is present, C also is,'^ but

3. The mode of C is not present with what^ A is. This also alone
convertmga beffins from the conclusion, (but the others not
negative syllo-

. *., , x . ^, c ro .' ii
gism, begms Similarly,) as in the case ot an amrmative syllo-

duTion^,\s^in' gism. Again, if A and B are converted, and C
Barbara. and D likewise ; but A or C must necessarily be
present with every individual ; B and D also will so subsist,

as that one of them will be present with every individual.

For since B is present with whatever A is, and D with what-
ever C is, but A or C with every individual, and not both at

the same time, it is evident that B or D is with every indi-

vidual, and not both of them at the same time ; for two syllo-

t Omitted by gisms are conjoined.J Again, if A or B is with
Waitz. every individual and C or D, but they are not
2- present at the same time, if A and C are converted

B also and D are converted, since if B i« not present with a

certain thing with which D is, it is evident that A is present

' The minor of Celarent. ' The major of Celarent.
' The minor of Camestres. "* The conclusion of Camestres.
* i. e. every B is C, this is the major of Camestres, inferred from the

conversion of the minor of Celarent.
• i. e. no A is C, the minor of Camestres, taken from the conversion of

ilie conclusion of Celarent.
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with it. But if A is, C also will be, for they are converted,

so that C and D will be present at the same time, but this is

impossible ;
^ as if what is unbegotten is incorruptible, and what

is incorruptible unbegotten, it is necessary that what is be-

gotten should be corruptible, and the corruptible begotten.

But when A is present with the whole of B and C, and is

predicated of nothing else, and B also is with every C, it is

necessary that A and B should be converted, as since A is

predicated of B C alone, but B itself is predicated both of it-

self and of C, it is evident that of those things of which A is

predicated, of all these B will also be predicated, except of A
itself Again, when A and B are with the whole of C, and

C is converted with B, it is necessary that A should be with

every B, for since A is with every C, but C with B in conse-

quence of i-eciprocity, A will also be with every B. But
when of two opposites A is preferable to B, and

^ caseof eiec-

D to C likewise, if A C are more elicrible than B tion of oppo-

D, A is preferable to D, in like manner A should

be followed and B avoided, since they are opposites, and C (is

to be similarly avoided) and D (to be pursued), for these are

opposed. If then A is similarly eligible with D, B also is simi-

larly to be avoided with C, each (opposite) to each, in like man-
ner, what is to be avoided to what is to be pursued. Hence both

(are similar) A C with B D, but because (the one are) more (eli-

gible than the other they) cannot be similarly (eligible), for

(else) B D would be similarly (eligible) (with A C).
5 xhe r t

If however D is preferable to A, B also is less to be good and less

avoided than C, for the less is opposed to the less, ?o iheksYgood
and the greater good and the less evil are prefer- and greater

able to the less good and the greater evil, where-
fore the whole B D is preferable to A C. Now however
this is not the case, hence A is preferable to D, consequently

C is less to be avoided than B. If then every lover accord-

ing to love chooses A, that is to be in such a condition as to

be gratified, and C not to be gratified, rather than be gratified,

which is D, and yet not be in a condition to be gratified, which
is B, it is evident that A, i. e. to be in a condition to be gratified,

' He had before shown B to be predicated of D universally, though it

does not hence follow that they are convertible unless D is shown to be
predicated of B universally ; this is omitted for brevity, as the proof is th«

nine as the other.
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is preferable to being gratified.' To be loved then is preferable

according to love to intercourse, wherefore love is rather the

cause of affection than of intercourse, but if it is especially

f) The desire (^^^® causc) of this, this also is the end. Where-
of the end, the fore intercourse either, in short, is not or is for the

pursuit
^
(Eth! s^ke of affection, since the other desires and arts

h. i. c. 7.) are ti^ug produced.* How therefore terms sub-
• \\aitz con- . ,

^ . 1 • .1 • 1 • T
eludes the sist as to convcrsion, also in their being more eli-
chapter here.

g\\)\Q or more to be avoided, has been shown.

Chap. XXUL—Of Induction.^

1. Not only di- We must uow show that not only dialectic and

dlTicticsyilot^" demonstrative syllogisms are produced through
gisms, but also the abovc-uamed figures, but that rhetorical are
rhetorical, and , ,. , ^

'=' i-ipt . j^'

every species of also, and in short, every kind or demonstration
demonstration, ^nd bv evcrv method. For we believe all thinsrs
are through the 'iii ,. ^ . •

above-named Cither through syllogism or from induction.
^^^^^-

Induction, then, and the inductive syllogism is to

prove one extreme in the middle through the other,^ as ifB is the

middle of A C, and we show through C that A is with B, for

' This confirms the opinion of Plato in the Symposium. The demon-
stration is thus ; if of four terms the first is preferable to the 2nd, and
the 4th to the third, but the 1st and 3rd together preferable to the 2nd
and 4th together, then the 1st is preferable to the 4th, hence to be in a
condition adapted to be gratified is preferable to being gratified.

* Aristotle attributes the discovery of induction and also of definition

to Socrates, but the induction of the latter (who exhibited both dialec-

tically) comes closer to the " example " of Aristotle. Vide Gorgias 460,

also Metaph. xii. 4, 5.

• i. c. to prove the major term of the middle by the minor. The ex-
pression £^ tTrayojyrjg <tv\\.—used here, does not (as Mansel justly re-

marks) denote the syllogism proper, or reasoning from a whole to its

parts, but comprehends formal reasoning generally, as in Rhet. ii. 25,

Enthymem is spoken of as including example. For induction properly

is an inverted syllogism, which argues from the individuals collected

to the universal or whole class they constitute, whereas syllogism

does just the reverse. Upon the various kinds of induction see Hill's

Logic, 229, where some examples are given ; also Mansel's Logic,

Appendix note F. Inasmuch as we seldom can enumerate all the

individuals of a class, we rarely meet with a specimen of perfect in-

duction, but we agree with Whately in believing, that the cause of

the opposition of induction to syllogism, arises entirely from the inac-

curacy in the use of the word. Vide Whately, Log. b. iv. c. i. 1. Even
however the distinction between perfect ^nd implerfect induction is extra*
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T71 .. 1 t The minor of
i^Or It has the induction.

thus we make inductions. Thus let A be long-

lived, B void of bile, C every thing long-lived, as proving*the"
^'

man, horse, mule ; A then * is present with the
[Je^^iJd™^®^

whole of C, for every thing void of bile is long- the minor.

lived, but B f also, or that which is void of bile, * The major of

is present with every C, if then C is converted in the 3rd
^° '

with B,± and does not exceed the middle, it is
^^"^^

necessary that A should be with B.

been before shown, ^ that when any two things t a reduction

are present with the same thing, and the extreme
^"JJjg

'^*

is convertible with one of them, that the other

predicate will also be present with that which is converted.

We must however consider C as composed of all , ^ , „ ,

1 o ' ^ - • 1 11 ipn§ Example (1.)

singulars, tor induction is produced through ^ all.

A sylloarism of this kind however is of the first, ^- induction in

1 . T . . r. f. 1 1 • 1 occurrentm
and immediate proposition ; for of those which those demon-

have a middle, the syllogism is through the mid- ^hkh are

die, but of those where there is not (a middle) it proved without

is by induction.^ In some way also induction is

opposed to syllogism, for the latter demonstrates

the extreme
||
of the third through the middle, but major.

the former the extreme of the middle through the

third.^ To nature therefore the syllogism pro-

duced through the middle is prior or more known, but to us

that by induction is more evident.^

logical. The reader may profitably consult on this subject the Edinburgh
Review, No. 115, p. 229; Bacon, Nov. Orga. lib. 2, Aph. x. ; Sir W.
Hamilton Reid's Works, p. 712. The word tTraywy?/, or induction, is

clearly taken from the Socratic accumulation of instances, serving as

antecedents to establish the requisite conclusion. Confer. Cicero de In-

ventione i. 32.
* In the preceding ch.

C A
) Ex. 1. Every man, horse, mule, is long-lived

B C
Whatever is void of bile is man. horse, mule

B A
.

*
. Whatever is void of bile is long-lived.

* Vide Aldrich's Logic upon the second species of demonstration, v. 5,

1 ; also remarks made before upon the use of the terms mediate and im-
mediate.

' Some things are more known to nature, but others more known to

US. Vide Post. An. i. \, 2 ; Pliny, b. i. c. 1 ; Metaph. b. ii. c. 1. Com-

i. e. the

IT The minor.



232 Aristotle's organon. [book ii

1. ,rap<i«^.rua, Ohap. XXIV.— Of Examph}
or example, is

ma/oTo/the ExAMPLE IS when the extreme is shown ^ to be
middle by a present with the middle through somethino^ simihir

biing the to the third,^ but it is necessary to know that tlie

minor. middle is with the third, and the first with what
is similar.'* For example, let A be bad, B to (make war) upon

neighbours, C the Athenians against the Thebans, D the

2
Thebans against the Phocians. If then we wi.sh

* Example ^^ show that it is bad to war against the Thebans,

we must assume that it is bad to war against

neighbours, but the demonstration of this is from similars, as

that (the war) by the Thebans against the Phocians (was bad).

Since then war against neighbours is bad, but that against

the Thebans is against neighbours, it is evidently bad to Avar

against the Thebans, so that it is evident that B is with C,

and with D, (since both are to war against neighbours,) and

that A is with D, (for the war against the Phocians was not

advantageous to the Thebans,) but that A is with B will be

pare also the whole chapter with Rhet. b. i. c. 2, b. ii. c. 23 ; and
Ethics, Nic. b. vi. c. 3.

• Compare Rhet. b. ii. c. 20, 24, and b. iii. c. 17. Example difl'ers

from induction, 1st, in that the latter proves the universal from a complete
enumeration of individuals, whilst example selects single cases ; 2nd,
Induction stops at the universal, whilst example infers syllogistically a

conclusion regarding another individual : in fact, example includes an
imperfect (therefore illogical) induction and a syllogism. Sometimes it is

called loosely reasoning from analogy, but as logic recognises only formal

consequence, neither analogy nor example have any logical force. (Vide
Mill's Logic, b. iii. ch.20 ; also Mansel, p. 82.) The distinction is however
better drawn by Hill, p. 243, comprehending, 1st, the antecedent, which in

induction consists of several singular cases, but in example frequently

of only one. 2nd, the conclusion, being universal in induction, but
singular in example : he adds as usual various examples. See also

Whately, b. iv. ch. 1 and 2. As to the place which napaStiyfia occu])iej'

with regard to the relation of the subject matter of a premise to the sub-
ject matter of the conclusion, in the consideration of Enthymem, the ex-

cellent Tables of Dr. Hessey, 2, Div. 1, and Table 5, give a complete
scheme of their position, also the statement of the argument given in the

text. It is evident, as Aristotle shows, that example consists of two
elements, a quasi inductive syllogism apparently in Fig. 3, andadeducti'/^
syllogism in Tig. 1, so it is assailable in each of these.

' i. e. the major, ^ The minor.
* i. e. with what is similar to the minor.
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shown through D. In the same manner also if the demon-
stration of the middle as to the extreme should be „ ^

,
, • M , ^ . • . , 3. i.xample

through many similars, wnereiore it is evident subsists as

that example is neither as part to a whole, nor as ff^^
^° ^^^^'

whole to a part, but as part to part,^ when both are ^p''» m6p?c,)

, i^o-i •! T therein it

under the same thing,^ but one is known, it differs from in

-

(example) also differs from induction, because the
not^e aboveV^^

latter shows from all individuals that the extreme^

is present with the middle, and does not join the syllogisna to

the extreme, but the former,^ both joins it, and does not de-

monstrate from all (individuals).

Chap. XXV.

—

Of Abduction^ i. 'Anayw-yh
a syllogism

Abduction is when it is evident the first is pre- prem^ certa[n,

sent with the middle,^ but it is not evident that ^"^ ^^'^ "^^."o''
'

, . . .11 niore credible

the middle is with the last, though it is similarly than the con-

credible, or more so, than the conclusion ; more- '^^"^'°"-

over if the media of the last and of the middle be few, for it

by all means happens that we shall be nearer to knowledge.

For instance, let A be what may be taught, B 2. Moreover

science, C justice ; that science then may be taught
J^' proved S- the

is clear, but not whether justice is science. If interposition

' " Exemplo utemur ut sineiila demonstremus per singula."—Waitz.

A is a whole, B part of A, C D parts of B, when therefore example pro-

ceeds from D to C, it proceeds from part to part.

2 As C and D under the same A, but D more than C is known to be

inder A.
3 i. e. the major A with the middle B, and does not join the syllogism

with the minor, in other words, it does not prove A of C.

* Example proves A of C, and does not demonstrate from all individuals,

but only from some of them, under B.
* This term {cnray.) must not be confounded when it occurs alone,

with the meaning it bears, in reference to the impossible, for when it is

by itself, as here, it signifies a syllogism with a major premise certain,

and a minor more probable, or demonstrable, than the conclusion.

Aldrich is so far right in using the word " oblique," as applied to it,

(though utterly wrong in limiting its sense only to the " ducens ad im-

possibile,") in that the word means" a turning off," from the immediate

point to be proved, to something else on which it may depend, this is the

foundation of the meaning it bears here, and the more general acceptation

of it as a deduction per impossibile. Syllogistically it holds a place

between the demonstration and the dialectic syllogism. Confer. Mausel

and Hill's Logic. ^ i. e. when the major is known.
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of few middle therefore B C is equally or more credible than
terms. A C,^ it is abduction, for we are nearer know-
• Example (1

) ^^^o® because of our assuming A C, not possess-

ing science before.* Or again, if the media of B
C should be few, for thus we are nearer knowledge, as ^ if D
should be to be squared, E a rectilinear figure, and F a circle,

then if, of E F there is only one middle, for a

Aii.Vr.*c?24? circle to become equal to a rectilinear figure,

t Example (2.)
through lunulae, will be a thing near to know-
ledge.f But when neither B C is more credible

than A C, nor the media fewer, I do not call this abduction,

nor when B C is immediate, for such a thing is knowledge.

Chap. XXVI.—0/ Objection.^
1. ^jvffravit
(Instantia,) a
proposition OBJECTION is a proposition contrary to a propo-

proposuion, u sitiou, it differs however from a proposition be-

The minor than the conclusion.

B A
Ex. 1. Every science may be taught.—Known.

C ^1 Equally or more credible than the

All justice is science. \ conclusion.

C A
.

•
. All justice may be taught.—Unknown.

' As Taylor remarks, Arist. here refers to the quadrature of the circle

by Hippocrates of Chius.

E D
Ex. 2. Every rectilinear figure may be squared.—Kno'svn.

p g i proved through

Every circle may become a rectilinear figure. ) g
"^^

i

^'

la

F D ( This is proved through many
Every circle may be squared. \ media.

• We assail an adversary either by bringing an tvaraaxQ to show his

conclusion is not proved, or by disproving his conclusion, by an dvntrwX-

Xoyi<Tfiog, (objection to consequent,) i. e. by proving its contradictory by
means of a new middle term. Now 'Evaraaig may either be material,

or objection to antecedent, or formal objection to consequent. If material,

it may be either tic ravrov, ix rov ivavriov, Ik tov ofioiov tc Kpicrewc, or

tK TOV Kara So^dv : (see by this ch.) the relative position of which the

reader will find admirably laid down in Dr. Hessey's Schema Rhetorica,

wherefrom this note is chiefly taken. The present ch. causes us chiefly

to notice the 'Everratrjf Ik ravrov, and tliis may be eitlier KaQoXov, or

rara fitpog. In proving the first we assume as a new middle, a term
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caise objection may be partial, but proposition
differs from*

cannot be so at all, or not in universal sjllo- proposition in

gisms. Objection indeed is advanced in two ways, ^^^* ^^ may.be

more extensive, and ko^oXov, as compared with the subject of the original

irpoTaaiQ ; in proving the IvaT. Kara fiepog, we assume as a new middle,
a term less extensive than the subject of the original Trporacrig. Now A
may be assailed by proving its contrary, or contradictory, in Fig. 1, or its

contradictor)' in Fig. 3. E may be assailed by proving its contrary (or
contradictory) in Fig. 1, or its contradictory in Fig. 3. Lastly, an affirma-

tive proposition (but not a negative) may be assailed by an Enstatic
Enthymem, in Fig. 2, but Arist. objects to do so. Conf. upon this ch.,

Julius Pacius ; Whately on the Nature and Fallacy of Objections ; Anal.
Post. i. 12 ; Rhet. ii. 26 ; Waitz, p. 535, in loc. Hermogenes, in his trea-

tise upon Invention, does not consider objection in the same respect as
Arist. The apparent discrepancy between this chap, and the account of

objection in the Rhetoric is noticed by Dr. Hessey, Table 5.

Ex. 1. Proposition.

A B
There is one science of contraries.

Objection.

A C
There is not one science of opposites

B C
Contraries are opposites

A B
.

•
. There is not one science of contraries.

Ex. 2. Proposition.

A B
There is one science of contraries.

Objection.

A C
There is not one science of the known, and of the unknoVD

C B
The known and the unknown are contraries

A B
There is not one science of contraries.

ix. 3. Proposition.

A B
•

•
. There is not one science of contraries.

Objection.
A C

There is one science of opposites
B C

Contraries are opposites

A B
. • • There is one scienoa of contrariei.
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either naOoXov
or en'i /uepor.

* i. e. affirm-

atives and
negatives.

2. Method of
alleging the
fei aracrtf •

+ Celarent.

X Felapton.

and by two figures ; in two ways, because every
objection is either universal or particular, and by

two figures, because they are used opposite to the proposition,

and opposites * are concluded in the first and third

figure alone. When then a person requires it to

be admitted that any thing is present with every
individual, we object either that it is with none,

or that it is not with a certain one, and of these,

the being present with none, (is shown) by the

first figure,! but that it is not wdth a certain one

by the last.J For instance, let A be "there is one

science, and B contraries ;" when therefore a person advances

that there is one science of contraries, it is objected either

that there is not the same science of opposites, altogether,

but contraries are opposites, so that there is the
§ Example (1.) gj.g^ figure ;§ or that there is not one science of

the known and of the unknown, and this is the

third figure,
II

for of C, that is, of the known, and
of the unknown, it is true that they are contraries,

but that there is one science of them is false.^

Again, in like manner in a negative proposition, for if any one

asserts that there is not one science of contraries, we say either

that there is the same science of all opposites, or that there is

of certain contraries, as of the salubrious, and of the noxious ;

that there is therefore (one science) of all things

is by the first figure,* but that there is of certain

by the third.f In short, in all (disputations) it is

necessary that he who universally objects should

apply a contradiction of the propositions to the

universal, J as if some one should assert that there

is not the same science of all contraries, (the ob-

jector) should say, that there is one of opposites. For thus

it is necessary that there should be the first figure,

since the middle becomes an universal to that

Felapton.

IT Example (2.)

* Barbara.

+ Darapti.

I Example (3.)

3. Rule for the
KaOoXou

4. And for that

Proposition the same.

Objection.

A C
There is one science of the salubrious and noxioui

C B
The salubrious and noxious are contraries

A B
There is one science of certain contraries.
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(which was proposed) at first, but he who objects
J,^^^'*'*'"

^''*^®

in part (must contradict) that wliichis universal, § § subject

of which the proposition is stated, as that tliere is not the same
science of the known, and the unknown, for the . ,, ^ .

'
„ '

- ^ • Contraries

contraries are universal with reterence, to these, attributed to

The third figure is also produced, for what is par- u^4no^^%'s"^
ticularly assumed is the middle, for instance, the universal to

known and the unknown ; as from what we may ^^

infer a contrary syllogistically, from the same we en- ^^ P^^^^^'"",

deavour to urge objections. Wherefore we adduce first and third

then (objections) from these figures only,"]* for in
fi&^res alone,

these alone opposite syllogisms are constructed,

since we cannot conclude affirmatively through the

middle figure.^ Moreover, even if ^ it were (pos-

sible), yet the (objection), in the middle figure

would require more (extensive discussion), as if

any one should not admit A to be present with B,

because C is not consequent to it, (B). For this is manifest

through other propositions, the objection however must not

be diverted to other things, but should forthwith have the

Dther proposition apparent,^ wherefore also from this figure

alone there is not a sign.'*

We must consider also other objections, as those . _^. ^.

1 T 1 n 1 f 1 • -1 1 ^- Objections
adduced from the contrary, from the similar, and of other kinds

from what is according to opinion,^ also whether
v'id^\°t!^if'^'

it is possible to assume a particular objection from supra
;
Rhet.

the first, or a negative from the middle figure.

+ Hence if the
prop, is nega-
tive, an objec-
tion to it cannot
be proper in the
2nd figure since
the objection
ought to affirm.

ii. 25.

* In self-defence upon this " vexed place," I am obliged to quote the
note of Juhus Pacius as corroborative of the sense I have given in the
text ; Waitz however in most obscure phraseology comes, as Dr. Hessey
remarks, to the same point. The following is from Pacius :

'* Aristotelea
loquens deuniversali objectione inquithoc siynpliciter ; id est, generaliter
in omnibus disputationibus obtinere, ut necesse sit, eum qui universaliter
ol)jicit, id est, affert objectionem universalem dirigat contradictionem
propositorum, id est, suam objectionem, quae opponitur proposition! ad-
versarii ; dirigat (inquam) ad universale, id est in ea objectione sumat
terminum universalem, qui attribuatur, subjecto propositionis, ut in
exemplo antea dato, sumebamus hunc terminum, dvTiKei^eva qui est

universalis, et attribuitur subjecto propositionis, id est ivavrlotg." (Vide
Julius Pacius in h. 1. ; also Waitz, p. 536, An. Pr.)

^ i. e. when the prop, is affirmative. ' i. e. the prop, understood.
* See the following ch.
* Examples of all these are given in Table v., Heasey's Schema Khet.
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Chap. XXVII.

—

Of LikeliJwod, Sign, and Enthymeme}

1. Ei«ot— con- Likelihood and sign, however, are not tlio
sentaneum ar- g^me, but the likely is a probable proposition for

' For writers upon the subjects of this chapter we may refer to the com-
mentary of Julius Pacius, (Excerpta,) and Crakanthorpii Logica, lib. v.,

both annexed to the Schema Rhetorica of Dr. Hessey; No. 115, in the

Edinburgh Review, attributed to Sir W. Hamilton; Mansel's Logic, Ap-
pendix, note E. ; Whately's Rhetoric and Buckley's note, Bohn's edi-

tion of the Rhetoric, book i. chap. 2. The older writers upon it are

Rodolphus Agricola, 1485, Phrissemius, 1523, J. Pacius, Scaynus, 1599,

and Majoragius, (1572). We now proceed to the words themselves.

The term Ei(c6ff, we prefer, with Sir W. Hamilton, to interpret " likeli-

hood " to the other senses given by commentators we have named in the

margin, since the former approaches nearer to its Aristotelian definition

as a proposition stating a general probability. This indeed is a propo-

sition nearly, though not quite, universal, and when employed in an
Enthymeme, will form the major premise of a syllogism such as the

following

:

Most men who envy, hate.

This man envies :

Therefore this man (probably) hates.

Aristotle limits it to contingent matter, and its relation to the conclusion

is that of an universal to a particular.

^rjfifXov, on the other hand, in a propositional sense, is a. fact which is

known to be an indication, more or less certain, of the truth of some fur-

ther statement, whether of a single fact or of a general belief. We say in a
propositional sense, for sometimes EIkoq, errifitlov, and reKfiripiov, are used
for the Enthymemes drawn from each ; it is, in fact, a singular proposition

employed relatively to some other proposition which may be inferred from
it, and will form one premise of a syllogism, which may be in either of

these figures which Aristotle discusses, having respect in this division to

the extent of the so-called middle term, as compared with the other two
terms. In the first and second figures it is the minor premise, in the

third it seems more naturally to belong to the major. Whately con-

siders the I'lKOQ (or diori) of Aristotle to be an a priori argument, which
may be employed to account for the fact, whereas the aijfiflov (or on)
coiild not be so employed ; he has however glanced at this point but
generally. Aristotle tells us that we may either class rtK/ir/ptov, as he
does in the Rhet. c. 2, as a species of (rrjfiuov, or contradistinguish two
OTifitLx—in necessary matter as in the relation of a particular to an uni-

versal, or of an universal to a particular, and class the TfKfifjpiov as a

species under a genus. By a reference to Dr. Hessey's Tables the exact

position of each in the cnthymematic system may be clearly perceived

:

we may merely add that, as propositions, it is no where stated that hkoc
and "Srifiuov may not be combined in the same syllogism, and that much
of apparent contradiction between the places in the Analytics and Rheto-
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gumentum,what men know to have generally happened or

not, or to be or not to be ; this is a likelihood, BuhieandTay.

for instance, that the envious hate, or that lovers ie""and "ven-

love : but a sign seems to be a demonstrative pro-
Avjirol^^'

"

position, necessary or probable, for that which \yaitz ;"'proba-

when it exists a thing is, or which when it has "'nkeUhood!'''

happened, before or after, a thing has happened, sir w. Hamii-

this is a sign of a thing happening or being, babie prop^st

Now an Enthymeme is a syllogism from likelihoods
Js°"denK)nstra-

or signs, but a sign is assumed triply in as many the proposi-

ways as the middle in the figures, for it is either ceTsary orp"o-

as in the first, or as in the middle, or as in the ^^^^^^-
.

Enthy-

, . , , , . , meme is a syl-

third, as to show that a woman is pregnant be- logism drawn

cause she has milk is from the first figure, for the ^^^"^ ^'*^^^ ^^

ric may be solved by a careful study of tlie tabular view given by the

Doctor, of the consideration of these elements of Enthymeme, first as

propositions, next as terms.

In regard to Enthymeme, it is no wonder that difficulties should not

vanish, when even the abandonment of the word aTtXi^g, ejected as a

gloss by Pacius, and discountenanced by the best MSS. of the old Latin

version, is still clung to by some authors. Enthymeme is composed of

tiKOTa, or (Trifida, and M'ithout circumscribing our notion of it within the

limits absurdly laid down of its etymology by Aldrich, we may conceive it

in a general sense as comprehending -n-iaTtig of every kind ; and at other

limes limited to a special kind of syllogism designated rhetorical. Vari-

ous senses have been attributed to it by Cicero, Quintilian, and others, but
Aristotle in general describes it as one sort of argument on moral matters

distinguished carefully as to its principle from example, a collateral sort of

argument. In the words of Sir W. Hamilton, " Enthymeme is distin-

guished from pure syllogism as a reasoning of peculiar matter from signs

and likelihoods ;'* whether therefore a premise of it be suppressed or

not, an argument agreeing with this description is an Enthymeme. The
words drroSeiKTiKi^ dvayKuia fj evdo^og, applied to arjfislov as a Trporarrif,

do not relate to the modal character of the proposition in itself, but to its

logical validity when the other premise is added, without which addition

expressed or understood, there is no Enthymeme at all. Lastly, Irifiuov

is called a demonstrative proposition, because it professes to enunciate
what is absolutely true, i. e. what Aristotle calls necessary, (Rhet. i. c. 2,)

the latter word being used in two senses, 1st, of a premise which states a
fact, 2nd, of a consequence which is logically unassailable.

B A
Ex. 1. Whatever woman has milk is pregnant

C B
This woman has milk

C A
• . This woizan is pregnant.
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these, cf. middle is to have milk. Let A, be to be preg-

su^p*!! ffid'.coL
^a^t' ^ to have milk, C a woman.* But that

292 and 1199. wise men are worthy, for Pittacus is a worthy
sumediriply, Hian, is through the last figure, let A be worthy,
according to j^ ^igg men, C Pittacus. It is true then A and
the number oi.^ t i n /-^

figures. B are predicated oi O, except that they do not as-

t Example (V.^
scrt the onc ^ because they know it, but the other

(a paralogism.) they assumcf But that a woman is pregnant

because she is pale, would be through the middle figure, for

since paleness is a con.sequence of pregnancy, and also attends

this woman, they fancy it proved that she is pregnant. Let

t Example (3.) A. be palcncss, to be pregnant B, a woman C.J
H. If one prop, jf i\\Qn. onc proposition should be enunciated,
De enunciated, . .^^ • r> i -t , -,

there is only a there IS Only a Sign, but II the other also be
^'^'"* assumed, there is a syllogism, as for instance that

Pittacus is liberal, for the ambitious are liberal, and Pittacus

is ambitious, or again, that the wise are good, for Pittacus is

good and also wise. Thus therefore syllogisms are produced,

except indeed that the one in the first fierure is in-

it b/tru?fis in- Controvertible if it be true, (for it is universal,)
controvertible "but that through the last is controvertible though

but ifot^soW' the conclusion should be true, because the syllo-
t_he last or 2nd gigm jg not universal nor to the purpose, for if

Pittacus is worthy, it is not necessary that on this

account other wise men also should be worthy. But that

which is by the middle figure is always and altogether con-

§ i. e. when trovcrtiblc, for there is never a syllogism, when

afiJ™'^^"^^*^^
the terms thus subsist, § for it is not necessary, if

' Viz. " That Pittacus is a wise man," but they assume the other, vii.
*' That Pittacus is a worthy man."

C A
Ex. 2. Pittacus is a worthy man

C B
Pittacus is a wise man
B A

. •
. Wise are worthy men.

B A
Ex. 3, Whatever woman is pregnant is pale

C A
This woman is pale

C B
.

' , This woman is pregnant.

i



CHAP. XXVII.] THE PRIOR ANALYTICS, 241

she who is pregnant be pale, and this woman be • Bekker and

pale, that this woman should be pregnant ; what
Ta^^fo/g'^h'ie

is true therefore will be in all the figures,* but and Averrois,

'

they have the above-named differences.
fxtuaaiv.

Either therefore the sign must be thus divided,

but of these the middle must be assumed as the ^

(indicium^ a

proof positive, (for the proof positive they say is
^J^^"^^'^"].^"

that which produces knowledge, but the middle is (cf.Quintiiiani

especially a thing of this^ kind,) or we must call g^"^" ^' ^' ^^^'

those from the^ extremes, signs, but what is from
the middle a proof positive, for that is most probable, and for

the most part true, which is through the first figure. We
may however form a judgment of the disposition

g Bvtheex-
by the body, if a person grants that whatever pas- ample of phy--iix J.1111 siognomv Aris-
sions are natural, change at once the body and totfe shows

the soul,'* since perhaps one who has learned music ^^^\
^i°"^ ^l'' r Y • 1 . peciallv proba-

has changed his soul in some respect, but this We belong to

passion is not of those which are natural to us, ^^^ ^^^ figure.

but such as angers and desires, which belong to natural emo-
tions. If therefore this should be granted, and one thing

should be a sign of one (passion), and we are able to lay hold of

the peculiar passion and sign of each genus, we shall be able

' The TiK^r]piov is a <rr]p.i1ov in fig. 1, necessarily conclusive, (vide

Rhet. i. c. 2,) derived by Arist. from rsicjuap, a boundary. The argument
^td riKfirjpiov is logical, but rarely occurs, since its advancement settles

the question. He speaks of " the middle, " &c., as referring to the first figure,

in which the middle term obtains the middle place. TeK[XT]pia can only

be refuted by assailing the premises.
' Cf. Waitz, Tom. i. p. 538. Biese, i. 227, also ch. 14, book i. Anal.

Post.
' Which are referred to the second or third figure ;

" quae extrema
sunt (ut utrobique subjecti aut utrobique predicati locum habeant,'*) ca

signa dicenda sunt; quod autem e medio (sumtum est) ut partim sub-
jecti, partim praedicati vicem gerat indicuim dicendum est. Buhle.

Cf. Arist. Physio. Eth. ii. c 1, and 5, Buhle, Anal. i. ch. v. Dan.
iii. 19. Gen. xxxi. 2.

*' My grief lies all within

;

And those external manners of laments
Are merely shadows to the unseen grief

That swells with silence in my tortured soul.

There lies the substance."— Shaks. Richd. II.

The same sentiment is met with in our dramatists passim. The acoui-

sition of knowledge of course changes the soul ; since, to take a higii

view, it is the first hu7nan element of all rellgioa.
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r. The first
^^ conjecture from nature. For if a peculiar pas-

physiognomic sion is inherent in a certain individual genus, as

that^naturaf fortitude in lions, it is necessary also that there
passionchanges should be a Certain sio^n, for it is supposed that
at one time the

/ ^ , i i ^\ i •

body and soul, they (the Dody and soul) sympathize with each

Sere^is^one^'^ Other, and let this be the having great extremi-
sign of one pas- ties, wliicli also is Contingent to other, not whole,
sion. The 3rd, i -n. xi. • ^ xi ^^ ^

that the proper genera. ' 1^ or the sign is thus peculiar, because

species o/anf^
^^® passiou is a peculiarity of the whole genus,

mai may be and is not the peculiarity of it alone,^ as we are
known.

accustomed to say. The same (sign) then will also

be inherent in another genus, and man will be brave,and some
other animal, it will then possess that sign,^ for there was
one (sign) of one (passion). If then these things are so, and
we can collect such signs in those animals, which have one
peculiar passion alone, but each (passion) has its (own) sign,

since it is necessary that it should have one, we may be able

to conjecture the nature from the bodily frame. But if the

wdiole genus have two peculiarities, as a lion has fortitude and
liberality, how shall we know which of those signs that are

peculiarly consequent is the sign, if either (passion) ? Shall

we say that we may know this, if both are inherent in some-
thing else, but not wholly,'* and in what each is not inherent

' Other species, he means, also have this sign, but it is not possessed

by every individual in the species.
^ That is, though it may even happen to every individual, it does not

happen to that genus alone. This mere sketch presents the outlines,

in comparative anatomy, of the strongest evidence upon which modern
phrenologists can rest their claim to credence ; it must be remembered
however that the whole case falls, if the identification of the peculiar

mark with the passion is noi fully proved. His further question, of how
we are to apportion each passion to its own mark, when many are pre-

sent in one genus, seems unanswerable :—yet we have presumed even to

measure the prominence which marks each passion, (if it does mark it,)

and to set one over against the other, e. g. benevolence against destruct-

iveness, almost to a hair's breadth !

• Viz. great extremities.
* i. e. If both passions and both signs are inherent in another genus of

animals, yet so as not both to be inherent in all the individuals of that

genus ; for instance, both courage and liberality, and their signs, are in

horses as well as in lions, hut not in all horses, for some are brave and

not liberal, others liberal and not brave.

Kx. 4. Whatever has great extremities is brave

Every lion has great extremities

. • • Every lion is brave.

i
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wholly, when they have the one, they have not the other ; for

if a (lion) is brave, but not generous, but has *
j g ^ t

this* from two signs, it is evident that in a lion extremities.

also this is the sign of fortitude. But to form a

judgment of the natural disposition by the bodily js inferred in'

frame, is, for this reason, in the first figure, be- this respect is

cause the middle reciprocates with the major ist figure.

term, but exceeds the third, and does not recipro-

cate with it ; as for instance, let fortitude be A, great ex-

tremities B, and C a lion. Wherefore B is present with

every individual with which C is, but with

others* also, and A is with every individual of j)*o^lome^
that with which B is present, and with no more, " man."

but is converted, for if it were not, there would . „ ....
, , • c ^ ' \ 4. ^ Example (4.)

not be one sign oi one (passion),j

Whatever has great sxtremities is bravo

Some man has great extremities

• • . Some man is brave.
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THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS.

BOOK I.

Chap. I.— Upon the Nature of Demonstration.

, .„ ^. All doctrine, and all intellectual discipline,' arise
1. All dianoe- .'

i i i T».-r i • • •

tic discipline irom pre-cxistcnt knowledge. JSow this is evi-

from'^prevfous
^cnt, if wc survey them all, for both mathematical

knowledge, gcicnccs are obtained in this manner, and also

I'wSoM re"

*
cach of the other arts. It is the same also with

spect. (Cf. aro;uments, as well those which result throuo-h
iVIa"'. Moral. lib. .

i. 18, and Ethl syllogisms, as those which are formed through

f"2^,^3.1'^'
^' ^' induction, for both teach through things pre-

viously known, the one assuming as if from those

who understood them,^ the other* demonstrat-

ing the universal by that which is evident as to the singular.

Likewise also do rhetoricians persuade, for they do so either

through examples, which is induction, pr through enthy-

+ vjde Prior
i^ems, wliich is syllogism.l^ At is necessary how-

ij Anal. b. ii. c. evcr to posscss prcvious knowledge in a twofold

respect; for with some things we must pre-sup-

pose that they are, but with others we must understand what
that is which is spoken of; and with others both must be

' Doctrine and discipline are the same in reahty, but differ in relation,

being called " doctrine " when applied to teaching, and *' discipline " as

pertaining to learning, Taylor defines Aiai/oia, that power of the soul

which reasons scientifically, deriving the principles of its reasoning from
intellect: and these principles are axioms and definitions. Comp. Poetic,

ch. 6, where the word is applied to a certain part of tragedy. Ethics, b.

vi. c. 2. Waitz notices the similarity between the commencement of this

ch. and the opening ch. of the Ethics. For the principle stated, con>>ult

Hill's Logic, p. 137, and for tlie word, see Biese, i. p. 89.

' That is, syllogisms contain propositions, assumed to be known either

by demonstration or per se.

' Vid. Rhet. b. i. ch. 2. It was shown (b. ii. ch. 24, Anal. Pri.) that

example is reduced to a syllogisn-. in the 1st figure, the major prop, of

which is proved by an imperfect deduction; wherefore as the whole

force of th« example consists in that induction, it is not undeservedly s&id

to be a certain induction. Tay.>r.
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known, as for instance, (we must pre-assume,) that of every

thing it is true to affirm or deny that it is, but of a triangle,

that it signifies so and so, and of the monad (we must know)
both, viz. what it signifies and that it is, for each of these is

not manifest to us in a similar manner.' It is possible how
ever to know from knowing some things previously,^ and re-

ceiving the knowledge of others at the same time, as of things

which are contained under universals, and of which a man
possesses knowledge.^ For he knew before that every tri-

angle has angles equal to two right angles, but that this which
is in a semi-circle is a triangle, he knew by induction at the

same time. For of some things knowledge is acquired after

this manner, nor is the extreme known through the middle,

as such tbings as are singulars, and are not predicated of any
subject. Perhaps however we must confess that we possess

knowledge after a certain manner before induction or the as-

sumption of a syllogism, but in another manner not."* For
what a man is ignorant about its existence at all, how could

he know at all that it has two right angles ? But 2. what we

it is evident that he thus knows because he knows aiiy^and"gener-

the universal, but singly he does not know it. ally we may

Still if this be not admitted, the doubt w^hicli is giy, although'

mentioned in the Meno* will occur, either he will not m the samein rnanner.

learn nothing, or those things which he knows,'^ * Meno, Piato-

* Quae antequam disciplina ipsa quapcimque nobis tradatur, cognoscere
debemus on tariv, axibmata sunt, quJE vevo cognoscere debemus tI to
Xfyo^evov i<TTi, definitiones sunt : luide fit ut disciplinam ipsam quam-
cunque, praecede redebeant, axiomata et definitiones.—Nam etsi definitio

rei naturam non patefaciat, tamen quam vim habeat nomen quo res signi-

ficetur exponit, ut etiam definitio nominalis, quae dicitur utilitatem

quandam habeat. Waitz. See also Meditationes de cognitione Veritatis

et Ideis : Leibnitz Opera, p. 80, ed. Erdmann.
2 i. e. to prove the principal conclusion, from certain propositions

being proved, pro-syllogistically.

^ I^earning them not from antecedent knowledge nor pro-syllogistically,

but immediately, just as sensibles are known by the senses. Taylor.
Compare also Ethics, b. vi. ch. 3, and Whately's Logic.

* i. e. the conclusion may be known by universal, yet it cannot be by
proper or peculiar knowledge ; for instance, in the case below he knoAvs
that this triangle has angles equal to two right, because he knows this to

be the case universally of a triangle, but he does not know it singly, ab-
solutely, and perfectly by proper knowledge.

* TLe passage in the Meno of Plato is that commencing xai r'iva rpovcw
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nis Opera, B*k- ^ov he must not Say, as some endeavour to solve
ker's ed. torn. t]^g doubt, " Do jou know that every duad is an

even number or not?" for since if some one says

that he does, they would bring forward a certain duad which
he did not think existed, as therefore not even ; and they

solve the ambiguity, not by saying that he knew every duad
to be even, but that he was ignorant as to what they know is

a duad. Nevertheless they know that of which they possess

and have received the demonstration, but they have received

it not of every thing which they know to be a triangle or a

'Clumber, but of every number and triangle singly, for no pro-

position is assumed of such a kind as the number which yoa
know, or the rectilinear figure which you know, but univers-

ally. Still there is nothing (I think) to prevent a man who
leiuns, in a certain respect knowing and in a certain respect

being ignorant,^ for it is absurd, not that he should in some
May know Avhat he learns, but that he should thus know it, as

he does when he learns it, and in the same manner.

Chap. II.—Of Knowledge^ and Demonstration, and its Elements.

* Soph. Eienc. ^^ think that we know each thing singly, (and
xi. i.Metap. not in a sophistical manner,* accordinjij to acci-
lib V .

'
.'

. dent,) when we think that we know the cause on

knowledge is accouut of which a thing is, that it is the cause of
possessed

^j^^^^ thiu" and that the latter cannot subsistwhen we know o' „..•.,
the necessary Otherwise ; wlicreforc it IS evident that knowledge

tweenTthing IS a thing of this kind, for both those who do not,

and its cause, and thosc who do know, fancy, the former, that
Definition of ,, .,. i^ii i-i
Demonstration, they in this manner possess kliowleage, but those

11^3^
n^*'^*' "^^^ know, possess it in reality, so that it is im-

possible that a thing of which there is know-

Z,r\Tr](riiQ. The doubt (a7rop»;/ia) is, that if we can learn nothing, there-

fore that nothing is to be investigated, since what we know wo need not

investigate, and it is vain to search after what we know not, since not

knowing the object of our search, we shall be ignorant of it, even when
found. Socrates solves this (Xuet) by declaring that to discover and to

learn, are nothing else than to remember, because the soul, being im-

mortal, formerly knew every thing, of which knowledge, becoming ob-

livious by being merged in the body, she endeavours to recall knowledge

to memory by investigation.

» Knowing by universal, being ignorant by proper knowledge.
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ledge simply should subsist in any other way.^ Whether
therefore there is any other mode of knowing we shall tell

hereafter, but we say also that we obtain knowledge through

demonstration, but I call demonstration a scien- ^ syiiog. aui

tific* syllogism, and I mean by scientific that ac- scire facit.

cording to which, from our possessing it, we know.
If then to know is what we have laid down, it is ^eEf'tru^
necessary that demonstrative science should be demonstrative

from things true, first, immediate, more known
than, prior to, and the causes of the conclusion, for thus there

will be the appropriate first principles of whatever is demon-'

strated.^ Now syllogism will subsist even without these, but

demonstration will not, since it will not produce

knowledge. It is necessary then that they should

be true, since we cannot know that which does not subsist, for

instance, that the diameter of a square is commensurate with
its side. But it must be from things first and
indemonstrable, or otherwise a man will not know demonstrable!
them, because he does not possess the demonstra-
tion of theni,^ for to know those things of which there is de-

monstration not accidentally is to possess demon-
stration. But they must be causes, and more fhe^co'idudon.
known, and prior ; causes indeed, because we then
know scientifically when we know the cause ; and prior, since

they are causes
; previously known also, not only according

* True science requires, 1st, that the cause of a thing be known, i. e.

that the middle term be the cause of the conclusion ; 2nd, that the
cause be compared with the effect, so that we know it to be the cause of
the conclusion ; 3rd, that we know the conclusion to subsist thus neces-
sarily, and that it cannot subsist otherwise. Taylor. Comp. Rhet. i. c. 7.

Magna Moralia, i. c. 34. Metap. i. 1, and 10, 3, and 7. Cause and dpxn
must not be confounded, since the cause precedes the apxt] ; vide Buck-
ley's note in Bohn's edition of the Rhetoric quoted above.

2 Vide Hill's Logic, page 289, also Mansel, p. 104, et seq. ; in the ap-
pendix note H. of the latter's work, the reader will find the statement of
the nature of demonstrative syllogism fully set forth. The words first

and immediate, signify that they are not demonstrable by a middle term
from any higher truth. The demonstration, " propter quid sit per causam
non primam," would only form a subordinate portion of a complex de-
monstration. Vide Wall's Log. lib. iii. cap. 22. As post demonstrations
depend upon those prior, therefore all are said to be from things first.

^ Either they would be unknown or not be principles, because they
might be demonstrated by other things prior to them, ad infinitum. Vide
Whately's Logic, b^ok iy.
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4 Prior and
^^ ^^^ Other mode by understanding (what they

moie known, in signify), but by knowing that they are.' More-

siSt.^''^'^
'^" over they are prior and more known in two ways,

for what is prior in nature, is not the same as that
which is prior in regard to us, nor what is more known (simply)
the same as what is more known to us. Now I call things
prior and more known to us, those which are nearer to sense,

and things prior and more known simply, those which ai-e

more remote from sense ; and those things are

lenst.
^^°™ ^^^^ remote* which are especially universai,^ and

those nearest which are singular, and these are

mutually opposed. That again is from things first, which is

5 Immediate
^^^^ peculiar principles,^ and I mean by first, the
same thing as the principle^' but the principle of

demonstration is an immediate proposition, and that is imme-
diate to which there is no other prior. Now a

of ^opisii'oi" proposition is one part of enunciation, one of one,"*

dialectic indeed, which similarly assumes either

(part of contradiction), but demonstrative which definitely

(assumes) that one (part) is true. Enunciation is either part

of contradiction, and contradiction is an opposi-

cate'wies/*^ tion f which lias no medium in respect to itself.

But that part of contradiction (which declares)

' Principles are prior in a two-fold respect, they cause a thing to be,
and also cause the same to be known. Taylor. Comp. Anal. Post. i.

24. The inquiry into the definition of a thing is identical with that of its

cause, with the difference that the cause of attributes is to be sought in

their subject, but in the case of substances per se the cause must be
sought in themselves only. Cf. Metap. v. 1, 2 ; x. 7, 2,

2 Aristotle here intimates his concurrence with the Platonic theory, that

the soul contains in itself essentially the " universal," or true principle

of demonstration ; vide the Commentary of Proclus on the Parmenides
of Plato, in which he exhibits the priority of universals to singulars, and
the method of their reception by the diancBtic faculty. Cf. also Hitter

and Cousin upon the Old Academy. Arist. Ethics, b. vi. c. 11, and
Metap. books i. iv. vi. and xii. (Leip. ed.) If demonstration be from
universals prior by nature, it follows, according to Aristotle, that it is

alone from forms essentially inherent in the soul, since abstract forms
are not naturally prior, because they are universals of a posterior

origin.

^ That principles ought to be peculiar to the science, and to what is to

be demonstrated, he shows, ch. vii. and ix.

* One enunciation signifies one thing of one. Vide ch. 8, on Ir:*<^»-.

pretation.
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something, of somewhat, is affirmation, and that (which signi-

fies) something from somewhat is negation.* Of , ^j^ g^ ^^ !„.

an immediate syllogistic principle, I call that the terpretation.

thesis, which it is not possible to demonstrate, nor
J^e^fs^ consi'-

°^

is it necessary that he should possess it, who in- dered by Pa-

tends to learn any thing ; but what he w^ho intends as^synonymoi^

to learn any thing must necessarily possess, that ^'^^ nrtvo.i.

I call an axiom,^ for there are certain things of ^' ^^ ^^^°™-

this kind, and in denominating these, we are accustomed

generally to use this name. But of thesis, that which re-

ceives either part of contradiction, as for instance, I mean
that a certain thing is, or that it is not, is hypo-

thesis, but that which is without this, is definition, li^^^
hypothe-

For definition is a thesis, since the arithmetician

lays down unity to be that which is indivisible, according to

quantity, yet it is not hypothesis, since what unity is, and
that unity is, are not the same thing.

Notwithstanding, since we must believe in and know a thing

from possessing such a syllogism as we call demonstration, and

this is, because these are so, of w^hich syllogism consists—it

is necessary not only to have a previous knowledge of the

first, or all, or some things, but that they should be more known,
for that on account of which any thing exists, always exists itself

in a greater degree ; for example, that on account of which we
love is itself more beloved. Hence if we know and believe

on account of things first, we also know and believe those

first things in a greater degree, because through them (we
know and believe) things posterior. A man however cannot

believe more than what he knows, those things which he does

not know, nor with respect to which he is better disposed

* Axioms are common, according to Aristotle, to several classes, but

in the case of a single science need only be assumed to an extent com-
mensurate with the object-matter of that science. As Mansel well ob-

serves, the places in which the axioms are mentioned in connexion with

demonstration, have never been satisfactorily explained on the usual

scholastic interpretation. I entirely agree with him, that the supposition

that axioms are virtually, but not actualhj, employed in demonstration,

and the distinction drawn between immediate propositions and axioms,

are equally unfounded ; in fact it subverts Aristotle's own expression.

Vide Mansel's Logic, App. 66. Compare also Zabarella in I. An. Post.

Cent. 57, 58. Crakanthorpe, Logic, lib. iv. c. 1. Aquinas Opusc. 4"^), de
SyUo. Dem. cap. 6.
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than if he knew.^ This however will happen, unless some
one should previously know of those who give credence through
demonstration, since it is more necessary to believe either in

all or in certain first principles, than in the conclu-
sion. It is not only however requisite that he who
is to possess knowledge through demonstration,

should know in a greater degree first principles,

and believe rather in them than in the thing de-

monstrated, but also that nothing else should be
more credible or more known to him than the opposites of the
principles, from which a syllogism of contra-deception may
consist, since it behoves him who possesses knowledge singly

to be unchangeable.^

7. The neces-
sity ofknowing
principles and
their opposites,

in order to pos-
sess science by
demonstration.

Chap. III.

—

Refutation of certain opinions as to Science and
Demonstration.

1. Refutation
of those who

To some, because it is necessary that first things

should be known, science does not appear to exist,
deny the exist- 13^^ ^o Others to cxist indeed, vet (they think)
ence of science.

. /,
" ^ *^ '

there are demonstrations of all things, neither of

wliich opinions is true or necessary.^ For those who suppose

' By being better disposed, Aristotle, who is here speaking of demon-
strative knowledge, means the intuitive apprehension of intellect. Cf.

Waitz and Biese in loo.

^ That is, free from lapsing into error, which he would fall into by not

knowing opposites, since he might believe that the opposites to true prin-

ciples are true. For the better elucidation of the above chapter, the fol-

lowing table of the principles of science is given

:

'Apxai
A .

Koivai {i^ oJv)

,1

aXiiofiara

Constituting the original

premises from which de-

monstration proceeds.

idiai (TTfpi 0)

opitTfiOl

Definitions—real, of

the subjects—nominal,

of the attributes.

Assumptions of the

existence of the

subjects as necessary
to their definition.

' The argument is aa follows : there are, or are not, certain irpujTa ; if

there are not, but we admit a process ad infinitum, there is no science,

ince the latter ultimatel* depends on certain irgCJTa : if there are
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that knowledge does not subsist at all, these thirk that we are

to proceed to infinity as if we may not know things subse-

quent by things prior, of which there are no first, reasoning

rightly, since it is impossible to penetrate infinites.^ And
if (they say) we are to stop, and there are principles, these

are unknown, since there is no demonstration of them, which
alone they say is to know scientifically ; but if it is not possible

to know first things, neither can we know either simply or

properly things which result from these, but by hypothesis,

if these exist. Others however assent with re- 2. Also of those

spect to knowledge, for (they assert) that it is ^ho declare aii

,

o' \ J J things capable
only through demonstration, but that nothing pre- of demonstra-

vents there being a demonstration of all things,
^'°"'

for demonstration may be effected in a circle, and (things be

proved) from each other. We on the contrary assert, that

neither is all science demonstrative, but that the science of

things immediate is indemonstrable. And this is evidently

necessary, for if it is requisite to know things prior, and from

which demonstration subsists, but some time or other there is

a stand made at things immediate, these must of necessity be

indemonstrable. This therefore we thus assert, . ^, , . ,

1 •
if. 1

That IS, de-

and we say that there is not only science,* but monstrative

also a certain principle of science, by which we ^*^'^"^^-

know terms.2 But that it is impossible to demon- \'
^'^ cannot

, . , ^ . demonstrate in

strate in a circle simply is evident, since demon- a circle things

" firsts" on the other hand, still there is no science, for the latter being
from things prior, there can be nothing prior to " firsts."

' They are right in saying we cannot know things posterior through
the prior, unless the progress of investigation stop at certain " firsts

;

"

they are wrong in asserting that these firsts cannot be known. Cf. Phy-
sics, Ub. i. and iii.

* A certain knowledge antecedent to demonstrative science. The word
cpot, here, Pacius mistakes for " simple terms;" it signifies rather, as St.

Hilaire observes, ' les propositions immediates," i. e. axioms. The fol-

lowing is the interpretation by Ammonius of this place. The principle

of science is intellect, not our intellect, but that which is divine and
above us ; but terms are intelligible and divine forms, which are called

terms in consequence of being the boundaries of all things. For as mul-
titude originates from the monad, and is dissolved into the monad, and
tens are the boundaries of hundreds, and hundreds of thousands, but the

monad is the common boundary of all numbers ; thus also with respect to

things, we may say that the boundaries of sensibles are the ctlestial

bodies, of the celestial bodies intelligible essences, and of all things in

common the first cause. And this may be said in answer to those who
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which do not stration must consist of things pHor atid more
reciprocate. known, as it is impossible that the same should

be prior and posterior to the same, unless in a different way,
as for instance, some things with reference to us, but others

simply in the manner in which induction makes

*y, b. fv\ch**iT
l^^own.* If howcver this be so, to know simply

also Metap. will not be wcll defined, but it is two-fold,^ or the

other demonstration is not simply so which is pro-
t i. e. of the Jyeed from things more known to us.t Still there
oT(, seech. 13. o

.
'

happens to those who assert there is demonstra-

tion in a circle, not only what has now been declared, but that

they say nothing else than this is if it is, and in this manner
we may easily demonstrate all things. Nevertheless it is evi-

dent that this occurs, when three terms are laid down, for to

assert that demonstration recurs through many or through

few terms, or whether through few or through two, makes no

difference. For when A existing, B necessarily

is, and from this last C, if A exists C will exist,

if then, when A is, it is necessary that B should be, but this

existing, A exists, (for this were to demonstrate in a circle.)

let A be laid down in the place of C. To say therefore that

because B is A is, is equivalent to saying that C is, and this

is to say that A existing C is, but C is the same as A, so that

it happens that they who assert there is demonstration in a

circle, say nothing else than that A is because A is, and thus

we may easily demonstrate all things. Neither however is

this possible, except in those things which follow each other

as properties: from one thing however being

bookL*ch!^24.' ^^^^ down, it has been proved J that there will

never necessarily result something else, (I mean
by one thing, neither one term, nor one thesis being laid

down,) but from two first and least theses, it is possible (to

infer necessarily something else), since we may syllogize.

If then A is consequent to B and to C, and these to eacli

subvert demonstration by a procession to infinity, that we not only say
there is demonstration, but that things do not proceed to infinity, because
there is a certain principle of demonstration by which we know the terms
or boundaries of things, when we obtain illumination from thence. Pcr-
liaps, however, by a " certain principle of science," Aristotle means our
intellect, and by terms, axioms. Cf. Metap. lib. ii. and x.

' The one from things more known and prior, according to nature ; the

other from those more known and pnor, according to U8.
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other, and to A, thus indeed it is possible to demoiistrate

all those things which are required from each other in the

first figure, as we have shown in the books on * Anai. Prior,

Syllogism.* It has also been shown f that in the ^°°^. "• <^^- ^-

'

other figures there is either not a syllogism,! or et seq.
^ '

'

not one concerning the subjects assumed ;^ but it t (circuio.)

is by no means possible to demonstrate in a circle " ^
^'

those which do not reciprocate. Hence, since there are but

few such in demonstrations, it is evidently vain and impossi-

ble to say, that there is demonstration of things from each

other, and that on this account universal demonstration is

possible.

Chap. IV.— Upon the terms " every,^^ "per se" and " ztmversaV*

Since it is impossible that a thing, of which there

is simply science, should have a various subsist- JemonstrSn!
ence, it will be also necessary that what we know
should pertain to demonstrative science, and demonstrative

science is that which we possess from possessing demon-
stration, hence a syllogism is a demonstration from neces-

sary (propositions). We must comprehend then of what,

and what kind (of propositions), demonstrations consist ; but

first let us define what we mean by " of every," and " per

se," and " universal."

I call that " of every," which is not in a cer-

tain thing, and in another certain thing is not, nor tion "d^'^om-**

which is at one time, and not at another ; as if "!•"
,

animal is predicated of every man, if it is truly

said that this is a man, it is true also that he is an animal,

and if now the one is true, so also is the other ; and in like

manner, if a point is in every line. Here is a proof, for when
we are questioned as it were of every, we thus object, either

if a thing is not present with a certain individual, or if it is

not sometimes. But I call those " per se " which 3. of " to Ka9'

are inherent in (the definition of) what a thing °^Tr''
' ^^^

' Both assumed prop, are not proved, because in the 2nd fig. the con-
clusion is negative, "svherefore we cannot prove an affirmative prop, in 4
circle ; and in the 3rd fig. the conclusion is particular, wherefore an uni*

Versal cannot be demonstrated in a circle.



254 Aristotle's organon. [book i.

is,^ as line is in triangle, and point in line, (for

Unelii/poTnt. ^^^^ essence of them is from these,* and they are
in the definition explaining what it is r)^ also

those things which are inherent in their attributes in the
definition declaring what a thing is,^ as the straight and the
curved are inherent in a line, and the odd and even in

number, and the primary f and composite, J the

&c/ ' ' ' equilateral § and the oblong :^ and they are inhe-

t As 9, i. e. rent in all these, in the definition declaring what
3, 3, 3,

&c. ^ thing is, there indeed line, but here number,

numbe?.^^"^'^^ I^ ^ similar manner, in other things, I say that
Taylor. such are per se inherent in each, but what are

4. Of accidents, in neither way inherent (I call) accidents, as the

fcf^p^JJsf lib.
being musical, or white in an animal. Moreover,

ii
,
et Metap. that which is not predicated of any other subject,

as that which walks being something else, is that

which walks, and is white, but essence and whatever things

signify this particular thing, not being any thing else, are that

which they are. Now those which are not predicated of a

subject, I call " per se," but those which are so predicated, I

call accidents. Again, after another manner, that which on
account of itself is present with each thing is " per se," but
that which is not on account of itself is an accident ;^ thus it

is an accident if while any body was walking it should lighten,

for it did not lighten on account of his walking, but we say
that it accidentally happened. If, however, a thing is present

on account of itself, it is per se, as if any one having his throat

^ Four senses are given of this expression, to kuO' avro : 1. When the

predicate is part of the definition of the subject. 2. When the subject is

part of the definition of the predicate. 3. When existence is predicated
of a substance. 4. When the subject is the external efficient cause of the

predicate. In proper demonstration, propositions must be " per se
**

either in the first or second meaning. Cf. Mansel's Logic, note H. on
the Demonstrative Syllogism.

' Thus a triangle is defined to be a figure contained by three straight

lines.

' As, to use Aristotle's graphic illustration, in the definition of noso,

flatness of nose is not employed, but flatness of nose is defined to be a
curvature of nose.

* An oblong number is that which a number produces, not multiplied

!iy itself, but by another number, as six is from twice three. Taylor.
• This relates to the efficient cause.
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cut should die, and through the wound, because he will die in

consequence of his throat being cut, but it did not accident-

ally happen that he whose throat was cut died.

Those therefore which are predicated in things
recapTmiafion.

which are simply objects of science per se, so as

to be inherent in the things predicated,* or which * ^^t mode.

are themselves inherent in subjects,! are on ac- + 2nd mode,

count of tliemselves, and from necessity, for it

does not happen that they are not inherent either simply or as

opposites, as the straight and the curved in a line, and the

even or odd in number. For a contrary is either

privation or contradiction in the same genus, as
conltrary.^^

*

that is even which is not odd in numbers, so far

as it follows :* hence if it is requisite to affirm or deny, it is

also necessary that those which are per se should be inherent.

Let then the expressions " of every " and " per 7,

se " be thus defined : I call that universal, however, 1° ^ ''^'^°'
.

. ' 7 i« quatenus ip-

which is both predicated " of every and " per sum," and to

se," and so far as the thing is.^ Now it is evident ;j^f£'J.'

^'''

that whatever are universal are inherent in things

necessarily, but the expressions " per se," " and so far as it

is," are the same ; as a point and straightness are per se pre-

sent in a line, for they are in it, in as far as it is a line, and

two right angles in a triangle, so far as it is a triangle, for a

triangle is per se equal to two right angles. But universal is

then present, when it is demonstrated of any casual and pri-

mary thing, as to possess two right angles is not universally

inherent in figure, yet it is possible to demonstrate of a figure

that it has two right angles, but not of any casual figure, nor

does a demonstrator use any casual figure, for a square is in-

deed a figure, yet it has not angles equal to two right. But

* Contraries may, however, he both absent from a subject, as a body
may be neither white nor black ; but the even and odd are opposed as

contradictories, so that one of them must be present in a subject. Vide

Categ. ch. 10. The even is compared to the not odd, because it is neces-

sarily consequent to it.

' As man is risible, because every man is, both " per se " and -" qua-

tenus ipsum ;" upon the apparent inconsistency of Aristotle in the use of

the word kuGoXov, see Waitz, 1. Ana. Post. p. 315. The reader will find

some valuable remarks upon the demonstratio potissima, especially iu

reference to this place, in Mansel's Logic, Appendix, note H., where the

example is regularly stated.
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any isosceles has angles equal to two right, yet not primarily,

for triangle is prior. Whatever therefore is casually first

demonstrated to possess two right angles, or any thing else, in

this first is the universal inherent, and the demonstration per

se of this is universal, but of other things after a certain

manner not per se, neither is it universally present in an

isosceles, but extends farther.

Chap. V.

—

Of Errors about the primary UmversaV

We ought not to be ignorant that frequently error arises, and

that what is demonstrated is not primarily universal, in so

far as the primarily universal appears to be demonstrated

1. Sources of Now we are deceived by this mistake, when
error in effect- either nothing; higher can be assumed, except
ins universal , . i • i i

•

demonstration, the siuo-ular or smojulars, or when something
ji.xarapie.

^jg^ ^^^^ -^^ assumcd, but it wants a name m
tilings differing in species, or when it happens to be as a

whole in a part, of which the demonstration is made, for

demonstration will happen to particulars, and will be of every

individual, yet nevertheless it will not be the demonstration

of this first universal. Still I say the demonstration of this

first, so far as it is this, when it is of the first universal. If

then any one should she** that right lines do not meet, it may
appear to be (a proper) demonstration of this, because it is in

all right lines, yet this is not so, since this does not arise from

the lines being thus equal, but so far as they are in some way
or other equal. Also if a triangle should be no other than

isosceles, so far as isosceles it may appear to be inherent

:

' All universals are gained by abstraction, i. e, by separating the phe-

nomena in which a certain number of individuals resemble each other,

from those in which they differ ; Locke calls all universals, abstract ideas.

Upon ganeralization as distinguished from abstraction, vide Stewart, Phil,

of the Human Mind ; Whately's Logic, Outline of Laws of Thouglit, p.

44. The causes of the error which a person commits who demonstrates

of the inferior as of species, what he ought to demonstrate of the superior

as of genus, are four. 1st, When one particular being under universal,

we demonstrate the former instead of the latter : 2nd, when we demon-
strate of all contained under a proper subject when we seem to do so of

the proper subject itself : 3rd, when the particular is demonstrated be-

cause the universal has no name : 4th, wlieu we conclude that an universal

demonstration of a thing has been given because the demoustration is of

every individual. Cf SVaitz, p. 387, ct s-eo.
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alternate proportion also, so far as regards numbers and lines
and solids and times (as was once shown separately) it is possi-
ble at least to be demonstrated of all by one demonstration, but
inasmuch as all these, numbers, length, time, are not one deno-
minated thing, and differ from each other in species, they were
assumed separately. But now the demonstration is universal,
for it is not in so far as they are lines or numbers, that it is
inherent, but in so far as this thing which they suppose to be
universally inherent. For this reason neither if one should
demonstrate each several triangle by one or another demon-
stration, that each has two right angles, equilateral, the
scalene, and the isosceles separately, would he yet know that
the triangle (itself) has angles equal to two right, except in a
sophistical manner,* nor triangle universally,
though there should be no other triangle besides

* ""'^^ '"^"'

these. For he does not know it so far as it is triano-Je, nor
does he know every triangle, except according to number,
but not every, according to species, even if there be no one
that he does not know.^ When then does he not know uni-
versally, and when knows he simply ? It is clear that if
there is the same essence of a triangle, and of an equilateral
either of each or of all, he knows,t"- but if there is
not the same, but different, and it is inherent so + ^- e. univers-

far as it is triangle, he does not know.^ Whether ^ ^

"

ho^yever is it inherent, so far as it is triangle, or so far as it
is isosceles ? And when, according to this, is it primary ?
And of what is the demonstration universally ? It is evident
that it then is, when, other things being taken away, it is in-
herent in the primary, thus two right angles vriW be inherent
in a brazen isosceles triangle, when the being brazen and the
being isosceles are taken away, but not if the figure or bound-
ary is taken away, nor if the primary are. But what pri-

* That IS, in number. Triangles are here said to be as many in num-
ber as in species.

* Universally and simply mean nearly the same thing, because when aman knows not sophistically, i. e. simply, he knows universally, hence
laylor and Buhle insert, the one "universally," the latter "simpliciter "
as equivalent in this place.

=* That is, by demonstration of a species of triangle, he does not kno-vr
the universal property as demonstrated of triangle, viz. the posseasian oi
three angles equal to two right.
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mary ? if indeed triangle (is taken away) ; according to this

it is inherent in others, and of this universally is the demon-

stration.

Chap. YI.—Demonstration consists of Principles per se ; and of a

necessary Medium}

If then demonstrative science is from necessary

Jio^r'tme dl^-' principles, (for what is scientifically known cannot
monstration g^bsist Otherwise,) and those which are per se in-
only from ne- ' •>

• .i • //?

cessary propo- hcrcnt are necessarily so in things, (tor some are
sitions.

inherent in the definition of what a thing is, but

others are they in the very nature of whicli the subjects are

inherent, of which they are so predicated, that one of opposites

is necessarily present,) it is evident that the demonstrative

syllogism will consist of certain things of this

* i.e. of propo- \\^^* for everv thino; is either thus inherent, or

according to accident, but accidents are not ne-

cessary.

Either therefore we must say this, or that demonstration is a

necessary thing, if we lay down this principle, and that if de-

monstration is given that a thing cannot subsist otherwise,

wherefore thef syllogism must be from necessary

+ i. e. the de- ('matter). For it is possible without demonstra-
monstrative.

^.^^ ^^ syllogize from what are true, but \ye can-

not do so from things necessary, except by demonstration, for

this is now (the essence) of demonstration. An
2. Proof of this,

-jj^-^ation also that demonstration is from things

necessary is, that we thus object to those who think they de-

monstrate that (the conclusion) is not necessary, whether we

think that the matter may altogether be otherwise possible, or

on account of the argument. Hence too the folly

1. Reply to Qf ti^ose appears, who think they assume princi-
objection.

^^^^ rightly, if the proposition be probable and

true, as the Sophists (assume) that to know is to possess

knowledge.2 Yoy it is not the probable or improbable, which

1 If things per se or essential are necessary, and the principles of de-

monstration are necessary ; therefore the principles of demonstra ion are

per 86. As Taylor observes, by conversion of the major, Aristotle s argu-

mcnt iiore may become a syllogism in Barbara.
^. • ^.

V'it was thus argued by Protagoras ; Whoever knows any thmg, poi-
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is the principle, but that which is primary of the genus about

which the demonstration is made, nor is every thing true ap-

propriate. But that it is necessary that the syl-
^^^ ^^^

logism should consist of necessary things appears

also from these ; for if he who cannot assi^rn a „ _,,

1 1 • • * 1 1 • 1 The major.

reason why a thmg is, when there is a demon- t vide 2nd cb

stration, does not possess knowledge,! let AJ be ^
The mmor

necessarily predicated of C, but B the medium through which
it is demonstrated not of necessity, (in this case) he does not

know the cause. For this is not on account of the medium,

for the latter may not exist, yet the conclusion is necessary.

Besides, if some one does not know, though he now ^

possesses a reason, and is safe, the thing also be-

ing preserved, he not having forgotten it, neither did he bo

fore know it. But the medium may perish if it is not neces-

sary, so that he, being safe, will have a reason, §

the thing being preserved, and yet not know it, nein.^Buhie'

wherefore neither did he know it before.^ But
if the medium is not dcctroyed, yet may possibly perish, that

which happens will be possible and contingent, it is impossi-

ble however that one so circumstanced should know.^

When therefore the conclusion is from neces- 3. if the con-

si ty, there is nothing to prevent the medium ce^sary,thepre-

throuorh which the demonstration wa^ made from mises need not

, . ° ... .,
, n • be SO, taut when

being not necessary, since it is possible to syllogize the latter are so

the necessary even from things not necessary, just must^bTnTces-
as we may the true from things not true. Still sary.

when the medium is from necessity the conclusion is also from
necessity, as the true (results) from the true always : for let

A be of necessity predicated of B, and this oi' C, then it ia

sesses science : he who possesses science knows what science is : there-

fore, he who knows any thing knows what science is.

* Scientia quam quis habet, non perditur, nisi aut ipse perit aut
obliviscitur aut res quam scivit, interit. Waitz. For a general analysis

of the argument, see Waitz, page 320, in locum.
* Vide Prior Anal, book ii. chap. 2—4, The argument that the me-

dium, the source of science as containing the cause, does not perish, though
it may do so, and therefore by its remaining that science may be possessed,

Aristotle shows to be ineffectual, since they who advance it are compelkd
to confess that to be possible, viz. that the medium may perish, which is

impossible, and hence that we may be ignorant of what we know. By
being "so circumstanced," is meant "to be ignorant without forgetful-

nesa " CI Whately's Logic, b. iv. c. ii. sec. 2.

s2
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lifcessary that A should be with C. But when the conclu-

sion is not necessary, neither possibly can the medium be ne-

cessary : for let A be present with C, not of necessity, but let

it be with B, and this with C of necessity ; A then will also be
of necessity present with C, yet it was not supposed so.*

Since therefore what one knows demonstratively must be in-

herent of necessity, we must evidently obtain the demonstra-

tion through a necessary medium also, for otherwise, he will

neither know why a thing exists, nor that it is necessary for

it to exist, but he will either imagine not knowing, if he
assumes what is not necessary as if it were necessary,^

or in like manner he will not imagine if he knows that

it is throuo-h media, and why it is through the
* Cf. ch. 2. . J- X S^immediate. **

Of accidents however which are not per se after the man-
ner in which things per se have been defined, there is no de-

' The necessary relations between premises and conclusion may be
considered as four :

1. If the conclusion is necessary, the propositions may be non-neces-

sary.

2. If the conclusion is non-necessary, the prop. Are non-necessary.

3. If the prop, are necessary, the conclusion is always necessary.

4. If the prop, are non-necessary, the conclusion may be necessary,

(Granting that the last (number 4.) may be true, yet Aristotle deniea

that in such a case the person who thus infers demonstrates, because
demonstration produces true science, but such a man is ignorant that the

conclusion is necessary. Vide also Hill's Logic, p. 285, et seq.

2 Sanderson defines thus : Error est habitus quo mens inclinatur ad
assentiendum sine formidine falsitati. Opinio est habitus quo mens in-

clinatur ad assentiendum cum formidine alicui propositioni propter proba-

bilitatem quam videtur habere. Error, therefore, as Mansel observes,

implies certainty of the subject, but not of the object; whilst opinion can-

not consist with certainty of the subject, nor yet, strictly, with that of the

object. It is of course clear, that what one may scientifically know,
another may only think, but to constitute real science two things are

necessary : 1. A correct ascertainment of the data from which we are to

reason: 2. Correctness in deduction of conclusions from them. Cf.

Whately, b. iv. c. 2, sect. 3. Error, as defined above, comes under the

state of mind described in the text by Aristotle.

3 Cf. Aquinas, Op. 48, cap. 1 ; Occam, Log. p. 3, c 2. If the premise

is not the first cause, though it contains the cause of the conclusion, the

syllogism is not ^i' a/i^awr, and there is no demonstration : neither if

the premise be an effect and not a cause of the conclusion, nor if the pre-

mise, though immediate, be a remote cause of it, since in all these cases

we know the fact only, but not the cause. Cf. Mansel and Wai/s Log.

*ib. iii. cap. 22.
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monstrative science, since It is not possible to de-

monstrate the conclusion of necessity, because cessar),' not to

accident may possibly not be present, for I speak
5?s"uf r^n^

^"

of accident of this kind.^ Still some one may
perhaps doubt why we must make such investigations about
these things, if it is not necessary that the conclusion should

be, for it makes no difference if any one interrogating casual

things * ^ should afterwards give the conclusion :

nevertheless we must interrogate not as if (the (cf^^RhxTtork,

conclusion) were necessary on account of things V: ^u/^- h^?.^^
^, , ,

•'.
. n ^ • 10; Phy.hb.u.)

interrogated, but because it is necessary tor him
who asserts these should assert this, and that he should speak
truly if the things are truly inherent.

Since, however, whatever are inherent per se

are necessarily inherent in every genus, and so ?he^mkwr^and
far as each is, it is clear that scientific demonstra- ^^Jo^ proposi-

tions are of things *' per se" inherent, and consist •> per se^'"^

of such as these. For accidents are not neces- t An. Post. n.

sary rf wherefore it is not necessary to know the ^*

conclusion why it is, nor if it always is, but not "per se,"'

as, for instance, syllogisms formed from signs4

For what is " per se" will not be known " per se," IJ^^^
2^^^*'

nor why it is, and to know why a thing is, is to

know through cause, wherefore the middle must " per se " be
inherent in the third, and the first in the middle.

Chap. VII.—That ice may not demonstrate bi/ passingfrom one
Genus to another.*

It is not therefore possible to demonstrate pass- 1. Three things
/. , ,, /» • , ill demonstra-

ing irom one genus to another, as, lor instance, tion, \\z. a de-

' i. e. about common accident—for proper accident is predicated in

the second mode per se of a subject. Taylor.
' Ad veram demonstrationem nihil attinet si quis sumat quae in casu

posita, et mulationi obnoxia sint et quae inde consequantur, declaret.

Waitz. The casual, here alluded to, are propositions not belonging to

the conclusion.
' If it always is inherent, L e. if the propositions be always true.

* Cf. Anal. Post. i. 10. Eth. i. 2. Keckermann Syst. Log. iii. Tract.

2. cap. 1. Zabarella de Meth. lib. ii. cap. 7. Genus here signifies the

object or materia circa quam, often, but improperly, called ihe sub-

ject; the species are the subdivisions of the genera^, subject. In the
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nionstrated (to demonstrate) a geometrical (problem) by

ioms^"and"thT
arithmetic, for there are three things in demon

-

subject genus, strations, One the demonstrated conclusion, and

• The attribute
^^^^^ ^® ^^^* which is per sc inherent in a certain

concluded of gcnus.* Another are axioms, but axioms are
the subject.

^Yiey from which (demonstration is made), the

third is the subject genus, whose properties and essential

+ cf. Aquinas accidcnts demonstration makes manifest.f Now
opusc. 48, c. it is possible that the things from which demon-

stration consists may be the same,! but with those
I viae en. ii.

^j^Qgg genus is different, as arithmetic and geo-
metry, we cannot adapt an arithmetical demonstration to the

accidents of magnitudes, except magnitudes are numbers, and

Vide ch 9
^^^^ *^^^ ^^ possiblc to somc shall be told here-

after. § But arithmetical demonstration always
has the genus about which the demonstration (is conversant),

and others in like manner, so that it is either simply neces-

sary that there should be the same genus, or in a certain re-

spect,^ if demonstration is about to be transferred; but that

2. That the ex- it is Otherwise impossible is evident, for the ex-
tremes and tremes and the middles must necessarily be of the
media must be . ^

*^

of the same Same genus, smce if they are not per se, they
genus.

^'^Yi i)e accidents. On this account we cannot by
geometry demonstrate that there is one science of contra-

ries, nor that two cubes make one cube,'^ neither can any
science (demonstrate) what belongs to any science, but such

as are so related to each other as to be the one under the

other, for instance, optics to geometry, and harmonics to

arithmetic. Nor if any thing is inherent in lines not so far as

they are lines, nor as tliey are from proper principles, as if a

straight line is the most beautiful of lines, or if it is contrary

to circumference, for these things are inherent not by reason

of their proper genus, but in so far as they have something

common.

demonstrative syllogism, the minor term is the subject; the major, the

attribute ; the middle, the cause.
' Of subaltern sciences, the subject is not entirely the same, as the

subject of geometry is a line, but of optics an optical line. Taylor. Vide
also Trendelenburg, p. ]18.

^ That is, geometry cannot teach a method of doubling the cube. Vide
Reimer de Duplicatione ©ubi. Omnis demonstratio genua suuiHi non
excedere sed in eo consistere debet. Waitz.
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Chap. YIU.—Things which are subject to Change are incapable

of Demonstration per se.

It is also evident that if the propositions of which a syllogism

consists are universal, the conclusion of such a demonstration,

and in short of the demonstration of itself, must necessarily

be perpetual. There is not then either demon-
stration, nor in short science of corruptible na- is no demon-

tures, but so as by accident, because there is not finftS "per^"
universal belonging to it, but sometimes, and after se " of mutable

, • -r> J. 1 xi • 1, 'i. • natures, be-
a certain manner. But when there is such, it is cause of the

necessary that one proposition should not be uni- universal being
non-existent.

versal, and that it should be corruptible, cor-

ruptible indeed, because the conclusion will be so if the pro-

position is so, and not universal, because one of those things

of which it is predicated will be, and another will not be,^

hence it is not possible to conclude universally, but that it is

now. It is the same in the case of definitions, since definition

is either the principle of demonstration, or demonstration,

differing in the position (of the terms), or a certain conclusion

of demonstration. The demonstrations and sciences however
of things frequently occurrent, as of the eclipse of the moon,
evidently always exist, so far as they are such, but so far as

they are not always, they are particular,^ and as in an eclipse,

80 also is it in other things.

Chap. IX.

—

That the Demonstration of a thing ought to proceed

from its own apjyropriate Principles : these last indemonstrable.

Since however it is evident that we cannot de- j -j-jj^^ tj.^^

monstrate each thing except from its own prin- demonstration

* Hoc quidem (tempore) erit quod asseritur, hoc vero (tempore) non
erit. Buhle. I prefer Buhle's translation for its clearness, but have fol-

lowed Taylor's on account of its exactness. The science of things sub-
ject to change is not simply science, but with the addition of Ka-d avfi-

fSsfSrjKog. Upon the relation of science to its subject matter, see Rhet.
book i. ch. 7. Cf. also Rhet. ii. ch. 24. Anal. Prior, i. ch. 13. The
subject of science, he expressly says in the Ethics, (b. vi. ch. 4,) has a
nocessary existence, therefore it is eternal and indestructible.

' Particular cases, (of eclipses, for instance,) as they are not always
iae same, do not fall under demonstration.
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only results ciples, if what is to be demonstrated is inherent

ii^^o^date^to^ ill a subject so far as the subject is that (which it

the subject of jg") to have a scientific knowledofe of that thins: is
fiPTTionstrjitiori * ^
the terms must not this, if it should be demonstrated from true,

geneous^M™''
indemonstrable, and immediate (propositions).*

from two ge- For we may so demonstrate possibly, as Bryso

onris^contain. ^^^^ ^^^ quadrature of the circle, since such rea-
ed in the other, sonings provc through something common, that

which is inherent in another thing, hence these arguments are

adapted to other things not of the same genus.^ Wherefore
that thing would not be scientifically known, as far as it is

such, but from accident, for otherwise the demonstration

would not be adapted also to another genus.

We know however each thing not accidentally when we
know it according to that, after which it is inherent from

*Cf. Eth.b. vi.
principles which are those of that thing, so far

ch. 3. as it is that thing ;^* as that a thing has angles
+ The possession equal to two riofht angles, in which the ihin^
oi tlircc 3,n£rl6S o o ^ <j

equal to two spokcD off is essentially inherent from the prin-

t'§f triangle,
ciplcs of this thing. J Hencc if that§ is essen-

§ naOof, or tially inherent in what it is inherent, it is neces-

faio^^here. '

^
s^ry that the middle should be in the same affinity, |i

II 1. e. with the \)^i jf ^ot, vct it wiU be as harmonics are proved
extremes sub* -^ v i

ject, and pro- through an arithmetical principle."* Such things
^^^^y- however are demonstrated after a similar manner,

' That is, the propositions must also be appropriate to the subject of

demonstration.
2 According to Alexander Aphrodisiensis—Bryso endeavoured to de-

monstrate the quadrature of the circle thus : Where the greater and less

are found, there also is the equal found, but a square greater and less

than a circle is found, therefore a square equal to the circle may also be
found. The minor is proved, because a square inscribed in a circle is

less, and ciVcwmscribed about a circle is greater than the circle, but the de-

monstration is founded on a common principle, because the greater, the

less, and the equal are found not only in a square and circle, but also in

other things. Neither is the major universally true, because a rectilineal"

angle may be given greater or less than the angle in a semicircle, but

one equal to it cannot be given. Vide Euclid Elem. Prop. xvi. b. 3.

' The examples of Aristotle are principally taken from the Mathe-
matics, and the tests of kuO' avro and y avro are expressly applied to a

geometrical theorem. Mansol, Vide the 4th chap, of this book.
* That is, by the application of ihe principle of a superior science, to a

problem belonging to a subaltern science, as music is subaltern to arith*

metic.
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yet they differ,^ for that they are, is part of another * inferior sci-

science,* (for the subject genus is another,f ) but + i. e. differs

why they are, is a province of a superior science,
fect"of^su^erior

of which they are the essential qualities. Hence science.

from these things also it is apparent that \Ye cannot demon-
strate each thing simply, but from its proper principles,

and the principles of these \ have something
j of subaltern

common. sciences.

If then this is evident, it is also clear that it „ ^ ^
. . ., , , '

1 ... 2. That the ap-
is impossible to demonstrate the proper principles propriate prin-

of each thing, for they will be the principles of
tiuJu'^rethem-

all things, and the science of them the mistress of sehes incapa-

all (sciences):^ for the man has more scientific stration^™vhat

knowledge who knows from superior causes, since ^^>^^ especial
SC16I1C6

he knows from prior things when he knows not

from effects, but from causes. So that if he knows more,

he knows also most, and if that be science, it is also more,

and most of all such. Demonstration however is not suitable

to another genus, except as we have said, geometrical to me-
chanical or optical, and arithmetical to harmonical demon-
strations.

Nevertheless it is difficult to know whether a

man possesses knowledge or not, since it is hard d'eciding^wL-

to ascertain if we know from the principles of therathingis
... 1 • 1 • 1 1 . 1

really known.
each thing or not, which indeed constitutes know-
ledge. We think however that we know, if we have got a
syllogism from certain primary truths, but it is . .

not so, since it is necessary that they § should be elusions with

of a kindred nature with the primary. principles.

* Where the principle is assumed from the same science, or from a
superior one, the difference is, that, in the former case, the on and lion
are known ; but in the latter, the lion is known in the superior, the on
in the inferior science.

' Metaphysics. See the third book of Aristotle's treatise on that sub-
ject ; also Magna Moralia, Ub. i. ; De Anima, books L ii. iii.
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• cf. Metaph. Chap. X.

—

Of the Definition and Division of Prin-
books V. vi. X. ciples.*

1. Definition I CALL tliosG principles in each genus, the exist-

ed ^Ii""uidr ence of which it is impossible to demonstrate.
existence to be What then first things,t and such as result from
assumed. Ex- .-, ..p. ji.i . ••!
ample. thcse signiij, IS assumed, but as to principles, we
+ Vide ch. 2. must ttssume that they are, but demonstrate the

rest, as what unity is, or what the straight and a triangle are
;

it is necessary however to assume that unity and magnitude
exist, but to demonstrate the other things.^

Of those which are employed in demonstrative
2. ^Vhat are . t ^. i •

i .

peculiar to each scicnces, somc are peculiar to each science, but
science, and others are common, and common accordino; to
what common. .

' ..,°,
analogy, since each is useiul, so tar as it is in the

genus under science. The peculiar indeed are such as, that

a line is a thing of this kind, and that the straight is, but the

common are, as that if equals be taken from equals the re-

mainders are equal. Now each of these is suflficient, so far

as it is in the genus, for (a geometrician) will effect the same,

though he should not assume of all, but in magnitudes alone,

and the arithmetician in respect of numbers ^ (alone).

Proper principles, again, are those which are

assumed to be, and about which science considers

whatever are inherent per se, as arithmetic assumes unities,

and geometry points and lines, for they assume that these are,

and that they are this particular thing. J But the

lAoMhey^ar™^ csscntial properties of these, what each signifies,

and what they they assume, as arithmetic, what the odd is, or

the even, or a square, or a cube ; and geometry,

» The above clears Aristotle from the charge unjustly brought against

him by Mill, since the former states here the necessity of assuming the

existence of the subject, as clearly as the latter asserts it. (Vide Mill's

Logic, vol. i.) The principles (e? u)v) from which Aristotle demonstrates

are axioms of which he gives a specimen below :
" If equals, &c."

Vide the table of the principles of science, given before. Cf. also Euclid,

b. vi. Prop. II.

' The geometrician and arithmetician each assume the principle, only

BO far as it is analogous to his subject science ; thus the former does not

assume every whole to be greater than its part, but that every magnitxids

is so, a:;d the latter that every whole number is greater than its part. Cf,

Waitz in log.
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what is not proportionate, or what is to be broken, or to in-

cline ; but that they are, they demonstrate through »
^ ^ ^rmd-

tilings common,* and from those which have been pies.

demonstrated. f So also astronomy, for all de- sions.

monstrative science is conversant with three
striiin^JSn"'

things, those which are laid down as existing, versant with

and these are the genus,J (the essential properties of which"we'

of which the science considers,) and common sometimes may
1 . n 1 • o I,- u • • neglect two.
things called axioms, irom which as primaries j i. e. the sub-

they demonstrate ; and thirdly, the affections, § f p;operties.

the signification of each of which the demon- Taylor.—Affer-

strator assumes.^ There is nothing however to ^"plssiones.
^

prevent certain sciences overlooking some of these, Averrois.

as if the genus is not supposed to be, if it be manifest ^ that it

exists, (for it is not similarly manifest that number is, as that

the cold and hot are,) and if (the science) does not assume what
the affections signify, if they are evident, as neither does it

assume what things common signify, (as what it is) to take

away equals from equals, because it is known ; nevertheless

these things are naturally three, viz. that about which demon-

stration is employed, the things demonstrated, and the prin-

ciples from which they are.

Neither however hypothesis nor postulate is 4 qj. ^-^^ ^-^^

tliat which it is necessary should exist per se, and ferencebe-

be necessarily seen,]] for demonstration does not („r6fea"f,'and'

belong to external speech, but to what is in the
J'vide Mansei

.soul,^ since neither does syllogism. For it is p. ss^Ajjp.

always possible to object to external discourse,
Waitz in loc.

* Vide Trendelenburg Erlaviteringen, p. 118. For a full enunciation

of the statement made here by Aristotle, the reader is referred to Mansel's

Logic, p. 109, and Appendices.
2 It is not made the subject of hypothesis, if it is manifest ; in other

words, it is tacitly assumed.
^ The two kinds of speech were, 1st, \6yoQ 6 t^u), Kal 7rpo(popiK6g, rai

Kara ti)v (pwvriv, i. e. the external, and ('2nd) the internal, 6 taoj, xai

lvdid9eTo<;, Kai Kara r-qv \pvxy)v. Plut. in Philo. et Damascen. Both
Whately and Aldrich regard language as the principal object of logic ; the

former declares that " if any process of reasoning can take place in the

mind without any employment of language, orally or mentally, such a

process does not come within the province of the science here treated of."

^lansel, on the contrary, considers " the laws of such process, equally

with any other, matters of logical investigation." The reader may pro-
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but not always to internal. Whatever things then, being de*

raonstrable, a man assumes without demonstration, these, if

he assumes what appear probable to the learner, he supposes,

and this is not an hypothesis simply, but with reference to the

learner alone ; but if, there being no inherent opinion, or when
a contrary is inherent, the demonstrator assumes, he requires

the same thing to be granted to him. And in this hypothesis

and postulate differ, for postulate is any thing sub-contrary to

the opinion of the learner, which though demonstrable a man
assumes, and uses without demonstration.

5. That defini-
Definitions then are not hypotheses, (for they

tion is not hy- are not asscrtcd to be or not to be,) but hypothe-
po esis.

g^g ^^^ .^ propositions. Now it is only necessary

that definitions should be understood, but this is not hypothe-
sis, except some one should say that the verb to hear is hypo-
thesis. But they are hypotheses, from the existence of which,

in that they are, the conclusion is produced. Neither does

the geometrician suppose falsities, as some say, who assert,

that it is not right to use a false (principle), but that the

geometrician does so, when he calls a line a foot long when
it is not so, or the line which he describes a straight line when
it is not straight. The geometrician indeed concludes nothing

from the lines being so and so, as he has said, but concludes

those, which are manifested through these (symbols). More-
over postulate and every hypothesis are either as a whole or

as in a part, but definitions are neither of these.

^

fitably compare Locke's Essay, b. iv. 5, 5, and 6, 2 ; also Sanderson.
The former's distinction between mental and verbal propositions is well

known. The words in the text are only enunciative of oral as con-

trasted with mental reasoning, but are not decisive against Whately's
opinion. Vide De Anima, b. i. and iii. ; Eth. b. i. c. 13. Dr. Hessey
speaks sensibly enough of the " absurdity of maintaining that logic re-

gards the accident of the external language, and not the necessity of

the internal thought" (p. 4, Intro. Schem. Rhet.). It appears to be,

after all, " splitting a straw; " for such an opinion is not only " absurd,"

but self-destructive, we never do, because we never can, practically

adopt it.

* Definitio ab hypothesi eo differt quod nihil edicit de existentia rei

quae definitur : nam si quis contendat definitionem, licet non ponat ali-

quid esse vel non esse, sed intclligi tantum velit id quod dicat, tamen
esse hypothesin, quodcunque auribus pcrcipimus, si quod dictum est in-

telleximus, hypothesis dicenda erit. Verum viroGiatiQ dicuntur quibua

positis io<Tiov ovTwv) et ex quibus aliud quid coUigitur, \lia causa cux
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Chap. XL

—

Of certain Common Principles of all Sciences,

•

That there should then be forms,* or one cer- » Fr3»r-spe-

tain thing besides the many, is not necessary, to ^^^^' ^"^^®-

the existence of demonstration,^ but it is necessary truly to

predicate one thing of the many, for there will not be the uni-

versal unless this be so, and if there be not an universal, there

will not be a medium, so that neither will there

be a demonstration. It is essential then that tio?may"exS
there should be one and the same thinor, which is ^itiiout e<^n,

, . p 1 ,
but not with-

not equivocal in respect oi many : no demonstra- out an uni-

tion however assumes that it is impossible to af- ^^^*^
concep-

firm and deny the same thing at one and the

same time, unless it is requisite also thus to demonstrate

the conclusion. It is demonstrated however by assuming
the first j" to be true of the middle, and that it is t i. e. the ma-

not true to deny it, but it makes no difference Jorprop.

definitio non appellari possit hypothesis in eo est, quod haec aut uni-

versalis est aut particularis, in ilia, vero quod subjectum est eequale esse

debet ei quod praedicatur. Waitz. Vide also scheme of principles of

science. Cf. Locke's Essay, b. iii. 4, 7. Occam's Logic, part i.

' The Platonic theory of Idea, to which Aristotle here refers, so

highly commended by St. Augustine, is not free from much error,

arising from Plato's opinion that the ideas in man's soul are inherently

good. The remark which Aristotle makes in this place, seems chiefly,

as Taylor thinks, to prevent the misconception of Plato's theory, by
those who imagined his ideas to be corporeally separate from matter,

and not incorporeal forms residing in a divine intellect ; but the real

case is, that Aristotle elsewhere impugns the doctrine of the idea as not

practical. Vide Ethics, lib. i. c. 6, Browne's note, Bohn's edition ; also

Metaphysics, lib. xii. De Anima ; Brewer's Ethics ; Ritter, vol. ii. The
province of the Platonic dialectic was to investigate the true nature of that

connexion, which existed between each thing and the archetypal form or

idea which made it what it was, and to awaken the soul to a full remem-
brance of what she had known prior to her being imprisoned in the body.
Hence, dialectic, with Plato, is the science of the immutable, and takes

cognizance of the universal principle ; in fact, is an object identical with
the Metaphysics of Aristotle, whereas the dialectic of the latter partook
of the essentially practical nature of his mind, and is merely " the art of

disputing by question and answer." Cf. Gorgias, Theaetetus, Meno, and
the Commentaries of Syrianus, and upon the doctrine of universal, see

Locke's Essay, b. iv. ; Stewart, Phil, of Human Mind; Whately's and
Mansers Logics.



270 Aristotle's organon. [book i

whether we assume the middle to be or not to be, and in a

similar manner also in respect of the third. ^ For
e major.

•£ ^j^^^ ^^ granted * in respect of which it is true

to predicate man, even if (some one should think that man
is) not man, (the conclusion) will be true, if only it is said

that man is an animal, and not that he is not an animal, for

, ,^ it will be true to say that Callias, even if he be
T Supply the /^ n- . • .n • 1 J. 1

minor—Callias not Callias,j yet IS still an animal,| but not that

? The «>'nciu-
which is not an animal. The cause however is,

sion. * that the first is not only predicated of the middle,
2. Of the use i,i n l^ • \ • p -^

of what is call- but also 01 somcthmg else, in consequence ot its

ed the principle bginsr commou to mauv, so that neither if the
01 contrsclic- ^ •^

tion in demon- middle be that thing itself, or not that thing, does
stration.

-^^ make any difference in respect to the conclu-

sion. But the demonstration which leads to the impossible,

assumes that of every thing affirmation or nega-

Prior,\ook ii. tiou is true,§ and these
II

it does not always (as-

l| (Axioms.) sume) Universally, but so far as is sufficient, and

it is sufficient (which is assumed) in respect of

the genus. I mean by the genus, as the genus about which a

person introduces demonstrations, as I have ob-
H Vide ch. 10. ^ , , r. -Tserved beiore.i

All sciences communicate with each other ac-

iiion principles cordiug to common (principles), and Imean by com-
of the several

locLoxi thosc whicli men usc as demonstrating- from
sciences*

these, but not those about which they demonstrate,

nor that which they demonstrate, and dialectic is (common) to all

* (Science.) (scicnccs). If also any one* endeavours to demon-
Taylor, i. e. strate universally common (principles), as that of
metaphysics. ,. ..' ry i ^i, i

Vide Metap. cvcry thing it is true to athrm or deny, or that equals
^- '" remain from equals, or others of this kind. Dia-

lectic however does not belong to certain things thus definite,

t i. e. it is con- ^^^ ^^ ^^^ particular genus ;t for it would not

versant with interrogate, since it is impossible for the demon-
aii subjects.

gtrator to interrogate, because the same thing is

t pr An b ii
^^^ provcd from opposites :

^ this however has

ch. 15. been shown in the treatment of syllogism.J

' Though the minor should not be assumed both to be and not to be
that which it is, nevertheless the conclusion will be right.

* Here is a proof of the difTerence between the dialectic of Plato and
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Chap. XU.—Of Syllogistic Interrelation.

If syllogistic interrogation is the same as a pro-
^ iviethod of

position of contradiction,^ but there are proposi- deciding what

tions in each science, from which the syllogism fjngrto each*

which belongs to each consists, there will be a science.

certain scientific interrooration, from which the , , ^, ,

n • * 1 • 1 •
° . , . * I. e. the de-

syliogism,* which is appropriate to each science, monstrative

is drawn. It is clear, then, that not every inter-
syllogism,

rogation would be geometrical, or medical, and so of the rest,

but from what any thing is demonstrated about which geo-

metry is conversant, or which are demonstrated from the same
principles as geometry, as optics, and in like man-
ner with other sciences. These f also must be proved in^geo-

discussed from geometrical principles and conclu- metry, &c.

sions,J but the discussion of principles is not to Jiusion^from"

be carried on by the geometrician so far as he is the former be-

such ; likewise with other sciences. Neither is toofe^subsT-^*

every one who possesses science to be interrogated
gtrauon^™""

with every question, nor is every question about

each to be answered, but those which are defined about the

science. It is evident then that he does well, who disputes

with a geometrician thus, so far as he is such, if he demon-
strate any thing from these principles, but if not, he will not

do well. Again, it is clear that neither does he confute the

geometrician except by accident, so that there cannot be a

discussion of geometry by those who are ignorant of geometry,

since the bad reasoner will escape detection, and it is the same
with other sciences.

Since there are geometrical interrogations, are ?. Of discover-

there also those which are ungeometrical ? and to which each^

that of Aristotle, pointed out above. Moreover the dialectician interro-

gates so that his opponent may either affirm or deny, but the demon-
strator proves or interrogates in order to make the thing evident from
principles better known to his hearer ; again, the dialectician may em-
ploy affirmation or negation, but the demonstrator has to prove a certain

conclusion.
* Interrogation and proposition are the same in reality, but differ in

definition. A proposition is such as, " Every man is an animal ;

" aa
interrogation is such as, " Is not every man an animal ? " Taylor.
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false syllogism in each science are those ignorant questions which
appertains. ^^^ ^f ^ Certain quality^ geometrical? whether
also is a syllogism, from ignorance, a syllogism composed from

opposites or a paralogism,^ but according to geometry, or from

another art, as a musical interrogation is ungeometrical, about
geometry, but to imagine that parallel lines meet

svibject"?rms^ i^ ^^ ^ Certain respect geometrical,* and after an-
areso. Other manner ungcomctrical ?t For this! is two-

false. fold, in the same way as what is without rhythm ;

^eometrica""' ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^ ungcomctrical bccausc it possesses

not (what is geometrical), as what is without

rhythm ; but the other because it possesses it wrongly—and
this ig-norance which is from such principles, & is

<j From false .
r r

^
' i

prop, with geo- contrary.|| In mathematics however there is not

11 To sciencT^'
^^ ^^^^ manner a paralogism, because the middle

is always two-fold,^ for (one thing) is predicated

of every individual of this, and this again of another every,

but the predicate is not called universal ;'^ those, nevertheless,

it is possible, we may see by common percep-

tion,^ but in argument they escape us. Is then

every circle a figure ? If any one should delineate it, it is clear.

But what, are verses a circle ? They are evidently not so.^

' Ignorance is two-fold ; 1st, From pure negation ; 2nd, From a de-

praved disposition. Vide chapters 16, 17, and 18; also Eth. b. iii. ch. 1.

Cf. Metap. lib. iii.

^ Utrum syllogismus dyetoixkTprjrog dicendus est is, qui fiat ex pro-

positionibus veritati repugnantibus, sive etiam qui ex propositionibus

veris non recte cblligat (6 TrapaXoyio-^ot;) dummodo propositiones ex
quibus fiat geometriae sint propria? an syll. qui ex aliS, doctrina desumtus
ad geometriam omnino non pertineat? Waitz. Aristotle says (after-

wards) that certain interrogations, entirely geometrical, are assumed
from another art or science, and correspond to the ignorance which is

said to be of pure negation, as " Is number even or odd ? " but that there

are others which are in a certain respect geometrical, and in a certain

respect not, and which are falsely conceived of geometrical points, as
" Will not parallel lines meet ? " Cf. Philop. fol. 34.

^ That is, the middle term is twice assumed, viz. in the major and in

the minor prop.

The majus extremum is universally attributed to the middle term in

the major prop, in the first figure, (to which Aristotle refers,) and the

middle term is universally attributed to the minor extreme in the minor

proposition ; but the expression of universality is not added to the predi-

cat?, but to the subject only.

* I read the concluding paragraph according to Waitz's stopping. Ari»-
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Still it is improper to obiect to it, if it be an in- ^

ductive proposition ;
* tor as neither is that a pro- ^naKTiKu.

position which is not in respect of many things, 3 -^yjjen an ob-

(since it will not be in all, but syllogism is from jection is not

universals,) neither, it appears clear, is that an ob-

jection, for propositions and objections are the same, as the

objection which one adduces, may become either

a demonstrative or a dialectic proposition.* f
It occurs that some argue contrary to syllogism,

4 instance of

from assuming the consequences of both (ex- asyiiogistic

tremes), as Caeneus does,^ that fire is in a mul- empiTy^g J
tiple proportion, because, as he says, both fire and syllogism with

, . '^ ^ . . ', 1 -r.
^^^^ prop, af-

this proportion are rapidly generated. But thus firm, in the 2nd

there is no syllogism,^ though there will be, if
^^ure.

totle says, they may be seen by common perception, (rg votja^t,) the verb
voiiv being said of self-evident truths, because mathematicians represent

these things by diagrams, and therefore if a circle was similarly described,

it would be manifest; kvkXoq however signifies both a mathematical
figure and a kind of period or verse. Vide Hermo. et Demet.

' The following is the note of Julius Pacius on Anal. Prior, c.

28, (Pacian Division,) as to the apparently conflicting statement made
by Aristotle here. *' Discrimen ponit Aristoteles (lib. ii. Prior, cap.

28) inter objectionem et propositionem, id est propositionem illam cui

objicitur : alioquin etiam ipsa objectio est propositio, ut dictum fuit in

definitione. Discrimen est, quod objectio est universalis, vel particu-

laris : propositio vero, si sit pars syllogismi universalis, necessario est

universalis. Sensus est propositiones constituentes syllogismum esse

universales : everti autem vel per objectiones universales, ut contrarias

;

vel per particulares ut contradicentes. Huic sentential opponitur quod
ait Aristoteles, lib. i. Post. cap. 12, par. 11, omnem instantiam esse

universalem. Existimo haec loca per distinctionem esse concilianda.

Aristoteles in Prior, considerat instantiam sive objectionem quatenus
evertit propositionem contrariam ; haec objectio potest esse tam universa-

hs quam particularis. In Poster, autem considerat objectionem quatenus
per eam, non solum everlitur propositio adversarii, sed etiam demon

-

stratio erigitur. Quoniam igitur demonstratio constat ex propositionibus

universalibus, etiam haec objectio necessario est universalis." On the con-
sideration of the enstatic enthymeme, and of the passages relative to the

'Ev(Tra(Tig, vide Dr. Hessey's Schem. Rhet. Supple. Table 5. Cf. also

Waitz in loc.

' Caeneus argued : *' That which is increased by multiple proportion i^

rapidly increased

Fire is rapidly increased
.

•
. Fire is increased by multiple proportion.'*

The last expression means that by every addition it becomes double 01

triple, etc.

• Because both prop, affirm, in the 2nd fig.

z
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t]ie multiple is consequent to the most rapid proportion, and
the most rapid proportion to fire in motion. Sometimes it

does not happen that a conclusion is made from the assump-
tions, and sometimes it happens, but is not perceived : if

however it were impossible to demonstrate the true from the

* 'ava\6eix>. cf.
^^Ise, it would be easy to resolve,* for (the terms)

Prior An. b.ii. would be necessarilv convcrtcd.^ Thus let At
t Propositions, exist, and this existing, these things also exist J
I This conciu- ^[^q existence of which I know, as B, from these
6ion whicii 1

1 c X Ml 1 1 1 II •

know is true, then ^ I Will demonstrate that that
|j
exists. What

sion^^B?"*^^^ pertain however to mathematics, are rather con-
II
The proposi- verted, because they take nothing accidental, (and

in this they differ from dialectical subjects,) but
definitions.

5 Matheraati-
^^^ ^^^^ ^^^ increased, not through media, but

cai deraonstra- through additional assumption, as A of B, this of

pr'o"vV?hf^ C, this again of D, and so on to infinity. Also
same, by many transvcrscly, as A both of C and of E, as there is

a number so great or even infinite, which is A, an
odd number so great B, and an odd number C. A then is (true)

of C, and the even is a number so great D, the
xamp e

). ^^^j^ number is E, wherefore A is (true) of E.^[

Chap. XIII.

—

The difference between Science, ^^that" a thing is,

and " tvhy " it is.

1. A two-fold Now there is a difference between knowins:
difference it the ... , , . . ^ .

°
syllogism be that a thing IS, and why it is, first in the same

' Difficilius est ad dijudicandum ex quibus propositionibus coactum sit.

quod syllogismus confecit {to dvaXvsiv). Waitz. Aristotle means thai

the truth of the prop, might easily be collected from the truth of tha

conclusion, for they might be converted.

B A
Ex. 1. Every odd number is finite or infinite

C B
Every ternary is an odd number

C A
.

• . Every ternary is finite or infinite.

D A
Every even number is finite or infinite

E D
Every binary is an even number

E A
. • • Every binary is finite or infinite
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science, and in this in two ways, the one, if the "ot through

syllogism is not formed through things immediate, diate? nextjf

(since the primary cause is not assumed, but the jt be, but not
^

. n f 1 1 in \ through cause,
science ot the why has respect to the nrst cause,) in the same

but the other if it is through things immediate ^'^*^"'^^-

indeed, yet not through the cause, but through that which is

more known of the things, which reciprocate.^ Now nothing

prevents that which is not a cause being sometimes more
known amongst things which are mutually predicated, so that

demonstration shall accrue through this, as that the planets

are near, because they do not twinkle. Let C be the planets,

B not to twinkle, A to be near, B therefore is truly predi-

cated of C, since the planets do not twinkle, A also of B, for

what does not twinkle is near, but this * may be « i. e. the two

assumed by induction or by sense.^ It is neces- propositions.

' When the effect immediately follows the cause, the two are said to

reciprocate, because one being admitted, the other is necessarily so,

though sometimes the effect is more known than the cause, as he says be-
low. For the two senses of the word dfitcrog, cf. Anal. Post. i. 2, and ii. 19

;

here it signifies a premise immediate, as regards its conclusion, i. e. not
requiring the insertion of lower middle terms, to connect its terms with
those of the conclusion. On the particular meaning of the word " cause,"
and in fact in relation to the whole chapter, see Hill's Logic, under
•• Demonstrationis species," pp. 287, et seq., and Mansel's Logic, lOG,
Appendix, pp. 63, et seq.

* The major by induction, because a lamp, gold, etc., when they are
near, do not twinkle ; the minor by sense, because we see the planets do
not tAvinkle. Taylor.

B A
Ex. 1. Whatever does not twinkle is near

C B
The planets do not twinkle

C A
.

*
. The planets are near. g

B A
Ex. 2. Whatever is near does not twinkle

C B
The planets are near

C A
. •

. The planets do not twinkle.

B A
Ex. 3. What is spherical is thus incrc

C B
The moon is spherical

C A
• *• The mcon is thus increased*

T 2
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sary then that A should be present with C, S"

offheTn^^
^'^ *^^^ ^^' ^^ demonstrated that the planets are near.'

This syllogism then is not ef the " why," but o

the "that" (a thing is), for the planets are not near because

tliey do not twinkle, but they do not twinkle because they ar*

near. It happens indeed that the one may be proved througl

the other, and the demonstration will be of the " why," as lei

C be the planets, B to be near, A not to twinkle, B then i.^

present with C, so that A " not to twinkle" will

IffheTS.'^'^ be with C-t It is also a syllogism of the " why,"

for the first cause was assumed. Again, as they

show the moon to be spherical through increments (of light),

for if what is thus increased be spherical, and the moon is in-

creased, it is evident that the moon is spherical, thus then a

syllogism of the "that" is produced, but if the

e/middfe^b™ middle is placed contrarily,J there is a syllogism

comes the ma- of the " why," for it is not spherical on account of

fortife" major the increments, but from being spherical she
^^.^omes the reccivcs such increments : let the moon be C,

§ Example (3.) spherical B, increase A.§ Where again the media

2. Where the do not rcciprocatc,^ and what is not the cause is

I^cfp?ocatrthe more known, the "that" is indeed demonstrated,
'ore is demon- but uot the " why ; " further, where the middle is

where the mid- placed externally,^ for in these the demonstration

f'^ilSd^'"^^' ^^ ^^ ^^^® "that," and not of the*' why," as the

cause is not assigned. For example, why does

not a wall breathe ? because it is not an animal, for if this

was the cause of its not breatliing, it would be necessary that

animal should be the cause of its breathing, since if negation

is tiie cause of a thing not being, affirmation is the cause of its

being, thus if the disproportion of hot and cold is the cause

of not being well, the proportion of these is the cause of be-

ing well. Likewise if affirmation is the cause of being, nega-

tion is the cause of not being, but in things which have been

thus explained, what has been stated does not occur, for not

' The cause is the middle, in the demonstration of the " w/nj," and

tlie effect is the middle, in the demonstration of the "that." By media

not reciprocating, is meant when we reason affirmatively, from the effect

to the remote cause ; as, man is risible, therefore he is animal : here we

miss the proximate cause, " is rational."

* i. e. before both extremes, in the 2nd figure, in which demonstrar.on

tlirough a remote cause (as he will show) occurs.
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every animal respires.^ A syllogism of such a cause is never-

theless produced in the middle figure, for example, let A be
animal, B to respire, C a wall, A then is present with every
B, (for whatever respires is animal,) but with no C, so that

neither is B present with any C, wherefore a wall does not

respire.* Such causes however resemble things
^

spoken hyperbolically,'-^ and this is, when we turn ^^^^ ^

aside to speak of the middle, which is more widely extended,

as for instance, that saying of Anacharsis, that amongst the

Scythians there are no pipers, since neither are there any
vines.^

As to the same science then, and the position , . ^, ...
(, , Ti ii-/Y^ 1

3. Another dif-

ot the media, these are the dmerences between a ference be-

syllogism of, that a thing is, and of why it is, but grsnrof%h"';.

in another respect the why differs from the that, and the 5.6t<,

because each is beheld in a different science. Now eac^h^beion^ing

such are those things which so subsist with re- *".^ different

ference to each other, as that the one is under the

other, such as optics with reference to geometry, mechanics
to the measurement of solids, harmonics to arithmetic, and
celestial phenomena to astronomy. Some of these sciences

are almost synonymous, as astronomy is both the mathematical
and the nautical; and harmony is both mathematical and

' But only those which have lungs, hence the proximate c^use of

respiration is not animal, but the possession of lungs, which cause how-
erer is not assigned-

B A
Ex, 4. Whatever respires is an animal

C A
No wall is an animal

C B
. •

. No wall respires.

* Remote causes being adduced resemble hyperboles, in that more it

said than is requisite, for a remote is of wider extension than a proximate
cause.

' When we leave (the proximate cause) to speak of that middle which
is more widely extended than (cause). Taylor. The demonstration of
Anacharsis is thus framed in the 2nd figure. There are no pipers where
there are no vines, but there are no vines among the Scythians, .

*
. among

the Scythians there are no pipers. Now the successive causes to the
first or major premise are, there are no vines because there are no
grapes ; no grapes is the cause of no wine ; no wine is the cause of no
intoxication; no intoxication cause of no pipers; but these intermediate
causes are omitted, and the eflfect is at once connected with the remote cause.
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that which belongs to the ear. For here to know
ledge of theTri ^^^^ ^ thing is, is the province of those who ex-
beiongs to the ercisc the sense, but to know why it is, belongs
perceptive, of ^ ^, . . . ,

"^
,

' ,
°

the d<6T« to the to mathematicians, since these possess the demon-

arguer!"^*^'^^''
strations of causes, and often are ignorant of the

ihat^ as they who contemplating universals, fre-

quently are ignorant of singulars from want of observation.

But these* are such as being essentially something

elsef use forms, for mathematics are conversant

with forms, since they do not regard one certain

subject, for though the geometrical are of a cer-

tain subject, yet not so far as they are geometrical

are they in a subject.^ As optics also to geome-
try, so is some other science related to optics, as

for example, the science about the rainbow, for to know that

it is, appertains to the natural philosopher, but why it is, to

the optician either simply or mathematically. Many sciences

§ i e the ot«
^^^ which are not arranged under each other

is known in subsist thus,§ for example, medicine with regard to

but the^aSi in geometry, for to know that circular wounds heal
another. more slowly is the province of the physician, but

lohy (they do so) of the geometrician.^

* i. e. the su-
perior sciences.
+ Essentially
different from
their subject
sciences.

+ Cf. Procli.

Con. in Euclid.
Elem.

Chap. XIV.

—

Thejirst Figure most suitable to Science,

1. Mathemati- ^^ *^^ figures, the first is especially adapted to

cai demonstra- scicnce, for both the mathematical sciences carry

' Viz. because he knows that the capacity of the circle is the largest

of all figures, having equal perimeters, hence the parts of a circular

wound coalesce more slowly. For the development of the chapter, the

following scheme of demonstration is introduced :

Demonstratio

Quod sit Propter quid sit

Obliqua
per deductionem
ad impossibile

Directa

Per efl'ectum Per causam
remotam

Non potissima

per cau.sam

proximani quae

non est prima

Potissima
per causam
proximain
et primam.
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out their demonstrations by this, as arithmetic, tions effected

geometry, optics, and nearly, so to speak, whatso-
lig^u^e!^

*^''

ever sciences investigate the "why," since either

entirely or for the most part, and in most sciences, 2. Also the syi-

the syllogism of the why is through this figure. a^oi!™cf. bo^ok

Wherefore also, on this account, it will be espe- ^"^- ,^
'

. t> • • 1 ^ • ^ 2- Also the SCl-

cially adapted to science, tor it is the highest pro- ence of tov ti

perty of knowledge to contemplate the "why;" *'^'"'''

in the next place, it is possible through this figure alone to

investigate the science of what a thing is; for in the middle

figure, there is no affirmative syllogism, but the science of

what a thing is belongs to affirmation,* and in » i. e. the defi-

the last figure, there is an affirmative, but not an °*^^°" affirms.

universal ; but the what a thing is belongs to ^^^^l con"
universals, for man is not a biped animal in a densed by this

certain respect. Moreover this has no need of t^i^'e. they are

those, but they are condensed f and enlarged J
reduced to the

through this, till we arrive at things immediate : § j By prosyiio-

it is evident, then, that the first figure is in the
f^i™e."inde-

highest degree adapted to scientific knowledge. monstrabie.

Chap. XV.

—

Of immediate negative Propositions.

As it happened that A was present with B indi- i. That one

vidually, so also it may happen not to be present, sibiy^n™t^be^?nl

and I mean by being present with, or not, indi- dividuaiiy pre-

vidually, that there is no medium between them, other. Exam-

for thus the being present with or not, will not be p^^^-

according to something else. When then either A or B is in

a certain whole,
||
or when both are, it is impos-

sible that A should not be primarily present with \J^^l fij"^;

B. For let A be in the whole of C, if then B is

not in the whole of C, (for it is possible that A may be in a
certain whole, but that B may not be in this,) there will be a
syllogism 1^ that A is not present with B, for if C
is present with every A, but with no B A will

be present with no B. In like manner also, if B is in a cer-

tain whole, as for instance, in D, for D is with every B, but

A with no D, so that A will be present with no # ^^ ceBare.

B by a syllogism.* In the same wayf it can be + in either c>
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fare or Games- sliown * if both also are in a certain whole, but

•^
That A is not

*^^^ ^^ ^^ possible that B may not be in the whole
•with B. in which A is, or again A in which B is, is evi-

dent from those co-ordinations | which do not in-

terchange.^ For if none of those, which are in

the class A C D, is predicated of any of those in B E F, but

A is in the whole of H, which is co-arranged with it, it is

evident that B will not be in H, for otherwise the
: Example (1.) ^o-ordinates would intermingle.l

Likewise also if B is in a certain whole, but if

neither is in any whole, and A is not present with

L riorA^^ifin- ^y it is ncccssary that it should not be present
demonstrable, individually, § for if there shall be a certain mid-

dle, one of them must necessarily be in a certain whole, for

there will be a syllogism either in the first, or in the middle

figure. If then it is in the first, B will be in a certain whole,

(for it is necessary that the proposition in regard to this

should be affirmative,) but if in the middle figure

either of them
[j
may be (in the whole), for the

n Both prop, neo-ative beino; ioined to both,^ there is a syllo-
negativem2nd . ^ , ^ -m t i i i i

figure. gism,* but there will not be when both the pro-
• In 2nd figure,

pogitjong ^.^^ negative.

It is manifestly possible then, that one thing may not be

individually present with another, also when, and how this

may happen, we have shown.

Chap. XVI.

—

Of Ignorayice^ according to corrupt position of the

I'erms, ichere there are no 3Iedia.

f Cf.ch. 12; The isrnorancet which is denominated not ac-
slso Eth. b. ill. _ ° ',

, ,. ,. . .

ch. 1. cording to negation, but according to disposition,

' By co-ordinations, he means the series deduced from each of the ten

categories, as substances, body, etc. Now what belongs to one class can-

not be arranged in another ; thus body, which is in the category of sub*

Btance, cannot be in the category of quality.

Ex. 1. Substance. H.
Body. A.

Animated. C
Rational.

Animal.

» Vide Whatelv b. iii. sec. 15- -19.

D.

B. Quality.

E. Colour.

F. Whiteneu.
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is a deception produced through syllogism, and i. Definitian oi

this happens in two ways, in those things which Seff<v,and"its

are primarily present, or not present ; for it hap- kinds.

pens either when one simply apprehends the being present,

or not being present, or when he obtains this opinion througli

syllogism : of simple opinion, then, the deception is simple, but

of that which is through syllogism, it is manifold. For let A
not be present with any B individually, if then A is concluded

to be present with B, assuming C as the middle, a person will

be deceived through syllogism. Hence it is possible that both

propositions may be false, but it is also possible that only one
may be so, for if neither A is present with any C, nor C with

any B, but each proposition is taken contrary, both will be

fiilse. But it may be that C so subsists with reference to A
and B, as neither to be under A nor universally (present) with

B, for it is impossible that B should be in a certain whole,

since it was said that A is not primarilv present „ ^ , ,
.

^.
^^

2. Examples of

with it ; but A need not be universally present affirmative de-

with all beings, so that both propositions are false.
^^p^^°"-

Nevertheless, we may assume one proposition as true, not

either of them casually, but the proposition A C, for the pro-

position C B will be always false, because B is in none ; but

A C may be (true), for instance, if A is present individually,

both with C and B, for when the same thing is primarily pre-

dicated of many things, neither will be predicated of neither
;

it makes no difference however if it (A) be not individually

present with it (C).

The deception then of being present, is by these 3 Negative de-

and in this way only, (for there was not a syllo- ception in-

stHTic^d in tliG

txism of being present in another figure,*) but the firstandmiddie

deception of not being present with, is in the first
»^yide Anal

and middle figure. t Let us first then declare in Prior, b. i.

how many ways it occurs in the first, and under omiued^be-^

what propositional circumstances. It may then cause no uni-

happen when both propositions are false, e. g. if sion proved in

A is present individually with C and B, for if A ^*'

should be assumed present with no C, but C with every B,
the propositions will be false. But (deception) is possible,

when one proposition is false, and either of them casually

;

for it is possible that A C may be true, but C B false ; A C
true, because A is not present with all beings, but C B false.
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because it is impossible that C should be with B, with
nothing of which A is present ; for otherwise

the proposition A C will be no longer true,*

at the same time, if both are true, the conclusion

also will be true.f But it is also possible that C
B may be true, when the other proposition is

false, as if B is in C and in A, for one| must ne-

cessarily be under the other, § so that if A should

be assumed present with no C, the proposition

will be false.
II

It is clear then, that when one
proposition is false, and also when both are, the

syllogism will be false.^

In the middle figure, however, it is not possible

that both propositions should be wholly false, for

when A is present with every B, it will be impossible to assume
any thing,* which is present with every individual

of the one, but with no individual of the other ; |

but we must so assume the propositions that tlie

(middle) may be present with one (extreme), and
not be present with the other, if indeed there is

to be a syllogism.^ If then, when they are thus

assumed, they are false, it is clear that, when taken contrarily,

they will subsist vice versa, but this is impossible.^ Still

there is nothing to prevent each being partly false, as if C is

with A, and with a certain B ; for if it should be assumed

present with every A, but with no B, both propositions in-

deed would be false, yet not wholly, but partially. The same

§ So that the
^^^^ occur whcn the negative is placed vice versa.

§

neg. prop, is But it is possiblc that one proposition, and either
major.

^^ them, may be false, for what is present with

II
Because B is every A, will be also with B,|| if then C is as-

species of A.
gume(j present with the whole of A, but not pre-

sent with the whole of B, C A will be true, but the proposi-

tion C B false. Again, what is present with no B, will not

be present with every A ; for if with A, it would also be with

B, but it was not present ; if then C should be assumed pre-

sent with the whole of A, but with no B, the proposition C

' They will be true when the arrangement is such that negation re-

sults from affirmation, and affirmation from negation ; but this will be

impossible, because when the conclusion is false, the prop, cannot be

true.

• Because A is

with some C,

viz. with B
contained un-
der C.

+ Vide An.
Prior i. ch.
2—4.
: A.
§ c.

I i.e. partially.

II i. e. the con-
clusion will be
false.

2. Middle fig.

• Any term,
t With every
A and no B in

Camestres, or
with no A and
every B in

Cesare.

t In 2nd figure,
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B will be true, but the other false.* The same » Either wholly

will happen if the negative is transposed,! for
^'"f"^^'^"

what is in no A, will neither be in any B ; if then the becomes

C is assumed not present with the whole of A, ^^^ major.

but present with the whole of B, the proposition A C will be
true, but the other false. 1 Aorain, also, it is false + „„ „ ,

,

.T o»5 -i-j.t Wholly false.

to assume that what is present with every B, is

with no A ; for it is necessary, if it is with every B, that it

should be also with a certain A ; if then C is assumed pre-

sent with every B, but with no A, the proposition

C B will be indeed true, but C A false. § Hence, L^pTATaiTy.^"^

it is evident that when both propositions are false,

and when one only is so, there will be a syllogism deceptive

in individuals.^

Chap. XVII.

—

Continuation of the same with Media.

In those which are not individually present,|| or
j syiiogismof

which are not present, when a sylloo-ism of the ^he false pro-

/.,. T i, , •, T duced in medi-
ralse is produced through an appropriate medium, ates, when the

both propositions cannot be false, but only the maJoris false.

. ^ -^ ^ T u • X J- II
But by a

major. But i mean by an appropriate medium, medium,

that throuojh which there is a syllogism of contra- _ .o •' o Ti 1. e. a con-
diction.^ For let A be with B through the me- elusion contra-

dium of C, since then we must take C B as af- ojgalue'
firmative, if there is to be a syllogism, it is clear conclusion,

that this will be always true, for it is not con- ^

verted.* A C, on the other hand, will be false, changed into a

for when this is converted, a contrary syllogism "*8**^^*-

arises.^ So also if the middle is assumed from another affinity,

as for instance, if D is in the whole of A, and is predicated of

every B, for the proposition D B must necessarily remain,^

but the other proposition must be converted,"* so that the one

(the minor) will be always true, but the other (the major)

always false. Deception also of this kind is almost the same

' In those cases which have no medium.
' A syllogism with a conclusion opposite to the true conclusion, and

which produces deception opposed to true science.
' Because the minor in the 1st fig. must continue afi&rm.
• L e. the major must be changed into a negative.
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fb ti
^^ *^^^^ which is through an appropriate medium,

propositions but if the syllogism should not be through an ap-
being false. propHate medium,^ when indeed the middle is

under A, but is present with no B, it is necessary that both

propositions should be false. For the propositions must be

assumed contrary to the way in which they subsist, if a syl-

logism is to be formed,^ for when they are thus assumed botli

are false, as if A is with the whole of D, but D present with

no B, for when these are converted, there will be a syllogism,

and both propositions will be false. When however the me-
dium is not under A, for instance, D, A D will be true, but

. „.^ . D B false, for A D is true, because D was not in
* Vide An.
Prior, b. i. ch. A, but D B false, because if it were true the con-
^~*'

elusion also would be true,* but it was false.

„ „ ,^ Through the middle figure however, when de-
3. Both prop. . P , , . ^ . ., T T 1

cannot be ccptiou IS produced, it IS impossible that botli

rhrmwdk'
'" propositions should be wholly false, (for when B

figure, wiien js under A, it is possible for nothing to be pre-

produced.
'^ Sent with the whole of the one, but with nothing

t Vide pre- of the Other, as has been observed before, f) but
ceding chapter.

^^^^ proposition may be false whichever may hap-

pen. For if C is with A and with B, if it be assumed pre-

sent with A, but not present with B, the proposition A C will

be true, but the other false ; again, if C be assumed present

with B, but with no A, the proposition C B will be true, but

the other false.

4. Affirmative ^^ *'^^'^ *^® syllogism of deception be negative,

deception. it has been shown when and through what the
I In Barbara, deception will occur, but if it be affirmative,:}:

when it is through an appropriate medium, it is impossible

§ Affirmative, that botli sliould be false, for C B must necessarily

figiire.^^

^^* remain, § if there is to be a syllogism,
||
as was also

n From being observed before. Wherefore C A will be always

f»ise.^ false, for it is this which is converted.^ Likewise

' "When it is through a medium by which a true conclusion cannot bo

proved : thus, through " brute," it can never be proved that " man is a

liviug being." Taylor.
' i. e. to form a negative in the 1st ligure, (Celarcnt,) it is necessary in

the major prop, that the first be denied of the middle, and in the minor

that the middle should be atfirmed of the last.
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also, if the middle be taken from another class, as "vas ob-

served in negative deception, for the proposition D B must
of necessity remain, but A D be converted, and the decep-

tion is the same as the former. But when it is not through

an appropriate medium, if D be under A, this* ^ Themaor
indeed will be true, but the other t false, for A ^ _,,

., , , .
, 1 • 1 • 1 ^ The minor.

may possibly be present with many things which

are not under each other. ^ If however D is not under A,
this J will evidently be always false, (for it is as- xhemaor
sumed affirmative,) for D B may be as well true as

false, since nothing prevents A being present with no D, but

D with every B, as animal with (no) science, but science with

(all) music. Again, (nothing prevents) A from being present

with no D, and D with no B : it is clear then that when the

medium is not under A, both propositions, and either of them,

as it may happen, may be false.

In how many ways then, and through what, syllogistic de-

ceptions are possible, both in things immediate, and in those

which are demonstrated, has been shown.

Chap. XVIII,

—

Of the Dependence of Universals upon Induction,

and of the latter upon Sense.

It is clear, also, that if any sense be deficient, a
. • .1 Universals

Certain science must be also deficient, which we from which de-

cannot possess, since we learn either by induction
™o"ee^^*^de-

or by demonstration. Now demonstration is from pend upon in-

universals, but induction from particulars, it is la^ter^upon^

impossible however to investiojate universals, ex- sense. (Cf. Eth.

. .1 1 • 1 X- • 1- 1-- 1 b. vi. ch. 3;
crpt through induction, since things which are Rhet. b. i. ch.

said to be from abstraction, will be known through 23
^"'^ ^' "' '^^'

induction ;2 if any one desires to make it ap-

' The expression, present with, must be taken generally, for the being
aiiributed, whether affirmatively or negatively, to many things not un-
der each other; thus " brute" is affirmatively attributed to "quadruped,"
but negatively to "man;" but "man" is not subjected to "brute."
Taylor.

•* Vide Hill's Logic, and Aldrich de Praedicab. form. ; Whately's Logic,
book ii. ch. 5, and book iv. ch. L Universals are gained by abstraction,

because we separate the points of concord, concomitant with a certain

number of individuals, from those points in which thev differ, hence
Locke calls all universals abstract terms. Properly speaking, abstraclioa



286 Aristotle's organon. [book i.

parent that some things are present with each genus, although

they are not separable, so far as each is such a thing. Never-
theless, it is impossible for those who have not sense to make
an induction, for sense is conversant with singulars, as the

science of them cannot be received, since neither (can it be

obtained) from universals without induction, nor through in-

duction without sense.

Chap. XIX.

—

Of the Principles of Demonstration, whether they are

Finite or Infinite.

Every syllogism consists of three terms, and one indeed is

able to demonstrate that A is with C from its being present

with B, and this last with C, but the other is negative, having

one proposition (to the effect) that one certain thing is in

another, but the other proposition (to the effect) that it is not

with it. Now it is clear, that the same are principles, and
what are called hypotheses, since it is necessary to demon-
strate by thus assuming these, ^ e. g. that A is present v/ith C
through B, and again, that A is with B through another me-

1. By those dium, and that B is with C in like manner. By
who syllogize thosc then who sylloarize according to opinion only,
Kara dofui/ It IS

i ,. , • ii i- i . P ,^ /
to be consider- and dialcctically, this alone it is clear must be

is the separation of one portion of the attributes co-existing in any object

from the rest ; hence, in this sense, Aristotle applies the expression here,

TO. t^ dcpaip^atojg, to geometrical magnitudes, because the geometer con-

siders only the properties of the figure, separating them from those of the

material in which it is found. (Cf. An. Post. i. ch. 5.) " Induction,"

says Taylor, "is so far subservient to the acquisitions of science, as it

evocates into energy in the soul, those universals from which demonstra-
tion consists. For the universal, which is the proper object of science,

is not derived from particulars, since these are infinite, and every induc-

tion of them must be limited to a finite number. Hence the perception

of the all and the every is only excited, and not produced, by induction."

Cf. Trendelen. de An. p. 478. Biese 1. Sententia nostri loci ha)c est.

Universales propositiones omnes inductione comparantur, quum etiam

in iis quae a sensibus maxime aliena videntur et quae ut mathsmatica (rd

tt dcpaip'stTeojg) cogitatione separantur a materia quacum conjuncla simt,

inductione probentur ca quae de genere, ad quod demonstratio pertineat

praedicentur kuO' avrd et cum ejus natura conjuncta sint. Induclio au-

lem iis nititur quae sensibus percipiuntur ; nam res singulares sentiuntur,

Bciontia vero rerum singularium, non datur sine inductione, non datur in-

ductio, sine sensu. Waitz. Cf. Metap. b. ii. and vi.; De Anima, b. iii. iv.

* So that both prop, affirm, or one affirms and the other denies.
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considered, viz. whether the syllogism is produced ed whether th«

from propositions as probable as possible, so that iSe from pro-

if there is in reality a medium between A and B, positions espe-

but it does not appear, he who syllogizes through ^^^ ^^^° ^

this, will have syllogized dialectically. But as to truth, it be-

hoves us to make our observations from things inherent :
' it

happens thus. Since there is that, which is itself predicated

of something else, not according to accident,* but ^ ^^ ,

I mean by according to accident, as we say some-
times, that that white thing is a man, not similarly saying,

that a man is a white thing, for man not being any thing else

is white, but it is a white thing, because it happens to a man
to be white :^ there are then some such things as are predi-

cated per se. Let C be a thing of this kind which is not it-

self present with any thin? else, but let B be pri- ^. _,. ,

•V .
./,.*='., , . ^ , t Immediately.

manly J present with this, without any thing else

between. Again, also let E be present in like manner with
F, and this with B, is it then necessary that this should stop,

or is it possible to proceed to infinity?^ Once more, it'

nothing is predicated of A per se, but A is primarily present
with H, nothing prior intervening, and H with G, and this

with B, is it necessary also that this should stop, or can this

likewise go on to infinity ? * Now this so much
differs from the former, that the one is, whether thfth«

5"''^

it is possible by beginning from a thing of that stated series of

kind,| which is present with nothing else, but to'hlfimty^^^
"^

sometliing else present with it, to proceed upward
J

^^
^- ^.^^ *

to intinity ; but the other is, beginning from that

which is itself predicated of another, but nothing predicated
of it,§ whether it is possible to proceed to infinity

downward. Besides, when the extremes are finite,
Itttibute'^'"^

is it possible that the media may be infinite ? I
mean, for instance, if A is present with C, but the medium of

them is B, and of B and A there are other media, and of

these again others, whether it is possible or impossible for

these also to proceed to infinity ? To consider this however

' Whether the propositions are really immediate.
• I read this sentence with Buhle, Bekker, and Waita.
• So that a first predicate may not be found.
• So that a last subject may not be found.
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13 the same as to consider whether demonstra-

t If so, "there tions proceed to infinity,* and whether there is

princ^pkTfor demonstration of every thing,f or whether there

th&se are inde- is a termination (of the extremes) relatively to
monstrable. Of. i , i i

Metap.iib. i.
each Other. 1

a"d "• I say also the same in respect of negative syl-

3. The same as loaisms and propositions, for instance, whether A
to negatives. . ^ . ., ^ ^ . ,'

-r, , .,11
IS primarily present with no B, or there will be a

certain medium with which it was not before present, as if G
(is a medium), which is present with every B; and again,

with something else prior to this, as whether (the

L^kTn^but"'^ medium is) H, which is present with every G ; for

Taylor and in thesc also, either those are infinite with which
" no/ present." first they are | present, or the progression stops.

The same thing however does not occur in

does ITot exist things whicli are convertible, since in those which
in the case of ^^j.^ mutually predicated of each other, there is
reciprocals. pi.i/> !•• t

nothing 01 which first or last a thing is predi-

cated ;2 for in this respect all things subsist similarly with

respect to all, whether those are infinite, which are predi-

. Xhe predi-
oatcd of the same, or whether both § subjects of

cates and sub- doubt are infinite, except that the conversion can-
^'^^^^'

not be similarly made ; but the one is as accident,

but the other as predication.^

' i. e. whether there may be found a last subject, -which is the bound-
ary of the progression downward from the first attribute ; and also whe-
ther there may be found a first attribute, by which the progression from

the last subject upward will be terminated. Tlpbg dWrjXa TrepaivtaOai,

dicuntur quorum termini medii non infiniti sunt, ut sive uno sive pluribus

terminis mediis interjectis major cum minore continua ratiocinatione

connectatur in conchisione, Waitz.
* In circular proofs, as in the circle itself, there is not a first nor last.

3 Whether the attributes are infinite, in terms convertible, they may
become subjects, or whether both attributes and subjects are infinite, the

effect is the same, and Aristotle shows that these investigations may be

adapted to reciprocals, when one is per se predicated of the other, anc

the other from accident. Excluding the last, the inquiry is whether the

subjects and predicates which are so per se, are finite or infinite. A
tiling is attributed fiom accident, as man to a white thing ; but per se as

risibility to a man. Predication therefore is now assumed for attribute

per 86, as will be shown in chap. '22.

m
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Chap. 'KX.— Of Finite Media.

That media cannot be infinite, if the predica- , ^^^^^^
tions, both downward and upward, stop, is evi- infinite where

dent
:
I call indeed the predication upward, which Jfonrstoi^Ex

tends to the more universal, but the downward pianation and

that which proceeds to the particular. For if
^"^^^p^*

when A is predicated of F, the media are infinite, that is
B,* it evidently may be possible that from A in a « a is the high-
descending series, one thing may be predicated of ®^* predicate,

another to infinity, (for before we arrive at F, there fee? B?hVme.
are infinite media,) and from F in an ascending se-

^'*'

ries, there are infinite (attributes) before we arrive at A. Hence,
if these things are impossible,! it is also impos- ^ ^hat there

'

sible that there should be infinite media between should beTnfi-

A and F ; for it does not signify if a man should A^lnfInfiniS
say that some things of A B F j: so mutually ad- attributes to f.

here, as that there is nothing intermediate, but Ta^y^orand'

that others cannot be assumed. § For whatever BuWe^A^B^c'
I may assume of B,^ the media with reference to § Because they

A or to F,|| will either be infinite or not, and it rVh^media
is of no consequence from what the infinites first between b and

begin,2 whether directly or not directly, for those b ^d^Ar^^""
which are posterior to them are infinite.

Chap. XXI.

—

It is shown that there are no Infinite 3Iedia in
Negative Demonstration.

It is apparent also, that in negative demonstra- ^- ^^^^ *^ere

tion the progression will stop, if indeed in aflSrm- Uy"ofmed?a^"n
ative it is stopped in both (series),f for let it be negative de-

impossible to proceed to infinity upward from the ™roved?nThe

last,3 (I call the last that which is itself not pre- ^Tre^S'''*
sent with any thing else, but somethino- else ascending and

with it, for instance, F,) or from the first *°to the »'pre°d?catl

• i. e. whatever medium is assumed between A and F ; for the infinite
media between A and F are signified by the letter B.

» Whether from either (A or F) of the extremes, or from some me-
dium. Infinites are rftrectly or mmediateiy placed from A or from F»
but not rfzrectly when they are from some medium.

* That is, in affirmative syllogisms, upward from the last sulyecL
U
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last, (T call the first that which is indeed itself predicated

of something else, but nothing else of it). If then these

things are so, the progression must stop in negation, for the

not being present is demonstrated triply,* since
* In the three ejther B is present with every individual with

which C is, but A is present with none with i

which B is. In B C therefore, and always in the other pro^
j

+ In the proof position,t it is necessary to proceed to immediates,

of the minor. for this proposition is affirmative.^ With regard

J'^l^hepredi- to the Other J however it is clear, that if it is not
cate'of the present with something else prior, for instance,

§" Because in with D, it will be requisite that this (D) should j

middle'' is p^re-
^6 present with every B.§ Also if again it|| is

|

dicateofthe not present with Something else prior to D,^ it

"^lTa. will require that* to be present with every D, so

J
As with E. that since the upward progression stops, the

downward progression will also stop, and there

j^s hnmediatdy will be Something first with which it is not pre-
denied.

sent.f MorcovcT if B is with every A, but with

no C, A will be with no C ; again, if it is required to show

^ this,! it is evident, that it may be demonstrated
J Viz. prop. B.,'T, , ^

'
, T c xi \

c. either through the superior mode,^ or through
§ i. e. figure.

^^^-^^ ^^ through the third, now the first has been
2. spoken of, but the second shall be shown. Thus

indeed it may demonstrate it,^ as, for instance, that D is pre-

sent with every B, but with no C, if it is necessary that any

II As D. thing! should be with B,^ and, again, if this^f is

Ii;.^?• •„ not present with C,* something elsef is present
* \Vnicu will • 1 /"^ T. c
be shown. with D, which IS not present with O, wheretore

^ ^' ^'
since the perpetually being present with some-

thing superior stops, the not being present will also stop. But

the third mode was if A indeed is present with every B, but

C is not present, C will not be present with every A ;" again,

* It is assumed that there is no infinite progression in affirmative prop.,

because this will be proved in the following chapter.

^
* The syllogism in the 2nd fig. will prove B to be predicated of no C.

' In order that a syllogism may be formed in Camestres ; if, on the

other hand, D is predicated of every C, and of no B, it would be in

This is a particular prop., in order to effect a syllogism in Bokardo,

as Aristotle will shortly prove it in the third figure ; if it were univerK*]

in Felapton, it could not be proved in this figure.
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this will be demonstrated either through the

above-mentioned modes,* or in a similar manner,f 2nd figtu-e"'^

in those modes the progression stops, J but if thus, + Through the

it wiU again be assumed that B is present with 3.

E, with every individual of which C is not pre- ^
^'^^^ ^^°^'^-

sent. ThisS ao:ain, also, will be similarly demon- § That c is not

,,,,'. . . IT 'With every L.

stratedjll but smee it is supposed that the down- n in the 3rd

ward progression stops, C also, which is not cj^xhat is, a ne-

present with,^ will evidently stop. gative prop.

Nevertheless, it appears plain, that if it should not be de-

monstrated in one way, but in all, at one time from the first

figure, at another from the second or the third, that thus also

the progression will stop, for the ways are finite,* « y- .v^

but it is necessary that finite things being finitely

assumed should be all of them finite.

That in negation then the progression stops,
^ Taylor and

if it does so in affirmation, is clear, f but that it Buhie end

must stop in themj is thus manifest to those who j^n affirm a-

consider logically.^ tions.

Chap. XXII.

—

77iat there are no Infinite 3fedia in Affirmative
Demonstration.

In things predicated therefore as to what a thing
j of predica-

is, this is clear, for if it is possible to define, or if tions, as to

the very nature of a thing may be known, but il, there cannot

infinites cannot be passed through, it is necessary ^fj"^"^^^—

^

1 1 1 • 1 1 1 1 ^ • 1 • 1
difference of

that those things should be finite which are pre- predication

dicated with respect to what a thing is. We Poi"tedout.

must however speak universally thus : a white thing we may
truly say walks, also that that great thing is wood ; more-
over, that the wood is great, and that the man walks, yet

there is a difference between speaking in this way and in

• Aristotle calls those arguments logical which are not derived from the

nature of a thing, but analytical are opposed to them, because they re-

solve things into their principles ; the one method is, as Waitz says, an
accurate demonstration, which depends upon the true principles of the
thing itself; the other, that which is satisfied with a certain probable
ratiocination. Cf. Philop. ; also Biese i. p. 261 ; Waitz in loc. Cicero
(de Finib. i. 7) calls the " logical" that part of philosophy, •' quae sitqu*-
rendi ac disserendi."

v2
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that. For when I say that that white thing is wood, then 1

say that what happens to be white is wood, but what is white

is not, as it were, a subject to wood, since neither being white,

nor what is a certain white thing, became wood, so that it is not

(wood) except from accident. But when I say that the wood is

white, I do not say that something else is white,

*hTngeke!°™^" ^"* ^^ happens to that* to be wood, (as when I

say that a musician is white, for then I mean that

the man is white, to whom it happens to be a musician,)

but wood is the subject which became (white), not being any
thing else than what is wood, or a certain piece of wood. If

indeed it is necessary to assign names, let speak-

l whi?e^
''"''"^

i"S i" *^^s "^^y t be to predicate, but in that way J
1 As that which ]^q either by no means to predicate, or to predicate

wood. cf!'Met. indeed, not simply, but according to accident.
lib.v. Phy.iib. That which is predicated is as white, but that of

which it is predicated as wood ; now let it be sup-

posed that the predicate is always spoken of what it is predi-

cated of simply, and not according to accident, for thus demon-
strations demonstrate. Therefore when one thing is predi-

cated of one, it will be predicated either in respect of what a

thing is, or that it is a quality, or a quantity, or a relative,

or an agent, or a patient, or that it is some where, or at

some time.

2. Truepredi- Morcovcr, thosc which Signify substance, sig-

cations either ujfy- ^j^^t the thinor of which they are predicated,
define what the .*' . . . . . i«-ii« .

subject is, or IS that which it IS, or something belonging to it,

are accidents,
j^^^ whatever do uot signify substance, but are

predicated of another subject, which is neither the thing itself,

nor something belonging to it, are accidents, as white is pre-

dicated of man, since man is neither white, nor any thing

which belongs to white, but is perhaps animal, for man is

that which is a certain animal. Such as do not signify sub-

stance it is necessary should be predicated of a certain sub-

ject, and not be something white, which is white, not being

any thing else. For, farewell to ideas, for they are mere
prattlings,§ and if they exist, are nothing to the

subject, since demonstrations are not about such

things.^ M
' Taylor tells us quaintly, " that Aristotle is not serious in the ob*
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Again, if this is not a quality of this, and that ^

of this, neither a quality of a quality, it is impos-

sible that they should be thus mutually predicated of each

other, still they may possibly be truly said, but cannot truly

be mutually predicated. For will they be predicated as sub-

stance, as being either the genus or the difference of what is

predicated ? It has been shown that these will not be infinite,

neither in a descending nor in an ascending progression, as

for instance, man is a biped, this an animal, this something

else ; neither can animal be predicated of man, this of Callias,

this of something else,* in respect to what a thing »
j ^ ^^ ^^ ^^^

is. For we may define the whole of this to be finite series, cf.

substance, but we cannot penetrate infinites by
^ ^^^^e the

perception,"!" wherefore neither are there infinites are incapable

upwards or downw^ards, for we cannot define that °^ definition.

of which infinites are predicated. They will not indeed be

mutually predicated of each other as genera, for genus would
be a part itself, neither will quality nor any of the other cate-

gories be (mutually) predicated, except by accident, for all

these are accidents, and are predicated of sub- 3 j^ either

stances. But neither will there be infinites in case there can-

ascending serieSjJ for of each thing, that is predi- nite series

Gated, which signifies either a certain quality, or ^Jur" of cate-*

a certain quantity, or something of this kind, or gory.

those which are in the substance, but these are notbe^nfinite

finite, and the genera of the categories are finite, accidents.

since (a category) is either quality, or quantity, or relation, or

action, or passion, or where, or when. One thing is however
supposed to be predicated of one,§ but those not § i. e. proposi-

to be mutually predicated which do not signify ^^°"^^[? "°^

what a thing is, since all these are accidents, but theconjunction

some are per se, others after a different manner, of attributes.

and we say all these are predicated of a certain subject,

jections which he urges against Plato's theory of ideas ; for that demon-
stration cannot exist (from the testimony of Aristotle himself) unless the
existence of ideas he admitted conformably to the doctrine of Plato," in

total opposition to what is stated in the 11th chap. What Aristotle means
is, that ideas, even if they exist, are of little use to elTect demonstration,
because the latter cannot subsist unless there be ev /card TroXXwv ; but
since ideas subsist per se, (x<«>pi<Tra trrTiv,) they cannot be predicated o(

others. Vide also Metap. lib. ix. (x.) and lib. xii (xiii.) ed. Leipsic.
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but that accident is not a certain subject, for we do not as-

sume any thing of this kind to be, which not being any thing

else, is said to be what it is said to be, but we say that it is

predicated of something else, and certain other things of

another thingJ Neither then can one thing be predicated of

one (infinitely) upwards, nor downwards, for those of which
accidents are predicated, are such as are contained in the sub-

stance of each thing, but these are not infinite.

Both these indeed and accidents are ascending,

and botli^are not infinite, wherefore it is neces-

sary that there should be something* of which
primarily f something | is predicated, and some-
thing else§ of this, also that this should stop,

and that there should be something
|j
which is

neither predicated of another prior thing,^ nor

another prior thing of it.*

This then is said to be one mode of demon-
stration, but there is another besides, if there is

a demonstration of those of which certain things

are previously predicated, but of what there is

demonstration, it is not possible to be better affected towards

them than to know them, nor can we know without demon-
stration.^ Still if thisf becomes known through

these, I but these we do not know, nor are better

affected towards them than if we knew them^

neither shall we obtain scientific knowledge of

that which becomes known through these. If then it is pos-

sible to know any thing simply through demonstration, and

not from certain things, nor from hypothesis, § it

is necessary that the intermediate predications

should stop ; for if they do not stop, but there is

always something above what is assumed, there

will be a demonstration of all things, so that if

we cannot pass through infinites, we shall not

know by demonstration those things of which there is de*

monstration. If then we are not better affected towards

them than if we knew them, it will be impossible to know

' As whiteness of a swan, blackness of a crow.
' To first principles (indemonstrable) we are better affected thajQ ifV

knew them through demonstration, as was shown in ch. 2.

* A last sub-
ject, e. g. D.
+ i. e. immedi-
ately.

: AsC.
§ As B.

II A first predi-

cate, as A.
51 Prior to B.
* So that there
is nothing prior

to A.

4. Hypothesis
that a mediate
proposition

may be proved.

+ The conclu-
sion.

I The pre-
mises.

§ Cf. Prior An.
ii. ch. 18.

5. If there is

an infinity of

predication,

demonstration
cannot exist.
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* If the pr(w
positions an
true.

5. The same
proved analyti-

cally from the
nature of those
things which
are predicated
KaO uvTu.

any thing by demonstration simply, but by hy-

pothesis.* '

Logically then from these things a person may
believe about what has been said, but analyti-

cally^ it is more concisely manifest thus, that

there cannot be infinite predicates in demonstra-

tive sciences, the subject of the present treatise,

either in an ascending or descending series. For
demonstration is of such things as are essentially present with

things, essentially in two ways, both such as are in them in

respect of what a thing is, and those in which the things

themselves are inherent in respect of what a thing is, thus

the odd in number which indeed is inherent in number, but

number itself is inherent in the definition of it,!

again also, multitude or the divisible is inherent Jdd.^*°^^^^

in the definition of number. Still neither of

these can be infinites, nor as the odd is predicated of number,
for again there will be something else in the odd,J j g g inequai-

in which § being inherent,
||

(the odd) would be ity.

inherent, and if this be so, number will be first

inherent in those things which are inherent in it.

If then such infinites cannot be inherent in the

one,^ neither will there be infinites in ascend-

ing series. Still it is necessary that all should

be inherent in the first,* for example, in number,
and number in them,! so that they will recipro-

cate, but not be more widely extensive. Neither

are those infinite which are inherent in the defi-

nition of a thing,| for if they were, we could not

define, so that if all predicates are predicated per

se, and these are not infinite, things in an upward progression

will stop, wherefore also those which descend,

^ Jam si vera scientia demonstratione comparari potest, quae neces-
sario vera sit, ut non pendeat ex aliis conditionibus quibuscunque, quae

et esse possint, et non esse, terminorum medionira, quibus demonstratio
Utitur, numerus non erit infinitus : nam si esset, et omnia demonstrari
possent, et, quia infinitam demonstrationem perficere non liceret, quaedam
demonstrari non possent, ut demonstratio non efficeret veram scientiam,
sed hypotheticam, h. e. non cogeretur quod demonstratur ex proposition-

ibus certis, sed ex propositionibus quae, quamquam ipsae demonstrari de-
berent, tamen pro certis sumtae essent. Waitz. By hypothesis, he alludes

to what is not self-evidently certain, but is assumed to be so.

' From the principles and essence of demonstration. Vide supra.

tion of which.

II
i. e. in the

odd.

II Cf. Met. As
the finite can-
not contain
infinity.

* Thus the.
third is in the
second, and the
second in the
first.

t In their de-
finition.

: Cf. Metap.
lib. ix. (x.).
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«. That there

is not infinity

of media.

Vide ch. 3

If then this be so, those also which are between
the two terms will be always finite, but if this

be the case, it is clear now that there must neces-

sarily be principles of demonstrations, and that there is not

demonstration of all things, as we observed in the

beginning,* certain persons assert. For if there be
principles, neither are all things demonstrable, nor can we pro-

gress to infinity, since that either of these should be, is nothing
else than that there is no proposition immediate and indivisible,

but that all things are divisible, since what is demonstrated
is demonstrated from the term"]* being inwardly
introduced, and not from its being (outwardly) as-

sumed.;]; ^ Wherefore if this § may possibly proceed

to infinity, the media between two terms
[j
might

also possibly be infinite, but this is impossible, if

^ predications upwards and downwards stop, and
the subject and *, ,,, , , , i»ni if»
attribute of the that they do stop, has been logically shown beiore^
first prop. ^^^ analytically now.

t The middle.

t Extrinsecus
definitio.

Buhle.
§ The demon-
stration of pro-
positions.

li i. e. between

1 . Case where
no common
ground of in-

herency s\ib-

sists.

1[ As C of D.

• Some term
in common
predicated of C
and D.

t Viz. triangle.

J i. e. triangle.

§ Viz. scalene,

isosceles, etc.

Chap. XXIII.— Certain Corollaries.

From what has been shown it appears plain that

if one and the same thing is inherent in two, for

instance, A in C and in D, when one is not pre-

dicated of the other,^ either not at all or not uni-

versally, then it is not always inherent according

to something common.* Thus to the isosceles

and to the scalene triangle, the possession of an-

gles equal to two right, is inherent according to

something common,"!* for it is inherent so far as

each is a certain figure,;^ and not so far as it is

something else.§ This however is not always the

case, for let B be that according to which A is

^ Being assumed between the subject and attribute of the prop, to be
proved. Thus the middle term is assumed in the first figure, in which it

is subjected to the attribute, i. e. to the greater extreme, and is attributed

to the subject, i. e. to the less extreme. Taylor. By the middle being

inwardly introduced, he means that in order to demonstrate A B, A must
be predicated of C, and C of B, but A of B, and B of C. Upon the ahovo

chap., compare Metap. lib. iii. iv. vi. ix. xiii. ; Eth, book i. ch. G; De
Anim. b iii. Vide also Hill's Logic, de Definitione, and Whately's Logic,

b. ii. ch 5, and b. iii. sec. 10.
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inherent in C D, then it is evident^ that B is also inherent in

C, and in D, according to something else com- . ^^ ^
mon,* and that also| according to something else, J + e is inC

so that between two terms, § infinite terms may j as f.

be inserted, but this is impossible. 11 It is not §
viz. beti^een

then necessary that the same thing should always and d.

be inherent in many, according to something com- "
^^^^ ^^' ^^'

mon, since indeed there will be immediate propositions ; it ia

moreover requisite that the terms should be in the same genus,

and from the same individuals, since that which is common
will be of those which are essentially inherent, for it is im-

possible to transfer things which are demonstrated
K X ^u m- ^ Vide ch. 6.
irora one genus to another.!

But it is also manifest that when A is with B,
2. cases of pro-

if there is a certain middle, we may show that B positional de-

is with A, and the elements of this* are these and when a certain

whatever are media, for immediate propositions,
"j.|5,tg™

^"^

either all of them, or those which are universal, * of the con-

are elements.2 Yet if there is not (a medium) ^^^"'^"^^ ^ ^' ^'

there is no longer demonstration, but this is the way to prin-

ciples.f In like manner, if A is not with B, if
^ ^o first prin-

there is either a middle, or something prior to cipies.

which it;j: is not present, § there is a demonstra- x SoWaitzaul

tion,"^ but if not, there is no demonstration, but a
?^J[^"'

principle, and there are as many elements as

terms,|l for the propositions of these are the prin- "
^^^*^^-

cipies of demonstration. As also there are certain indemon
strable principles, that this is that, and that this is present with
that, so there are also that this is not that, and that this is not

' Because if a thing is inherent in two things, it is inherent mediately.

Taylor.
* Immediate particular propositions are not the principles of demon-

strations, but of inductions. Upon the use of the word aroixtla, by Aris-

totle, cf. Ammonius upon Catego. ch. 12; also Biese i. p. 381, note 5,

Trendelenburg Platonis de Ideis. In the Topics, as Waitz observes, he
uses <Troix«ia as synonymous with tottoi, for certain universal arguments,
from which, with some appearance of truth, a thing may be either proved
or refuted. Top. lib. iv. ch. 1, etc. The sense here, of elements, seems
most suggestive of their meaning, viz. that of certain principles of dis-

putation, which when provided, enable us rightly to conduct an argument.
'If there is a certain middle (C) through which A is proved not pre-

sent with B, A will first be denied of C in the major premise, and after-

wards of B in the conclusion ; thus a syllogism will result in Ceiarent

:

No C is A, every B is C; therefore no B is A.
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present with tliat, so that there will be some principles that a

thing is, but others that it is not. Still when it is required to

demonstrate,* that which is first predicated of B
must be assumed ; let this be C, and let A, in like

manner, (be predicated) of this ;'\ by always pro-

ceeding thus, ^ there is never a proposition ex-

ternally, nor is that J which is present with A
assumed in the demonstration, but the middle is always con-

densed till they become indivisible and one.^ They
are one indeed when the immediate is produced,

and one proposition simply, an immediate one,

and as in other things the principle is simple, but

this is not the same every where, but in weight

it is a minor, in melody a demi-semi-quaver,^ and

something else in another thing, thus in syllogism, " the one "

is an immediate proposition, but in demonstration and science

it is intuition. §"* In syllogisms then, which de-

monstrate the being inherent, nothing falls beyond

(the middle), but in negatives here,|| nothing falls

external of that which ought to be inherent,-''^ as

if A is not present with B through C. For if C
is present with every B,* but A with no C,f and

if, again, it should be requisite to show that A is

with no CjJ we must assume the medium of A
and C, and thus we must always proceed.^ If

* By assuming a new term, as predicate of the minor, and subject of

the major.
' Until we arrive at an indemonstrable and immediate proposition.

' Aiemg, The least perceptible sound we have therefore expressed it

;

by its closest representative in music.
* For we know principles by " vovg." Cf. de Anim. iii. ch. 4—6, ubi

cf. Trende., Biese, and Rassow. I have translated the word " intuition,"

agreeing as I do with Professor Browne, (vide Ethics, b. vi. ch. 6, Bohn's

edition,) that no other word conveys with the same exactitude Aris-

totle's own definition of it in the Magna, Moralia (i. 35), 'O vov^ tort

irtpl tAq apxaq tHjv vorjrutv Kal rcjv ovtwv, rj fiiv yap iiriaTi^nri Tutv fxiT

diroSei^ttjjg ovtujv iarlv, apa S' apxal dvairSotiKTOi.

* Thus Waitz, Buhle, and Bekker. Taylor evidently reads, o, Sti, ^^
vTrdpxdv, an amendment which Waitz approves in his note, and so do I,

for the conclusion of the syllogism is of course negative ; the meaning is,

that a middle term is never assumed, which is predicated of the major

extreme, since the major is that in which the conclusion is negatively

predicated of the minor.
^ Assume a middle term which does not fall externally to the mi\joi

extreme, in order to demonstrate the negative proposition.

* As-that A is

with B.

f A syllogism
in Barbara.

t The middle
D.

3. What posi-

tion the con-
necting term
should occupy
in an affirma-

tive and nega-
tive proposi-

tion.

§ Cf. An. Post.

ii. ch. 19, and
Eth. b. vi. ch.

1, 2, and 5.

II
In 1st figure.

IT Seu medium
non sumitur
externum.
Buhle.
* The minor
prem.
t The major.

t The conclu-
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however it should be required to show * that D is s'on of the pro-

not with E, because C is with everv D,f but with Mn^ci^iJl'stres.

DO, or not with every E.l the medium will never T Iv^
™ajor.

+ 1 nc minor
fall external to E, and this § is with what it need § e.

not be present.^ As to the third mode,|| it will II The 3rd

never proceed external to that from which, nor
^^^'

which it is necessary to deny.^

Chap. XXIV.

—

The superiority of Universal to Particular
Demonstration proved.

As one demonstration is universal, but another i. Theques-

particular, one also affirmative, but the other ne- ^^°" stated.

gative, it is questioned which is preferable, likewise also

about what is called direct demonstration, and that which
leads to the impossible. Let us first then consider the uni-

versal and the particular, and having explained this, speak of

what is called direct demonstration, and that to the impossible.

Perhaps then to some considering the matter 2. Reasons

in this wav, the particular may appear the better, y^>' particular

„ . (^ , " -, . ' r>ii 1 t • 1 demonstration
tor II that demonstration is preierable, by which may appear

we obtain better knowledge, for this is the excel- ^^^s^^^^-

lence of demonstration, but we know each thing better when
we know it per se, than when through something else, (as we
know Coriscus is a musician, when we know that Coriscus is

a musician rather than when we know that a man is a musi-
cian, and likewise in other things,) but the universal demon-
strates because a rliing is something else, not because it is that

which it is, as tluit an isosceles triangle (has two right angles),

not because it is isosceles, but because it is a triangle,) but the

particular demonstrates because a thing is what it is, if then

the demonstration per se is preferable, and the particular is

such rather than the universal, particular demonstration would
be the better. Besides, if the universal is nothing else than

* It is the subject of the negative conclusion, of which D is denied.
' A middle will never be assumed above the greater or less extreme,

nor be predicated of either, because in the 3rd figure the middle term is

always the subject of both premises. As Taylor remarks, in the whole
of this chapter, the middle is said to fall external to the extreme, when it

changes its situation ; so that if it was before the subject of the majoi
extreme, afterwards in the pro-syllogism, it becomes the predicate of tl4«

major.
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J
particulars, but demonstration produces opinion
that this thing is something according to which it

demonstrates, and that a certain nature of this kind is in

things which subsist, (as of triangle besides particular (tri-

angles), and of figure besides particular (figures), and of num-
ber besides particular (numbers), but the demonstration about
being is better than that about non-being, and that through
which there is no deception than that through which there is,

but universal demonstration is of this sort, (since men pro-
ceeding demonstrate as about the analogous,* as that a thing

which is of such a kind as to be neither line nor number, nor
solid nor superficies, but something besides these, is analo-

gous,) if then this is more universal, but is less conversant
with being than particular, and produces false opinion, uni-

versal will be inferior to particular demonstration.

i. e. the first.
First then may we not remark that one of these

3. Reply to the arojumcuts* docs uot apply more to universal than
kbove • . r-

to particular demonstration ? For if the possession

of angles equal to two right angles is inherent, not in respect

of isosceles, but of triangle, whoever knows that it is isosceles

knows Less essentially ^ than he who knows that it is triangle.

In short, if not so far as it is triangle, he then shows it, there will

i Supply—in- ^^^ ^® demonstration, but if it is,"]" whoever knows
herent, or is de- a thing SO far as it is what it is, knows that thing
monstrated so -i xr ^i j. ' ^ • c - t x •

far as it is tri- morc."* It then triangle is oi wider extension

i"s'^th 11
(than isosceles), and there is the same definition,

|

species of it are and triangle is not equivocal, and the possession

caiied^tdangie. ^^ ^^^^ angles equal to two right angles is inhe-

rent in every triangle, triangle will have such

angles, not so far as it is isosceles, but the isosceles will have
them, so far as it is triangle. Hence he who knows the uni-

' They who employ universal demonstration do not keep within the

exact limits of demonstration, but appear to go beyond them in the same
way as those who reason Ik tov dvd \6yov, for if they have demon-
strated any thing of lines, body, etc., they apply the proof as equally con-

clusive to every thing similar, and thus extend the demonstration unfairly.

' Minus scit quatenus ipsum (tale est ut habere duos rectos angulos

illi insit). Buhle.
3 As Mansel observes, (Appendix, note B,) the office of logic is to

contribute to the distinctness of a conception, by an analysis and separate

exposition of the different parts contained within it. The mind, like the

sky, has its nebulw, which the telescope of logic may resolve inlo their

component stara.
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versal, knows more in regard to the being inherent than he who
knows particularly, hence too the universal is better than the

particular demonstration. Moreover if there is one certain

definition, and no equivocation, the universal will

not subsist less, but rather more than certain par-

ticulars, inasmuch as in the former there are things incorrupt-

ible, but particulars are more corruptible.* Besides, there is

no necessity that we should apprehend this (universal) to be
something besides these (particulars), because it shows one

thing, no more than in others which do not signify substance,

but quality, or relation, or action, but if a person thinks thus,

it is the hearer, and not demonstration, which is to blame .^

Again, if demonstration is a svlloerism, showing , tt • ,

, ° ". 1 . T , .° 3. Universal
the cause and the why, the universal indeed is alone is cogni-

rather causal, for that with which any thing is »^There^forr'

essentially present, is itself a cause to itself,* but "^ore causal.

^, • 1 • a.1- /J .. X xi- p ^i_ • 1 Cf. An. Post.ii.
the universal is the first, j thereiore the universal 5 ; Eth. vi. 3.

is cause. Wherefore the (universal) demonstra-
-^gJun^which^a

tion is better, since it rather partakes of the cause property is per

and the why, besides up to this we investigate the ^*^ "^^erent.

why, and we think that then we knoAv it, when this is be--
coming, or is, not because something else (is), for thus there

is the end and the last boundary. For example, on what ac-

count did he come ? that he might receive money, but this that

he might pay his debts, this that he might not act unjustly,

and thus proceeding, when it is no longer on account of some-
thing else, nor for the sake of another thing, then we say that

he came, and that it is, and that it becomes on account of this

as the end, and that then we especially know why he came.
If then the same occurs, as to all causes and inquiries into the

why, but as to things which are so causes as that for the sake

' So "Waitz, who has this note, " Notiones universales, si unitatem
quandam expriinunt et si alius earum est usus quam ut orationem ara-

biguam faciant, quura singula quae illis subjecta sint pereant, illse vero
non corrumpantur, etiam rectius ipsae existere dicentur quam to. arofia."
Cf. Metap. lib, ii. (iii.), v. (vi.), vi. (vii.), ix. (x.), and xi. (xii.), Leipsic

;

Phys. lib. iii. and viii. ; also Crakanthorpe's Logic, lib. ii., and upon this

chapter generally, Aquinas in Periherm. sect. i.

* That is, if a man thinks that universal is something besides particu-
lars. By universal here, he means, that which is " co-ordinated " wiih
the many, and which when abstracted out of the many by the miLd,
produces the universal, which is of posterior origin. Taylor.
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• (Aiiquid sit of wliich,* we thus especially know, in other
»ut fiat.) things also we then chiefly know, when this no

longer subsists because another thing does. ^ When
therefore we know that the external angles are equal to four

right angles, because it is isosceles, the inquiry yet remains,

why because isosceles, because it is a triangle, and this be-

cause it is a rectilinear figure. But if it is this no longer on

account of something else, then we pre-eminently know, then

also universally, wherefore the universal is better.

"noVper^^ Again, by how much more things are according
a,iiud,"but to the particular, do they fall into infinites, but
per se.

^.^^ universal tends to the simple and the finite,

so far indeed as they are infinite, they are not subjects of

science, but so far as they are finite they may be known,

wherefore so far as they are universal, are they more objects

of scientific knowledge, than so far as they are
5. Universais particular. Universals however are more demon-
tend to the sim- i T/>1. 1 Till
pie and finite, strablc, and 01 things more demonstrable is there

moTe^sdentific. pre-eminent demonstration, for relatives are at

t i.e. if one is o^c and the Same time more,f whence the uni-
more, the other yersal is better, since it is demonstration pre-

eminently. Besides, that demonstration is prefer-

able, according to which this and something else are known,

to that, by which this alone is known, now he who has the uni-

versal knows also the particular, but the latter does not know
the universal, wherefore even thus the universal will be more

eligible. Again, as follows : it is possible rather

ciose/kide"^ to demonstrate the universal, because a person
monstration to demonstrates through a medium which is nearer
the principle. ..,,° .. ,. .,

to the principle, but what is immediate is the

nearest and this is the principle ; if then that demonstration

which is from the principle is more accurate than that which

is not from the principle, the demonstration which is in a

greater degree from the principle, is more accurate than that

which is from it in a less degree. Now the more universal is

of this kind, wherefore the universal will be the better, as if

it were required to demonstrate A of D, and the media sliould

be B C, but B the higher wherefore the demonstration

through this is more universal.

' A verbose exemplification of the terse truism of Swift, that " we tin-

ravel sciences, as we do old stockings, by beginning at the foot**
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Some of the above arguments are logical, it is

chiefly clear however that the universal is more
excellent, because when of two propositions we
have that which is the prior,* we also in a certain

degree know and possess in capacity that which
is posterior ; thus if a man knows that every tri-

angle has angles equal to two right, he also in a

certain respect knows in capacity that an isosceles

triangle has angles equal to two right, even if

know that the isosceles is a triangle,")" but he who
has this proposition by no means knows the uni-

versal, neither in capacity nor in energy. The
universal proposition also is intuitively intelligible,

but the particular ends in sense.^f

7. The univ '•

versa! is above
all superior, in

that it compre-
hends the par-
ticular, and is'

more intel-

lectual.
* The uni-
versal proposi-
tion.

he does not

+ The particu-
lar proposition.

t An. Post iL

ch. 19.

Chap. XXV.— The Superiority of Affirmative to Negative
Demonstration proved.

That universal is better than particular demon- j
rj.^^^

thede-

stration, let so much be alleged, but that the af- monstration

firmative is preferable to the negative, will be through fewer

evident from this. Let that demonstration be postulates. etc.,

1 . ., o 1 . 1 • . p /•
IS, " caetens pa-

better, ca^teris paribus,^ which consists oi tewer ribus," the bet-

postulates, or hypotheses, or propositions. For if eSampiera'lid^

they 2 are similarly known, quicker knowledge applied to af-

will be obtained through these, which is more § as it may be

eligible. The reason however of this proposition,
p^jJI^cj^fe'^s"*^^^"

that that which consists of fewer is better, uni-

versally is this ; for if the media are similarly known, but

things prior are more known, let the demonstration be through

the media of B C D, that A is present with E, but through

F G, that A is present with E.^ That A is present with D, and

that A is present with E subsists similarly,
||
but

y Each is the

that A is with D, is prior and more known than conclusion.

that A is with E, for thatIF is demonstrated ir viz. a e.

' Cf. de An. iii, 6 ; Metaph. ix. 1 ; and upon the conception of uni-

versal notions, Raid's Works, Hamilton's ed. ; Mill's Logic ; Whately's
Rhet. ; Trende. Biese i. p. 327, note 4 ; Rassow, p. 72.

* Viz. the propositions of both demonstrations.
' B C and F G are the same, but they are called B C, so far as they

form parts of the syllogism concluding A E ; and they are called F G, so

far as they belong to the syllogisnc i D.
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• I. e. A D.
through this,* and that is more credible through

which (a thing is demonstrated). Also the de-

monstration which is through fewer things is therefore better,

caeteris paribus ; both"!" then are demonstrated

firmatives and througli three tcrms, and two propositions, but
negatives. ^j^g One assumes that something is,! and the other,

that something is and is not,^ hence through a

greater number of things (the demonstration is made) so that

it is the worse.

Moreover since it has been shown impossible

for a syllogism to be produced with both propo-

sitions negative, § but that one must of necessity

be such (negative), and the other that a thing is

present with, (that is affirmative,) we must in ad-

dition to this assume this,|| for it is necessary that

affirmative (propositions) when the demonstration

is increasedjIT should become more, but it is im-

possible that the negatives should be more than

one in every syllogism. For let A be present with nothing

of those with which B is, but B be present with every C, if

indeed, again, it should be necessary to increase both propo-

sitions,* a middle must be introduced.^ Of A B
then let the middle be D, but of B C let the mid-

dle be E, E then is evidently affirmative,! but D
firmed of E^and is affirmative indeed of B, yet is placed negatively
E of c.

g^g regards A, since it is necessary that D should

be present with every B, but A with no D ; there is then one

negative proposition, viz. A D.J The same mode
also subsists in other syllogisms, for the middle

of affirmative terms is always affirmative in re-

spect of both (extremes), § but in the case of a

negative (syllogism), the middle must be neces-

sarily negative in respect to one of the two,|| so

there is one proposition of this kind,^ but the

others are affirmative. If then that is more known
and credible through which a thing is demon-

strated, but the negative is shown through the

* Because of negative demonstration, one premise affirms, but the other

2. The nega-
tive requires
the affirmative,

but the latter

does not need
the former.

§ Vide Pr. An.
i. ch. 7 and 24.

R That nega-
tion is proved
by affirmation.

f^ By pro-syllo-

gisms.

• To prove
them by pro
syllogisms.

J The major.

§ Subject of

the major, and
predicate of the

minor—both
affirmatively.

II
Of the major

extreme to

which it is sub-

ject in the

major prem.
H The major is

negative.

amies.
« This is done when a pro-syllogism is constructed in the 1st figure,

because here alone the middle term occupies the middle place.
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affirmative, and the latter not through the former, this, since

it is prior, more known, and more credible, will be better.

Again, since the principle of syllogism is an universal imme-
diate proposition, but the universal proposition in an ostensive

(demonstration) is affirmative, but in a negative is negative,

and since the affirmative is prior to, and more known than, the

negative, for negation is known through affirmation, and af

firmation is prior, just as being is prior to not be- 3. AflSrmative

inar, therefore the principle of affirmative is better comes nearer

,
°

, f> ' 1 1 1
**i^" negative

than that or negative demonstration, but that to the nature of

which uses better principles is better. Moreover ^ P"°c)pie.

it partakes more of the nature of principle,* * iipxonifo-

since without affirmative there is no negative
''*''°'

demonstration.^

Chap. XXVI.

—

The Superiority of the satne to Demonstration
ad vnpossibile proved.^

Since affirmative is better than negative de- i- Thediffer-

monstration, it is evidently also better than that examp^eybe-
^

which leads to the impossible,t it is necessary t^^«" ^y^^}
'^ '.' •' demonstration

liowever to know what the ditierence between and that which

them is. Let A then be present with no B, but surdum?^
^^"

let B be with every C, wherefore it is necessary t vide infra,

tliat A should be with no C, (the terms) then being thus as-

sumed, the negative proposition proving that A is not present

with C will be ostensive. The demonstration however to the

impossible is as follows : if it is required to show that A is not

present with B it must be assumed present, J also j j^j order to a

that B is with C so that it will happen that A is fight syllogism

with C. Let this however be known and ac- ^" ^
^^^^'

knowledged impossible, then it is impossible that A should be
with B ; if then B is acknowledged present with C, it is im-

^ An affirmative partakes more of the nature of principle than a nega-
tive demonstration, because the minor prem. of a negat. is proved through
an affirmative.

2 Vide Hill's and Mansel's Logic, article Demonstration ; also Whately,
App. I. xi., upon " Impossibility," and Rhetoric, part i. ch. 3, sec. 7.

The £«c TO ddovarov dyovaa cnroSti^iQ here, seems to correspond svith

the tXeyTiKov h'Bvfirjfxa of the Rhetoric, upon which see Dr. Hessey's
Schem. Rhet. Table 4. Cf. also Anal. Pr. i. 22 and 38 ; Rhet. ii. 22—24
and 30; iii. 17, 13.



306 Aristotle's oijganox. [book i,

possible tliat A should be with B. The terms then indeed

* In theosten.
^^'® similarly arranged,* but it makes a diiFerence

sive as in the wliicli negative proposition is more known, viz.
impossi

1 e.

^.j^g^i^g^. ^ijjjt ^ jg jjQ^ present with B, or that A
is not present with C. When then the conclusion is more
known that it is not, there is a demonstration to the irapos-

+ The negation siblc produced, but wheu that which f is in the
that A is not syllogism (is moTC known) the demonstration is

ostensive. Naturally, however, that A is not pre-

sent with B is prior to A is not present with C, for those

things are prior to the conclusion, from which the conclusion

(is collected), and that A is not with C is the conclusion, but

that A is not with B is that from which the conclusion is de-

rived. For neither if a certain thing happens to be subverted,

is this the conclusion, but those (the premises) from which
(the conclusion is derived). That indeed from which (it is

inferred) is a syllogism, which may so subsist as

tion'^s to°the^^ either J a whole to a part, or as a part to a
other as a whole whole,S but the propositious A C and A B do not
to a part, 1. e.

i
• • i i i i tp i

the major as to thus subsist With regard to each other, li then

§^Arthemajor *^^^^ demonstration which is from things more
in Disamis. knowu and prior be superior, but both are credi-

nionstratwe
^

blc from something not existing, yet the one from
superiority. ^\^q prior the Other from what is posterior, neea-
Ist, Affirma- . ^, . mi • i i i ,

tive. 2nd, tivc demonstration will in short be better, than

ASsurdum^' *^^^* ^^ ^^® impossible, so that as affirmative de-

ll
Than nega- monstration is better than this,|| it is also evidently

tive. better than that leading to the impossible.

Chap. XXVII.— Upoti the Nature of more Accurate Science^

1. That one sci- One scicuce is morc accurate than, and prior to,

enceismore another, both the science that a thing is, and the
subtle and ac-

i . • i . , ^ i - 1 . •! • . i

curate than samc why it IS, but not separately that it is, than
another.

^j^g scicncc of why it is, also that which is not of

a subject '^ than that which is of a subject, for instance, arith-

» Cf. ch. 13; Plato, Phileb. ; Rhet. b. i. ch. 7. In the last place, he

says that the precedence of one science over another is dependent upon
the higher elevation of its subject matter. Met. lib. i. and x.

'Not conversant with a material subject, as arithmetic, which is con-

versant with number. Taylor.
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metic then harmonic science, and that which consists of fewer

things than that which is from addition, as arithmetic than

geometry. I mean by " from addition," as unity is a sub-

stance without position, but a point is substance with posi-

tion,^ this is from addition.

Chap. XXVIII.—What constitutes onCj and what different ^
Scietices.

One science is that which is of one genus of those i. "Whatever

things which are composed of first (principles), monftrate/"
and are the parts or affections of these per se;^ from prmcipieg

but a science is different from another, whose genus, these

principles are neither from the same thino;s, nor constitute one
,. , , Q . 1 ,^ 1 • • 1

science. Na-
one Irom the other.-* A token oi this is when ture of dive^^e

any one arrives at things indemonstrable, for it is
*"^°<^^'^-

necessary* that they should be in the same genus * if it is one

with those that are demonstrated ; it is also a
^"^°'^^-

sign of this when things demonstrated through them are in

the same genus and are cognate.

Chap. XXIX.

—

That there may he several Detnonstraiions of the

same thing.

There may possibly be many demonstrations of i- The same
, 1 • 11 thing demon-
tne same thing, not only when one assumes an strabie in many

* A point was defined by the Pythagoreans, unity with position : cf.

Categ. ch. 6 ; Procl. in Euc. Elem. lib. ii. 8f(7«v fx*'^ dicuntur ea
quorum partes simiil intuemur ac si oculis subjectae essent ; quae duni
fluunt, manent et quorum quasi imagines ita animo representautur, lit

quae praeterierint mente repeti possint simul cum iis, quae praslo siui.

Wailz, in Cat. cap. 6.

' Thus natural productions, though they possess their o'wn proper
principles, are ultimately composed of the first and common principles,

matter and form : these last constitute the parts of body, but body and
soul the parts of animal. Also in the sciences we mtist consider the sub-
jects of them, their parts, and their proper affections.

^ That is, their principles neither issue from a common source, nor are
so intermingled that tlie one may be derived from the otiier: thus phv-
sics and arithmetic are diflFerent sciences, but the science uf motion iu»»i

of the heavens are not entirely different. Vide Phy3i<;s.

X 2
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modes, both un-continued medium from the same class,* as if
when the mid- Q J) ^nd F (were assumed) of A B,t but also from
dies are taken / ^. \ i m, i a i -i , i
from the same, another (series). ihus, let A be to be changed,

ferent^e^nSs^" I> to be movcd, B to bc delighted, and again G
* When one is to be tranquillized. It is true then to predicate

the other. D of B and A of D, for whoever is delighted is

+ The conciu- moved, and what is moved is changed : again, it is

true to predicate A of G, and G of B, for every

one who is delighted is tranquillized, and he who is tran^

quillized is changed. Wherefore there is a syllogism through

diiFerent media,^ and not from the same class, yet not so tliat

neither is predicated of neither medium, since it

t D and G. -g nccessary that both | should be present with

§ B. something § which is the same. We must also

(1 Through how consider in how many ways|| there may be a syl-
many media. logism of the Same thing through the other figures.

X, Chap. XXX.

—

That there is no Science of the Fortuitous.*

1. This class There is DO scicncc through demonstration of
does not come ^j^^t which is fortuitous, sincc the fortuitous is
under the pro- n ^i ^ , ,

per subjects of ncithei as ncccssary nor as tor the most part, but
demonstration.

^|^^^ which is produccd bcsides these, and demon-
stration is of one of these. For every syllogism is through

premises, either necessary, or through those which are for the

most part (true), and if indeed the propositions are necessary,

the conclusion also is necessary ; but if for the most part

(true), the conclusion also is of the same character. Hence
if the fortuitous is neither as for the most part nor necessary,

there cannot be demonstration of it.

f Vide Ethics, Chap. XXXI.-— That we do not possess Scientijic

b. vi. ch. 2 Knowlechje through Sensation.^
and 3.

1. The percep- NEITHER is it possible to have scientific know-
tion of the ledge through sensation, for although there is

^ That is, it is possible to effect this when the one is not subaltern to

the other, as it may be shown that man is an essence if we take biped as

a medium, or walking, or disputing, for these are not from the same clasg

as the former.
• That is, D and G, media, the same conclusion A B is proved.

• Cf Meiap. lib. v. (vi.).
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sensible perception of such a thing as this, ana sciwes is not

not of this particular thing,* yet it is necessary I^Nercertae

tx) have a sensible perception of this particular hujus rei.

thing, and some where and now. ^ But it is impossi-

ble sensibly to perceive the universal and in all things, for it is

not this particular thing, nor now, otherwise it would not be
universal, since we call the universal that which is always and
every where. Since then demonstrations are universal, but
these cannot be perceived by sense, it is plain that neither

can scientific be possessed through sense. In fact, it is clear,

that even if we could perceive by sense that a triangle has

angles equal to two right, we should require demonstration,

and not, as some say, know this scientifically, for it is necessary

sensibly to perceive the singular, but science is

from the knowledge of the universal.f Where-
l^^^( ^^^J-

fore also if we were above the moon, and saw the

earth opposite, we should not know the cause of an eclipse

(of the moon). For we should perceive that it is eclipsed,

but in short should not perceive ivhi/, since there would not

be a sensible perception of the universal. Nevertheless, from
observing this frequently to happen, by investigation of the

universal, we should obtain demonstration, for the universal

is manifest from many singulars, but is valuable, because it

discloses the cause, wherefore the universal (knowledge) about

such things, of which there is another cause, is more honour-

able than the senses and apprehension : about first j cf. An. Post,

principles however there is another reason.J ^ u. ch. 9.

* Aristotle intends to show that sense is not science ; otherwise since

sense apprehends qualities, as sounds, etc., it may seem that sense and
science are the same; but the fact is, that though they are employed
about the same things, yet they are not so after the same manner, for

sense apprehends particularly, but science universally. Moreover the

perception of the senses is limited by time and place, but science, or uni-

versal knowledge, is not so restricted, so that the ascert linment of the

universal is beyond the scope of sensuous perception. Cf. Physics ; De
Animi, lib- ii. and iii. ; Metap. lib. i. ch. 1 ; Magna Moral, lib. i. 34, and
Moral- Eud- lib- v. c. 3.

' The nearest approach to simple apprehension is 17 twv aSiaiptTuv

voiiotQ, but votioiq is variously used, and in its widest sense will embrace
all the logical operations. Mansel. See also Reid's Works, pp. 242, 692.

Waitz observes upon the passage, " Quare in iis quorum causa aliunde

suspensa est, cognitio quam maxime universalis potior est omni alia, qua)

vel ex sensuum affectione gignatur vel ex cognitione sola originem ha-

beat: eorum vero quae non aliunde probantur, quippe quibus nitatur
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It is clearly then impossible to possess scien-

therearlcer- ^^^^ knowledge of any thing demonstrable by
tain thinjrs un- sensible perception, unless some one should affirm
known, from , ^ mi • • i •

i

the deficiency that Sensible perception is this, to possess science

ciptlon
^^^ ^^^' thi'^^o^i^ demonstration. There are indeed certain

problems which are referred to the deficiency of

our sensible perception,^ for some if we should see them we
should not investigate, not as knowing from seeing, but as

possessing the universal from seeing. For instance, if we saw
glass perforated, and the light passed through it, it would be

^ .
also manifest why it illuminates in consequence

glass. of our seeing separately in each,* and at the same
t pieces. ^ijjjg perceiving that it is thus with all.f

(Cf. An. Post. Chap. XXXII.— On the Difference of Ptnnciples ac-
'• ^' ^*^-) cording to the Diversity of Syllogisms.

1 . The impos- That there should be the same principles of all

sibiiity of prin. syllogisms is impossible, fii'st (tliis will be seen)

syllogisms be- by thosc wlio cousidcr logically. For some syl-

p'roved"'^^^^'
logi^ms are true, others false, since it is possible

to conclude the true from the false, yet this but
rarely happens, for instance, if A is truly predicated of C, but
the middle B is false, for neither is A present with B nor B with

I Example fi ^'t ^^ however the media of these propositions

are assumed, they will be false,^ because every

false conclusion is from false principles, but the true from
true principles, and the false and the true are different.

Next, neither are the ftilse (deduced) from the same (princi-

ples) with themselves, for they are false and contrary to each

omiiis ratiocinatio, alia ratio est : haec enim mente ipsa intuemur et quasi
ainplectiimir.

' IMuloponus observes that Aristotle added this observation lest any
discrepancy should appear to exist between what he has stated here and
at chapter 18. Philop. Schol.

B A
Ex. 1. Every stone is an animal

C B
Every man is a stone

C A
* . Every man is an animal.

* i. e. the propositions of the prosyllogisms, if the former are to b«

pr. ved by the latter.
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Other, and cannot be simultaneous, for instance, it is impossible

that justice should be injustice or timidity, that man should

be a horse or an ox, or that the equal should be greater or less.

From these positions indeed (we may prove it) « j ^ ^^^^

thus,* since neither are there the same principles there are not

of all the true (conclusions), for the principles of cipiesT/aii""'

many are different in genus, and are not suitable, thmgs.

as units do not suit points, for the former have not position,

but the latter have it. At least it is necessary to adapt

(either) to media or from above or below, or to have some

terms within but others without.^ f Nor can + The ex-

there possibly be certain common principles from tremes. (Syi-
^ J * ' logismum,)

which all things may be demonstrated : 1 mean Buhie.

by common as to affirm or to deny every thing, for
^'

tlie genera of beings are different, and some are present with

quantities, but others with qualities alone, with which there

is demonstration through the common. Again, principles are

not much fewer than conclusions, for the propositions are

principles, but the propositions subsist when a term is either

assumed or introduced. Moreover, conclusions are infinite,

but terms finite ; besides, some principles are from necessity,

but others contingent.

To those therefore who thus consider, it will be 2. Reply to ob-

impossible that there should be the same finite upJn"JSJaken

principles when the conclusions are infinite, but identity.

if any one should reason in some other way, for instance,

that these are the principles of geometry, but these

of reckoning,:}: and these of medicine, what is this % Xoyt^uZv,

statement other than that there are principles of JS^^'Tayi'or^'

the sciences ? § but to say that there are the same and BuWe.

principles because they are the same with them- priidpfe^s^o/"

selves is ridiculous,
||

for thus all things become ^^^^ several sci-

the same. Still neither is to demonstrate any 11
Because no-

thing from all things to investigate whether there frJm usdf"
are the same principles of all, since this would be

' That is, if principles are to be accommodated to another science, we
must so arrange the terms as that the demonstrations may be formed
eiihor in the 1st figure, wherein the middle term holds the middle place

;

or in the 2nd figure, where it occupies the first place, and is above both

llie extremes ; or in the 3rd figure, where it holds the last place under

each extreme. Moreover, some must be formed in the first, but othen
in Uie second or third figure.
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•
i. e. Mathe- ^^^^T siHj- For neither does this happen in evi-

matics. dent disciplines,* nor is it possible in analysis,^

since immediate propositions are principles, and another con-

+ So that he
clusion arises, when an immediate proposition is

assumes the assumed.j If hoAvevcr any one should say that the

many^o^ndu- first immediate propositions are the same princi-
sions. pies, there is one in each genus, but if* it is nei-

ther possible that any thing can be demonstrated as it ought

to be from all (principles), nor that they should be so different,

as that there should be different ones of each science, it re-

mains that the principles of all are the same in

spedes'^!^"''' genus, t but that from different principles differ-

ent sciences (are demonstrated). Now this is

§ ch. 7. evidently impossible, for it has been shown S that
3 Principles .. . .

"

(ipxai) two- the principles are different in genus of those
fold, efoi^ and things which are generically different, for princi-

ples are two-fold, \iz.from which and about which,

those indeed from which are common, '-^ but those about which
are peculiar, for instance, number and magnitude.

II
Vid. Ethics, Chap. XXXIII.— Upon the Difference "between Science

S:S"ch.'2."' andOpinion.W

1. Science is The object of Scientific knowledge and science

subsists
'

(itself) differs from the object of opinion, and from
through things opinion, becausc science is universal, and subsists
necessary: in- ^

i i
• t i •

teiiecttheprin- through thmgs neccssary, and what is necessary
cipie of science, g^nnot subsist Otherwise than it does : some
things however are true, and subsist, yet may possibly subsist

otherwise. It is evident then that science is not conversant

with these, (for else things which are capable ofsubsisting other-

wise, could not possibly subsist otherwise). Yet

vi. ch. 2 and 3^ neither is intellect^ conversant with such, (for I call

Bohn"^d^r"'
^'^t^^ll^ct the principle of science,^) nor indemon-

• iitoM^ii. strable science, and this is the notion * of an imme-

' If any one were to analyze the different sciences into their principles,

he would not be able to analyze them into the same, but into different

principles.
^ As axioms, see ch. 10; also table of the principles of science. Cf.

Sanderson's Logic, b. iii. ch. 11 ; Mill's Logic, vol. i. p. 197; Metap. v,

and vi.

' Because of our cognizancn of axioms by it
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diate proposition. But intellect, science, and opi- See Mansel'i

nion, and what is asserted through these, are true, ^^f^^'
^' ^'

wherefore it remains that opinion is conversant

with the true or false, which yet may have a various subsist-

ence, but this is the notion of an immediate and not neces-

sary proposition. This also agrees with what „ „ . .

"^ ^ n , 1 • • • X 1

1

J -x 2. Opinion con-
appears, lor both opinion is unstable, and its na- yersant with

ture is of this kind,> besides, no one thinks that t^e^non-n^ce*.

he opines, but that he knows, when he thinks it

impossible for a thing to subsist otherwise than it does, but

when he thinks that it is indeed thus, yet that nothing hinders*

it being otherwise, then he thinks that he opines ; * so Waite,

opinion as it were being conversant with a thing
and^BuhS^^^"'

of this kind, but science with what is necessary. xuXveT.

How then is it possible f to opine and know t Taylor and

the same thing, and why will opinion not be sci- ^j^lllf. n"^"!
ence, if a person admits that every thing which cet,""iUsnot

he knows he may opine ? for both he who knows \vaftza^ndBek-

and he who opines will follow through media till ^^'^^omit it.

they come to things immediate, so that if the former an inquiry why

knows, he also who opines knows. For as it ^^ 5^7^^'" ^^^^^^

. .
^

. . . , opinion may
IS possible to opine that a thing is, so likewise not be science.

whi/ it is, and this is the medium. Or | if he so .. sh^anVe'say."

conceives things which cannot subsist otherwise, Taylor. ^Y^'**

as if he had the definitions through which the ker retains the

demonstrations are framed, he will not opine, but <J^^^^i°"-

know ; but if that they are true, yet that these are not pre-

sent with them essentially, and according to form, he will

opine and not know truly both the that and the whi/, if in-

deed he should opine through things immediate ; but if not

' In fact, as Aldrich observes, *' ei (opinioni) nulla competit certitudo
sed in ipsa sui ratione includit formidinem oppositi : sunt opinioni tamen
gradus quidam ad certitudinem." For the most admirable example of
all the vacillation of opinion from surmise to certainty, and of the desire
for that full knowledge and assurance which after all will crush the heart,
" the doom it dreads, yet dwells upon," see Shakspeare's Othello,
passim, but especially act iii. scene 3

:

" 0th. By the world,
I think my wife be honest ; and think she is not

;

I think that thou art just ; and think thou art not

;

I'll have some proof."

See also Butler's Analogy, Introduction on Probable Evidence. Cf. Topw
i. 1 ; Aldrich, Whately, Sanderson's and Hill's Logic, in verb.
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through the immediate, he will only opine that they are.

Still opinion and science are not altogether conversant with
the same thing, but as both the true and the false opinion are

in a manner about the same thing, thus also science and
opinion are conversant with the same.^ For as some say that

true and false opinion are of the same ; absurd consequences

follow both in other respects, and also that he

rii.^ci).^5^*
^' ^^^ opines falsely does not opine.^ * Now since

the same thing is stated in several ways, in one

way there may be, and in another there cannot be (a true

and false opinion of the same). For to opine truly that the

diameter of a square is commensurate with its side, is ab-

surd, but because the diameter about which there are (con-

trary) opinions is the same thing, thus also they are of the

same thing, but the essence of each according to the definition

is not the same.^ In like manner also knowledge and opinion

are conversant with the same thing, for the former is so con-

versant with animal as that it is impossible animal should not

exist, but the latter so as that it may possibly not exist, as it

the one should be conversant with that which is man essen-

tially, but the other with man indeed, yet not with what is

t But accident- man essentially ;"|" for it is the same thing, that is,

*''^' man, but not the same as to the manner.

4. We cannot, From thcse then it is clearly impossible to opine
at one and the ^j^^ know the same thing at the same time, for
same tune, . i i

• •
i

know, and otherwise at one and the same time a man might
**^^"^' have a notion that the same thing could and could

not subsist otherwise, which is impossible. In different (men)

indeed each (ok* these) may be possible about the same thing,

' Science is however distinguished from opinion, by the certainty of its

subject : error also consists with certainty of the subject, but opinion

cannot consist with it. Vide Mansel's note, p. 102 ; Sanderson's defini-

tions. Cf. also Anal. Post. '.. G. The whole subject is well discussed by
Hill (Logic, t). 275, et seq.), and upon the distinction of the dialectic

and doinonstrativc» syllogism, as enunciative of opinion and science, the

reader will find sova?. valuable remarks in Mansel, and Crakanthorpe's
Logic. Cf. Top. i. 1.

' He here glances at the opinion entertained by Protagoras and the

sophists, who asserted that truth and falsehood were only in opinion, and
that if every opmion is true, false opinion is not opinion.

^ From the thing being considered in two ways, tliere are two essences

of the thing, and the diameter is assumed in true opinion in one way, and
in false opinian in another. Taylor.
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as we have said,* but in the same (man) it is im- . y^^^ ^i^^j^j,

Dossible even thus, since he would have a notion i". \erb. " opi-

^ , • n • ^ x-L X • mo- lop. 1.1.

at the same time, for instance, that man is essen-

tially animal, (for this it is to be impossible not to be an

animal,) and is not essentially an animal, for this it is to be

possible not to be an animal.

For the rest, how it is necessary to distinguish between dis-

course and intellect, and science and art, and prudence and

wisdom, belongs rather partly to the physical, and partly to

the ethical theory.^

Chap. XXXIV.—0/ Sagacihj.^ + Cf. Ethks,

Sagacity is a certain happy extempore conjee-
j Definition

ture of the middle term, as if a man perceiving of sagacity.
^

that the moon always has that part lustrous which ^aJe"^!^^ xpots

is towards the sun, should straightway understand

why this occurs, viz. because it is illuminated by
the sun, or seeing a man talking to a rich person, should know
that it is in order to borrow money of him, or that persons

are friends, because they are enemies of the same

man ; for he who perceives the extremes J knows
l^l'^l'^

^°^^ ""

all the middle causes. Let to be lustrous in the

part toward the sun be A, to be illuminated by the sun B,

the moon C. Wherefore B to be illuminated by the sun is

j)resent with the moon C, but A to be lustrous in the part

turned towards that by which it is illuminated is present

with B, hence also A is present with C through
pv P § Example ^1.)

B.§

» Cf. Biese, vol. i. p. 89, 327 ; Hamilton's Reid, p. 768. Aidvoia is

the progress of the intuitive intellect (vovg) in investigating truth, and is

perhaps best rendered here " discourse," though the latter applies both to

it and to \oyi<T[iog. Upon these terms, cf. Mansel's note, pp. 4—6, and

upon the powers or energies themselves, see Ethics, b. vi., Bohn's edition,

and De Anima.
> B A

Ex. 1. Whatever is illuminated by the sun shines in the part towards

the sun
C B

The moon is illuminated by the sun
C A

• • Tie moon shines in the part towards the sun.
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BOOK II.

Chap. I.

—

That the subjects of Scientific Investigation are four.

The subjects of investigation are equal in num-
iiivestigation : ber to the things which we scientifically know

;

why ^*thVif^
but we investigate four things ; that a thing is.

and the what, why it is, if it is, what it is. For when we in-

trlT6,%loT^ue\ quire whether it is this, or that, having reference
'4cTiv, ri iorrtv. ^o a numbcr (as whether the sun is eclipsed or notl
Instances. . . ^ . p , . • , ^

we investigate the that, and a sign or this is that

when we have found that it is eclipsed we desist from our in-

quiries, and if we knew from the first that it is eclipsed, we
do not inquire whether it is so. But when we know the

thaff we investigate the wht/, for instance, when we know that

« i. e directing there is an eclipse, and there is an earthquake,
our attention we inquire why there is an eclipse, and an earth-

ly sinipiy con-* quake. These things indeed we investigate thus,*

tiiln""^""^
but some after another manner,f for instance, if

X Bekker and there is, or is not, a centaur or a God. I say if

here? Taylor there is or is not, simply,^ and not if it is white
and Buhie add or not. When howcvcr we know that a thing

sentence of the is, wc inquire what it is, for instance, what God,
next chapter. ^j, ^j^^t man is.J

Chap. II.

—

That all Investigation has reference to the Discovert/ of
the Middle 'Term.

1. The former The things then which we investigate, and which

t?onV"iTiay'^be having discovcrcd we know, are such and so
reduced to two, many, but when we inquire the that or if a thing

' Vide Trendelen. Elem. Lo{^. p. 74. By simply, he means an inves-
tigation into the mere existence of the thing, but when an inquiry as to the
TO oTi is made, then it becomes a question of the quaHty. Upon the ar-

gument of this whole book, see Kuhn's work, Hal. 1844 ; we may remark
that the question or to ^yTOvnivov here, has a more extensive application
than what Aldrich assigns to it, since two of the questiones scibiles, " an
sit," and "quid scit," cannot m all cases be determined syliogibtically.

Cf. ch. 3, of this book. See also Mansel's Appendix, note B.
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is simply, then we inquire whether there is a concerning the

medium of it or not, but when knowing, either SSfV/'onl!
that it is, or if\t is, either in part or simply,^ we and what it is.

again investigate why it is, or ivhat it is, then we inquire

what the middle is. But I mean by the that if it is in a

part and simply, in a part indeed (as) is the moon eclipsed or

increased ? for in such things we inquire if a thing is or is

not ; but simply (as) if there is a moon or not, or if night is

or not.* In all these inquiries it occurs that we » ^ question of

investiorate either if there is a middle or what the the whole, not

middle is, for the cause is the middle, and this is 2. The middle

investigated in all things. Is there then an ^* *^^*
^'Yt^^o

. .0
•-, n ^ ' expresses the

echpse r is there a certain cause or not .'' alter this, cause why the

when we know that there is, we inquire what Stid^of the^'^'"

this is. For the cause of a thing not being this or minor.

that, but simply substance, or not simply, but something of

those which subsist per se, or accidentally, is the middle. I
mean by what is simply (substance) the subject, as the moon, or

the earth, or the sun, or a triangle, but by a certain thing, (as)

an eclipse, equality, inequality! if it is in the

middle or not.J For in all these it is evident that L^Ss^f^a
what a thing is and why it is are the same ; what triangle.

is an eclipse ? a privation of light from the moon the earth^fs in

through the interposition of the earth. Why is ^}t^
''^"^''^ °^

o ^ 7.1 Tjo the spheres.

there an eclipse, or why is the moon eclipsed :

because its light fails through the interposition of the earth.^

What is symphony ? a ratio of numbers in sharp and flat.

Why does the sharp accord with the flat ? because the sharp
and flat have the ratio of numbers. Do then the sharp and
flat accord ? is there then a ratio of them in numbers ? as-

suming that there is, what then is the ratio ?

That the inquiry is of the middle those things

prove whose middle falls within the cognizance of
fnvestigate the

the senses, since we inquire when we have not a middle, if the

sensible perception, as of an eclipse, whether it is LcTfts^^cause,

or not. But if we were above the moon we should ^^^^ within the
,. . ., .„ ,, . IT, cognizance of

not inquire neither it, nor why, but it would be our senses.

immediately evident, as from sensible perception
ii^otef p^Jgi*]

we should also obtain knowledge of the universal

;

' In part that it is, or simply ifii is.

' Upon the reduction of this demonstration to syllogistic form, 8e«
Aquinas Opusc. 38, and Crakanthorpe Log. lib. iv. cap. 4.
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for sense (\rould show us) that the earth is now opposed,
for it would be evident that there is now an

hbA.
^^^*^'

eclipse, and from this there would arise tlie uni-

versal. ^
*

As therefore we say, the knowledge of the ivkat is the same
35 the knowledge of the ivh?/, and this is either simply, and not

somewhat of things inherent, for it is of things inherent, as

that there are two right angles or that it is greater or less.

Chap. III.— Upon the Difference between Demonstration and
Dejinition.

That all investigations then are an inquiry of the middle is

evident, but let us show how what a thing is, is demon-

strated, and what is the method of training up a thing to its

» , _ ^ principles,^ t also what a definition is, and of wliat

e. amXi'-o-ewv subjccts doubtiug first about these. But let tlie
^^^^'

commencement of the future (doubts) be that

which is most appropriate to the following discussion, since

, ,„ , perhaps a man miffht doubt whether it is possible
1. We cannot ^i^ ,. i t
know by defi- to kuow the Same thing, and according to the

siib?e"cf capable Same by definition and demonstration, or whether
of demonstra- it is impossible? For definition seems to be of

what a thing is, but every thing (which signifies)

what a thing is, is universal and affirmative, but some syllo-

gisms are negative, others not universal ; for instance, all those

in the second figure are negative, but those in the third not

universal. Next, neither is there definition of all affirmatives

in the first figure, as that every triangle has angles equal to

two right angles ; the reason of this is, because to know

' By sensible perception that of the universal is produced.
^ That is, how definition is reduced to demonstration, for every de-

finition is either the principle or the conclusion of demonstration, or it

alone differs from demonstration in the position of terms, as was shown
in ch. 8, of the preceding book. Taylor. Upon the subject of this

chapter, and the subsequent ones, the reader is referred to the truly

valuable remarks in Mansel's Appendix, note B., which want of room
prevents my fully quoting, and justice to the excellent treatment the

author has shown of his subject, forbids me to abridge. In many casea

I have been compelled to give only references, where otherwise I would
have entered into greater detail. The student will do well also to con-

sult Rassow, Aristot. de notionis dcf doctr., and Crakanthorpc's Logic,

Cf. also Top. i. 5 and 6, 4 and 14 ; Metap. vi. 11 ; De AniicA, i. 1.

1
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scientifically tliat which is demonstrable, is to possess de-

monstration, so that if there is demonstration in regard to

things of this kind, there can evidently not be also definition

of them, for a person might know by definition without de-

monstration, since nothing prevents the possession of it at one

and the same time. A sufiicient evidence of this is also

derived from induction, for we have never known by de-

finition, any of those which are inherent per se nor which are

accidents : besides, if definition be a certain indication of sub-

stance, it is evident that such things are not substances.

Clearly then, there is not definition of every

thing of which there is also demonstration, but monstratron Li

what, is there then demonstration of every thing those which are

of which there is definition or not ? there is one finition.

°

reason and the same also of this.* For of one
above^"^^*^

thing, so far as it is one, there is one science, so

that if to know that which is demonstrable be to possess

demonstration, an impossibility would happen, for he who
possesses definition would know scientifically without de-

monstration. Besides, the principles of demonstration are

definitions, of which it has been shown before, there will not

be demonstrations,! since either principles will be

demonstrable, and principles of principles, and this
Jh^rand'^22^

would proceed to infinity, or the first (principles)

will be indemonstrable definitions.

Yet if there are not of every thing and the 3. in fact, no-

same, may there not be definition and demonstra- thing capable
'

. •' . , . , , ^ ... of definition

tion 01 a certain thing and the same .'' or is it im- admits de-

possible ? since there is not demonstration of what ™o"stration.

there is definition. For definition is of what a thingr is,

and of substance, but all demonstrations appear to suppose
and assume what a thing is, as mathematics, what is unity
and what an odd number, and the rest in like manner. More-
over every demonstration shows something of somewhat, as

that it is, or that it is not, but in definition one thing is not
predicated of another, as neither animal of biped,

4. one part of a

nor this of animal, nor figure of superficies, for su- definition is

perficies is not figure, nor figure superficies. Again, "f another
^^

it is one thing to show what a thing is, but an-
Lo'^ic^lnd

other to show that it is, definition then shows what Whateiy on

a thing is, but demonstration that this thing, either " ^efi"i^»<»«» *
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is or is not of this. Of a different thing indeed there is a dif-

ferent demonstration, unless it should be as a certain part of the

wliole. I say this because the isosceles has been shown (to have
angles equal) to two right, if every triangle has been shown (to

have them), for that is a part, but this a whole :
*

these however, that a thing is, and what it is, do
not thus subsist in reference to each other, since

the one is not a part of the other.

Evidently then there is neither entirely demon-
stration ofwhat there is definition, nor entirely de-

finition of what there is demonstration ; hence in

short it is impossible to have both j" of the same
thing, so that it is also evident that definition and
demonstration will neither be the same, nor the

one contained in the other, otherwise their sub-

jects^ would subsist similarly.

J

• The isosceles

being a species
of triangle, is

to it as a part
to a whole.

5. Recapitula-
tion.

t Definition
and demon-
stration.

X The things
defined and de-

monstrated.

Chap. IV.— TJiat the Definition of a thing cannot he demonstrated.

1. In order to

collect by a syl-

logism what a
thing is, the
middle term
ought to ex-
press the defi-

nition.

Let then so far these things be matters of doubt,

but as to what a thing is whether is there, or is

II
The nature

of the tiling

and that of

which it is the
nature.

§ A BC.

there not, a syllogism and a demonstration of it, as

the present discussion supposed ? for a syllogism

shows something in respect of somewhat through

a medium, but the (definition) what a thing is,

is both peculiar and is predicated in respect of what it is.

Now it is necessary that these should reciprocate : |i

for if A is the property of C, it is evidently also

that of B, and that of C, so that all § reciprocate

with each other. Nevertheless, if A is present

with every B in respect of what it is, and uni-

versally B is predicated of every C in respect of what it is, it

is also necessary that A should be predicated of C in the ques-

tion what it is. Still if some one should assume without this

reduplication,^ it will not be necessary that A should be predi-

cated of C in the question what a thing is, though A should

f In the major. ^® predicated of B^ in the same question, but not

* In the minor, of thosc of wliicli B is predicated in this question.*
t A and B. -j^^^ ^^^^ thcsef wiU signify what a thing (C) is,

' rd. vTTo Kiifiiva, h. e. finis ad quern tendit utiaque vel id quod utraque

conficerc vult. Waitz.
' That is, simply saying that A is attributed to B, and B to C.
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wherefore B will also be the definition of C, hence if both

signify what a thing is, and what the very nature of it is,

there will be the very nature of a thing prior in the middle

term. Universally also, if it is possible to show what man

js, let C be man, but A what he is, whether biped animal,

or any thing else ; in order then that a conclusion should be

drawn, A must necessarily be predicated of every B, and of

this there will be another middle definition, so that this also

will be a definition of a man, wherefore a person assumes

what he ought to show, for B also is the definition of

a man.
We must however consider it in two proposi- 2. a twofold

tions, and in first and immediate (principles), for consideration.

what is stated becomes thus especially evident : they there-

fore who show what the soul is, or what man or any thing

else is, by conversion, beg the question,' as if a man should

assume the soul to be that which is the cause to itself of

life,* and that this is number moving itself,f he

must necessarily so assume as a postulate that the t The major.

soul is number movins: itself, as that it is the P.'^^'^?™-

same thing. For it does not follow if A is con-

sequent to B, and this to C, that A will therefore be the

definition of the essence of C, but it will be only possible to

say that this is true, nor if A is that which is predicated

essentially of every B. For the very nature of animal is

predicated of the very nature of man, since it is true that

whatever exists as man, exists as animal, (just as every man
is animal,) yet not so, as for both to be one thing.;]:

j Because one

If then a person does not assume this, he will not is genus, the

* In the minor in fact the terms so reciprocate as to become identical,

and the very nature of a thing, and that of which it is the very nature, are

the same. The whole argument goes to show that no definition, as such,

can be proved, but the endeavour necessarily results in a petitio principii,

and the reason is simply because a definition can be predicated essentially

(*v r(p Ti tan) of nothing but that, of which it is the definition ; and sine*

to prove a conclusion concerning the essence, the premises must be of the

same character, the assumed middle must be identical with the minor,

and the major premise with the conclusion. The argument is used
against Xenocrates. Cf. Scholia, p. 242, b.35. Trendelenburg, de An. p.

273. Kuhn, de Notionis Definitione, p. 11. Mansel's Logic, Appendix
B. In some passages (Metap. vi. 5, 5 ; vi. 4, 12) Aristotle declares sub-

stances alone capable of definition, but in a wider sense, as used throughout

the Post. Anal., the remark is applicable both to substances and attribulea.
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other species.

3. He who
proves the de-

finition by a
syllogism begs
tiie question.

tio principii.

conclude that A is the very nature and sub-

stance of C, but if he thus assume it, he will

assume prior to the conclusion that B is the de-

finition of the essence of C. Therefore there has

been no demonstration, for he has made a "peti-

Chap. V.

—

Tliat there is no Conclusion hy Divisions py'aved.

1. That the
method by di-

vision is in-

conclusive.
* An. Prior, i.

31.

t The members
of division.

I The defini-

tion to be
proved.

§ The admitted
premises.

Nevertheless, neither does the method through

divisions infer a conclusion, as we observed in the

analysis about figures,* since it is never necessary

that when these things exist,! that J should exist,

as neither does he demonstrate who forms an in-

duction. For the conclusion ought not to inquire

nor to exist from being granted, but it necessarily

is, when they§ exist, although the respondent

does not acknowledge it. Is man (for instance)

animal or inanimate,' if he has assumed him to be an animal,

it has ncA been syllogistically concluded. Again, every ani-

mal is either pedestrian or aquatic, he assumes it pedestiian,

and that man is that whole animal pedestrian, is not neces-

sary from what is said, but he assumes also this. It signifies

nothing however, whether he does this in respect of many
things or few, since it is the same thing ; to those

therefore who thus proceed, and in what is capa-

ble of syllogistic conclusion, this use is unsyllo-

gistic. For what prevents the whole of this||

being true of man, yet without enunciating what
or the very nature of it ? Again, what prevents

something being added to, or taken away from, or exceeding

the essence ?
^

Negligence then happens about these things,

but we may avoid it by assuming all things (as

granted) in respect of what a thing is, and the

first being made a postulate by arranging the order

2. The same
reasoning good
in long or short
definition.

f Pedestrian.

thing IS,

3. A rule ap-
plied for divi-

sional defini-

tion.

' This is an interrogation of one, investigating a definition by division.

* That is, that something may be superfluous or defective in the defini-

tion. Cf. rules for definition in the common Logics ; also Passow, Arist

de Notionis Defin. Doct., Crakanthorpe, and Sanderson, and especialiv

Boethius de Divisione.
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in division, omitting nothing. This however is requisite, for it

is necessary tliat there should be an individual, 4 g^ constant
yet nevertheless there is not a syllogism, but if so division, when

it indicates after another manner. And this is not nitfonTs' ar^^

at all absurd, since neither perhaps does he who "^'^^ ^t- ^^^

,
. , . ,

* ^
, , , are said to ar-

makes an induction demonstrate, though at the me at the in

-

same time he renders something manifest, but he '^i^'^'^"^^-

who selects definition from division does not state a syllo-

gism.^ For as in conclusions without media, if a man state

that from such things being granted, this particular thing
necessarily exists, it is possible to inquire why, thus also is it

in definitions by division. What is man ? A mortal animal,

pedestrian, biped, without wings. Why ? according to each
addition,^ for he will state and show by division as he thinks
that every one is either mortal or immortal. The whole
however of such a sentence is not definition,* « For the defi-

wherefore though it should be demonstrated by nij'on has to be

J. . .
1 1 /^ • • 1

selected from
division, yet the definition does not become a it, i.e. a mortal

syllogism.3
^"i^^^i-

Chap. VI.— Case of one Pi'oposition defining the Definition itself.

Is it however possible to demonstrate what a i. it is proved

thing is according to substance, but from hypo- demonstration*
thesis assuming that the very nature of a thing ofthedeSni-

in the question what it is, is something of its onrpJlfpSuion

' Ov Xly« 6 tKXsywv. A paronomasia; a definition is said to be
selected from division, because not all the members of the division are
assumed in the definition, but always from two opposite members, the
one is assumed and the other relinquished. Taylor.

2 That is, we may question each part of the definition, which is added
successively, e. g. why is man animal? why mortal? etc. Trap' tKciarnv
vpoffOeaiv.

^ Syllogism here, as in other places continually, means the conclusion,
and, as Waitz remarks, Aristotle would more accurately have written
dW 6 avWoyicrfiOQ ovx opia^bg yivtrai. Division was a favourite method
with Plato, for the demonstration of definitions, but Aristotle considers
it only a weak kind of syllogism ; in fact, that its chief use is to test

definitions when obtained. Andronicus Rhodius wrote a separate trea-

tise on division, and amongst the later Peripatetics, the system was ap-
parently held in higher estimation. Cf. Cic. Top. ch. 6 ;

Quintil. v. 10;
vii. 1 ; Hamilton's Reid; Trendelen. Elem. and Abelard Dialectica, cd.

Cousin.

t2
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defines the de- peculiar principles, and that these alone' indicate
finition itself.

jj.g g^bstance, and that the whole ^ is its peculiar-

ity? for this is its essence. Or again, has a person assumed
the very nature of a thing in this also ? for we must neces-

sarily demonstrate through a middle term.^ Moreover, as in

a syllogism, we do not assume what is to have been syllo-

gistically concluded, (for the proposition is either a whole or

a part, from which the syllogism consists,) thus neither ought
the very nature of a thing to be in a syllogism, but this

should be separate from the things which are laid doAATi, and
in reply to him who questions Avhether this lias been syllo-

gistically concluded or not, we must answer that it is, for this

was the syllogism. "* And to him who asserts that the very

nature of the thing was not concluded, we must reply that

it was, for the very nature of the thing was laid down by us,

so that it is necessary that without the definition of syllogism,

or of the definition itself, something should be syllogistically

inferred.

2. Nor by any Also, if a pcrson should demonstrate from hy-
other hypothe- pothesis, for instance, if to be divisible is the

sy ogism.
ggggj-jgg q£ gyjl . i^y^ ^^ ^ contrary, the essence is

contrary of as many things as possess a contrary ; but good
is contrary to evil, and the indivisible to the divisible, then

the essence of good is to be indivisible. For here he proves

assuming the very nature of a thing, and he assumes it in

•Therefore Order to demonstrate what is its very nature:*

queTtion." Of. let liowever something be different, since in de-

* The things assumed as constituting the definition.

^ The composite from many attributes. It may be observed that there

are two ways of investigating definition ; one by division, and the other

by induction; the first took a wide genus, including the object to be de-

fined, and contracted it by the addition of successive difTerenlia?, until we
obtain a complex notion, co-extensive with that of which the definition

is sought ; this was Plato's favourite method, though rejected by Speusip-

pus. Vide Scholia, p. 179, b. xi. The other method was by induction,

which consisted in examining the several individuals of which the term

to be defined is predicable, and observing what they have in common ; the

definition sought, being the one common notion which is thus obtained.

Vide Mansel's Logic, Appendix B. ; Locke's Essay, book ii. ch. 23.

' The medium being the essence, the latter is thus assumed to demon-
strate itself.

* i. e. from the definition of syllogism, it must be shown that the syllo-

gism was rightly constructed, and the conclusion properly inferred.
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monstrations ic is assumed that this is predicated

of that, yet not that very thing, nor that of which
there is the same definition,* and which recipro-

cates.f To both however there is the same doubt
against him who demonstrates by division, and
against the syllogism thus formed, why man will

be an animal biped pedestrian/ but not an ani-

mal and pedestrian, J for from the things assumed,

there is no necessity that there should be one
predicate, but just as the same man may be both

a musician and a grammarian. §

Prior. An. b.
ii. ch. 16.

• Equally un-
known as the
conclusion.
t When the
proposition can
be equally
proved by, as
prove the con-
clusion.

t So that one
thing is not
proved from
these.

§ Cf. Interpre-
tation, ch. 11.

Chap. VIL- -Thaf what a thhig is can ticither he known by Demon'
straiion nor by Dejimiion.

How then will he who defines show the essence

of a thing, or what it is ? for neither as demon-
strating from things { which are granted will he

render it evident that when i\\^y exist, it is ne-

cessary that sometliing else^ should be, for de-

monstration is this, nor as forming an induction

by singulars which are manifest, that every thing thus subsists,

from nothing * subsisting otherwise ; since he does

not show what a thing is, but that it is, or is not.

What remaining method is there ? for he will not

indicate by sense nor by the finger.

Moreover how will he show what it f is ? for it

is necessary that he also who knows what man is,

or any thing else, should also know that he is,^| for

no one knows with respect to non-being that it is,

but what the definition or the name signifies, as

when I say "tragelaphos," it is impossible to

1. An inquiry
into the me»
thodof conclud-
ing definition.

Objections.

II Propositions.
IT The conclu-
sion.

* No indi-

vidual.

t So Waitz and
Bekker. Buble
and Taylor
read what
" man " is.

X Cf. next
chapter.

* So that one thing is produced from these, according to the nature oi
definition. Cf. on Interpretation, ch. 5,

2 Before we can determine the real definition of any object (rt iorC)
we must of necessity ascertain that it exists (ort lari). (Vide next chap-
ter.) Now the existence oi attributes and that of substances being de-
termined in two difierent ways, there is a corresponding variety in the
form of definition, the former being defined by the same cause which
served as a middle term to prove their existence, a mode of definition
described as avKKo^i<T[ioq tov r'l e<TTi, TTTwan diacpspojv r^c a-rrodiiEtiug—
(dm causes being recognised by Aristotle (cf. An. Post. b. ii. ch. 11) : but
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know what tragelaphos is. Moreover, if he should show what
a thing is, and that it is, how will he show this in the same
sentence ? for both definition and also demonstration manifest

one certain thing, but what man is is one thing, and the es-

sence of man is another.

We next say that it is necessary to show by

not thl^sub-^ demonstration every thing, that it is, except it be
stance to any substancc, but to be, is not substance to any thin^r,
thing. rt • '

./ o'
for beinff is not the srenus. There will then be

* Not a defini- . . .

tionof'what" demonstration that it is,* and this the sciences
^^ ^^- now effect. For ivhat a triangle means, the geo-

metrician assumes, but that it is, he demonstrates. What
then wiU he who defines what it is, prove ? that it is a

t Pecause it is
triangle ? he then who knows what it is by

not yet chosen definition, wiU not know if it is,+ but this is
to be a triangle, -mi

impossible.

4. Error of Evidently then those who define according to
present modes. ^\^q present methods of definition, do not demon-
strate that a thing is, for although those lines be equal which
are drawn from the middle, yet why is it the thing dc-

j . ^ .
^

fined ? ;j: and why is this a circle ? § for we might

§ Why is the Say that there is the same definition of brass.|| For

having%^ua"i'^^ neither do definitions demonstrate that it is possi-

lines from the blc for that to be which is asserted, nor that that

circumference^ thing is, of which they Say there are definitions,^

\ 'i'^e^to^fnter-
^^^ ^^ ^'"^ always possiblc to say why.f

rogate, why is If then he who defines shows either what a
this a circle. thing is or what the name signifies, except there

is, by no means (an explanation) of what a thing

is, definition will be a sentence signifying the same
thing as a name, but this is absurd. ^ For in the first place

the definition of substances is determined by the formal cause, in refer-

ence to the essential constituents of the general notion, the possession of

•which entitles the individual to be reckoned under it. Aristotle makes
summa penera, and individuals alone indefinite. Locke avers that simple

ideas only cannot be defined. Cf. Metap. books vi. and x. ; Locke's Essay,

b. iii. 4, 7 ; Descarte's Princip. i. 10 ; Occam's Logic, Part L
' Definition does not teach that the proposed thing, the essence of

which is investigated, exists in the nature of things, nor does it teach that

the thing is that, the essence of which the definition tmfolds. Taylor.
' Cf. Top. vi. 4 and 6, 14; Metap. vi. 11; Albert de Praed. Tract, i.

;

Occam, Part L eh. 26 ; Whately's Logic, and Aldrich upon nominal rvnd
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tliere would be a definition of non-essences and of non-entities,

since it is possible even for non-entities to have a signification.

Again, all sentences will be definitions, for we might give a

iijune to any sentence, so that we might all discuss in definitions,

and the Iliad would be a definition. Besides, no science would
demonstrate that this name signifies this thing, neither there-

fore do definitions manifest this.

From these things therefore it appears that

neither definition nor syllogism are the same
thing, nor are syllogism and definition of the same
thing, moreover that definition neither demon-
strates nor shows any thing, and that we can

know what a thing is neither by definition nor by
demonstration.

6. Recapitula-
tion. It is

proved that we
can know
'• quid res sit

neither by de-
finition nor by
demonstration.

' Chap. VIII.

—

Of the logical Syllogism of what a thing is.

Moreover we must consider which of these
| Question"

things is well, and which is not well asserted, also propounded tot

what definition is, and whether there is in a

certain way or by no means a demonstration and definition of

what a thing is. Now since it is the same thing as we have
said to know what a thing is, and to know the cause where-
fore * it is, and the reason of this is, that there is a ^ ^

certain cause,! and this is either the same or

another, { and if it is another, it is either demon-
strable or indemonstrable ; if then it is another, and
is capable of demonstration,^ it is necessary that

the cause should be a medium, and should be de-

monstrated in the first figure, for that which is

demonstrated is both universal and affirmative. §
Now one method will be that which has been now
investigated, viz. to demonstrate what a thing is the^ature!

through something else, for of those things which

reai definition. It will be found from various places cited, that physical

definition was rejected by Aristotle, and that nominal definition is one iu

which the existence of the objects to which the definition is applicable is

not proved ; in fact, it is questionable whether the name *' nominal defini-

tion " is sanctioned by Aristotle (Cf. Trendelen. Elem. 55, upon ch. 10
of this book, and Mansel, Appendix B.

' If being different from the " what " a thing is, it can be demonstrated
" what " it is.

UilTlOV rov T
hariv. Cf. ch. "!.

t Essentiae rei.

+ Different
from the es-

sence of whicb
it is the cause.

§ i. e. the n?-
ture of a thing
is universally
affirmed of that
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* e. g. an
eclipse.
* e. g. defect of
light.

I e. g. the op-
position of the
earth.

2. The logical

syllogism " de
eo, quid sit."

The " why"
and the '• that"
sometimes si-

multaneously
known. The
" if" some-
times known.
Kara avtxjSe-

/irjKof. How
" what a thing
is" is assumed
and known.

§ Vide last

chapter : other-
wise the defi-

nition will be
only nominal.

tain sound

are predicated in respect of what a thing is, it is

necessary that the medium should be what it is,

and a property in respect of properties, wherefore
of two essential natures of the same thing,* it will

demonstrate the one,"]' but not the other.J

That this method then is not demonstration, has

been shown before, but it is a logical syllogism of

what a thing is, still let us show in what method
tliis is possible, discussing it again from the be-

ginning. For as we investigate why a thing is,

when we know that it is, but sometimes those

become evident at the same time, but it is not

possible to know why it is, prior to knowing that

it is, it is clear that in like manner the very nature

of a thing, or tvhat it is, cannot be known, with-

out knowing that it is, since it is impossible to

know what a thing is, when ignorant if it is.§

We sometimes indeed know if it is, accidentally,

knowing sometimes something belonging to the

tiling,^ as thunder we know, because it is a cer-

of the clouds, and an eclipse, because it is a cer-

' This passage is doubtful : it has nevertheless been used for the de-
cision of the question as to whether the class of definitions described as
TqQ Tov Ti kariv dTro^H^eioQ av/nrspaafxa, is to be regarded as nominal, or
as imperfect real definition ; the question is of less importance as Aris-
totle elsewhere condemns their use (De Anima ii. 2, 2). The instances he
gives here may refer either to the one or the other description. The
authorities who hold the first view of the subject are Averroes, Zabarella
and St. Hilaire ; those who hold up their pens " on the contrary," are the
Greek commentators, Pacius, Rassow, and Kuhn.

B A
Ex. 1. That to which the earth is opposed is eclipsed.

B C
'The earth is opposed to the moon.

C A
. •

. The moon is eclipsed.

B
Bx. 2. What does not produce a shadow when nothing intervenes la

A
eclipsed.

C B
The moon does not produce a shadow, &c*

C A
• • • The moon is eclipsed.
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tain privation of light, and a man, because it is a certain

animal, and soul, because it moves itself. As regards then

whatever we know accidentally that they are, it is by no means
necessary that we should possess any thing by which to know
what they are, for neither do we (really) know that they are,

and to inquire what a thing is, when we do not know that it

is, is to inquire about nothing. In those things however of

which we know something, it is easy (to inquire) what they

are ; hence as we know that a thing is, so also are we disposed

to know what it is, now of those things, of whose essential

nature we know something, let this be first an example, an

eclipse A, the moon C, the opposition of the earth ,

B.* To inquire then whether there is an eclipse

or not, is to inquire whether B is or not, but this does not

at all differ from the inquiry if there is a reason of it, and if

this is, we say that that also is. Or we (inquire) of which con-

tradiction there is a reason, whether of possessing, or of not

possessing, two right angles, but when we have discovered,

we know at the same time, that it is, and why it is, if it is

inferred through media
;"t"

but if it is not so in- ^ soBekker
ferred, we know the that, but not the why. Let Buhie, and

C be the moon, A an eclipse, not to be able to ^\l\^z^'hc^l^^e-

produce a shadow when the moon is full and '^'^''•

nothing is seen interposed between us, B, if then B, that is, not

to be able to produce a shadow when there is nothing be-

tween us, be present with C, and A, to be eclipsed, present

with this, that there is an eclipse, is indeed evident, but ivhy is

not yet so, and that there is an eclipse, we indeed know, but

ivhat it is we do not know.t Yet as it is clear ^ „ , ,„

,

* . . 1 /-I /i • . \ - . . . . X Example (2.)

that A IS with u, (to inquire) why it is, is to in-

vestigate what B is, whether it is the opposition (of the

earth), or the turn of the moon, or the extinction of light,

but this is the definition of the other extreme, as in those

(examples) of A, since an eclipse is the interposition of the

earth. What is thunder ? the extinction of fire in a cloud

:

why does it thunder ? because fire is extinguished iu a

B A
Ex. 3. Where there is an extinction of fire there is thunder.

C B
In a cloud there is extinction of fire.

C A
• •

. In % cloud there is thunder.
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cloud. Let C be a cloud, A thunder, B the extinction of

fire, hence B is present with C, that is, with the cloud, for

fire is extinguished in it, but A, sound, is present
• Example (3.) j^|^ ^j^jg ^^^ ^ jg ^^^g definition of A, the first
+ 1. e. another

. n • i t p
prior cause of extreme ; * if there be again another medium ot

of'the^earih?'' this f it will be from the remaining definitions.^

3 Of what a
^^® h?ive shown therefore thus, how what a

thing is, there thing is, is assumed, and becomes known, where-

iogismno?de-' ^OTQ there is neither syllogism nor demonstration
monstration, of what a thing is, still it will become evident

fe"teVby both, through syllogism, and through demonstration;
cf. ch. 3. ^^^ hence without demonstration it is neither

possible to know what a thing is, of which there is another

cause, nor is there demonstration of it, as we have already

observed in the doubts.

Chap. IX.

—

Of certain Natures or Principles incapable of
Demonstration.

1. A two-fold Of some things indeed there is a certain other
diyision^of causc, but of Others there is not, so that it is plain

method used that some of them are immediate, and principles,
m each. whosc existence and what they are, we must sup-

pose, or make manifest after another manner,^ which indeed

the arithmetician does, for he both supposes what unity is,

and that it is. Of those however which have a medium,^ and of

whose essence there is another cause, it is possible, as we have
said, to produce a manifestation through demonstration, yet

not by demonstrating what they are.

* Sin autem etiam alius terminus medius inveniri potest per quern co-

gatur propositio A B, is quoque una ex reliquis definitionibus notionis A
non esse non poterit. Waitz. If what a thine/ is, may be proved by
another what, this last may also be proved by another, so that there will

be three causes of an eclipse, of which the 1st proves the 2nd, and the

2nd the 3rd, and if all are joined there will be a perfect definition. Cf.

ch. 10.

' As by induction, or a demonstration of the " that." He shows here
that definitions are assumed prior to all demonstration, and are real, in-

asmuch as the existence of the objects is assumed with them. The
ground of the assumption will vary according to the nature of the object

to be defmed. Cf. Metap. x. 7.

' A cause different from themselves.
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Chap. X,— Upon Definition and its hinds.

Since definition is said to be a sentence (ex-
jv ^ .

.

planatory) of what a thing is, it is evident that either explains

one definition will be of what a name signifies, or
Jjlfn"^™^

°^*

another nominal sentence, as what a thing signi-

fies, which is so far as it is a triangle, which when we know
that it is, we inquire why it isJ Still it is ditficult thus to

assume things, the existence of which we do not know, and
the cause of this difficulty has been explained before, because

neither do we know whether it is or is not, except accidentally.

One sentence is indeed in two ways, the one by conjunction,

as the Iliad, but the other from signifying one thing of one,

not accidentally.

The above-named then is one definition of a
2, or shows its

definition, but the other definition is a sentence cause, a dis-

, . 1 , , . . xv i a.1. i? tinction drawn.
showmg why a thing is, so that the lormer

signifies, but does not demonstrate, but the lattei will evi-

dently be, as it were, a demonstration of what a thing is, dif-

fering from demonstration in the position (of the terms). For
there is a difference between saying, why does it thunder ? and
what is thunder ? for thus a person will answer, because fire

is extinguished in the clouds ; but what is thunder ? the sound
of fire extinguished in the clouds ; hence there is the same
sentence spoken in another manner, and in the one way there

is a continued demonstration, but in the other there is a de-

* Vide Aldrich, Hill's and Whately's Logics upon nominal and real

definition. With regard to the expression \6yoQ iTspog, dvofiaTLjdrjQ,

(oratio diversa nominalis, Buhle.) Trendelenburg's, (Elementa, 55,) the

literal rendering, gives the idea that nominal as well as real defini-

tions must be sentences, but Mansel thinks the context seems rather to

mean " a definition of the signification of a name, or of another sentence
having the force of a name ;

" yet on the other hand fairly allows that in

this way the word IsTspog "is superfluous," and the example given "un-
intelligible." There is no doubt therefore that by Xoyog dvo^aTui^rjg is

meant a sentence whose signification, like that of a single noun, is one

;

a description which includes all real definitions, of which the example is

a specimen. We subjoin the places he refers to : Int. v. 2 ; Metap. vi. 4,

and 12, and vii. 6; Alex. Scholia, p. 743, a. 31. In the Greek com-
mentators \6yog ovofi. is clearly used for nominal deliniiious : see Philop.

Schol. p. 244, b. 31, also Mansel, Appendix B. p. 19. For the differ-

ent uses of the word Xoyog by Aristotle,, as envjnciative cf definition, c£
Wailz upon this chapter.
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finition. Moreover the definition of thunder is, a sound in

the clouds, but this is the conclusion of tlie de-

monstration of what it is ; now the definition of

Mansei's Logic, things immediate is, the indemonstrable thesis of
pa-^e 16, App. -t

,

note.) essence.*^

3. Brief sum- One definition then is, an indemonstrable sen-

forms"of^defini-
^^"^® (significative) of csscncc, but another is a

tion. syllogism of essence, differing from demonstration
t i. e. in in Case,! and a third is the conclusion of the de-

form,™r irTthe moustration of what a thing is. Wherefore, from
position of the -what we have said, it is evident how there is, and
terms

how there is not, a demonstration of what a thing

is, also of what things there is, and of what there is not ; more-

over in how many ways definition is enunciated, and how it

demonstrates the essence of a thing, and how it does not ; also

of what things there is, and of what there is not, definition ;

yet more, how it subsists with respect to demonstration, and

how it may, and how it may not be, of the same thing.

Chap. XL

—

Of Causes and their Demonstration.

1. Causes of SiNCE we think that we scientifically know,

wwdi are aif^'
"^^^^^^ ^^^ ^^'^ cognizant of the cause, but causes

expressed by are four,^ one indeed as to the essence of a

' " Of things immediate," sivch as the definition of a subject. Waitz
and Pacius consider tttSxtiq and Okoiq synonymous. Upon the kinds of

definition referred to here, the reader will find ample information in

Mansei's Appendix B., where they are ably and fully discussed.
^ Upon the four causes of things, see Forchhammer Verhandlungen det

sechsten, Versammlung deutscher Philoll. und Schulmm. Cassel, 1344,

p. 84—89. Although Aristotle allows any of the four to be used as a mid-
dle term, yet it by no means follows that each may be a definition of

the major, for while he has not decidedly expressed his opinion, it is

])robable that he regarded the formal cause only, as available for defini-

tion. For not only has a material cause no place in attributes, but in

1 hysical substances (Metap. vii. 4) ; in this chapter he gives a material

cause, instanced as a middle term, as in fact identical with the formal.

The efficient and final causes seem, as Mansel says, to be excluded, as

not being contemporaneous with their efTects, so that from the existence

ol the one we cannot certainly infer that of the other. Vide Waitz, vol.

ii. p. 41 1 ; Trendelenburg, de Anim. p. 355; Mansel, App. B. J 7. Cf. also

next chapter; Metap. books vi., xi., xii., xiii. ; De Anini. i. ; Physic, lib.

L and ii.
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the middle
term.
* TO Ti rjv e'vui
—the formal
cause.

t The material
cause.

I The efficient

cause.

§ The final.

II
When one of

these is as-

sumed for a
middle. (Vide
note.)

IT The middle.

* Vide Euclid,

b. iii. prop. 31.

thing,* another that which from certain things ex-

isting, this necessarily exists,f a third that which
first moves something,| and a fourth on account of

which a thing (exists)
; § all these are demonstrated

through a medium.
|1
For the one that this existing

it is necessary that that should be, is not from
one proposition being assumed, but from two at

the least, but this is, when they have one medium ;

this one therefore being assumed,^ there is neces-

sarily a conclusion, which is evidently thus : Why
is the angle a right one in a semicircle, or from
the existence of what, is it right ? * Let then A be

a right angle, B the half of two right angles, and
the angle in the semicircle C. Hence B is the cause why A
the right angle is inherent in C, i. e. in the angle of a semi-

circle ; for this angle is equal to A, but C is equal to B, for it

is the half of tw^o right angles ; B then being the half of two
right angles, A is inherent in C, and this was for

the angle in a semicircle to be a right angle.f ^ E^a™pie (i)

This! however is the same as the explanation of ^.
"^^^ conciu-

T r sion.

the essence of a thing, § because definition signifies § Because a

tliis, but the cause of the essence of a thing has

been shown to be the middle.
||
Why was there a

]\Iedian war with the Athenians ? What was the

cause of waging war with the Athenians ? Because the latter

with the Eretrians attacked Sardis ; this w^as the first cause of the

movement. Let war then be A, first made the attack B, the

Athenians C, B then is present with C, i. e. to have first made
the attack is present with the Athenians, but A is also with B,

for they make war with the aggressors, A then is present with

B, i. e. to wage war is present with the aggressors, but this, B,

is present with the Athenians, for they were the aggressors.

Wherefore the middle is the cause here, and that which first

moves ; but of those things, whose cause is for the sake of some-
thing, as, why does he walk ? that he may be well * why is a

B A
Ex. 1. Every angle whicii is the half of two right angles is a right angle

C B
Every angle described in a semicircle is the half of two right

angles

C A
.

•
. Every angle described in a semicircle is a right argle.

thing is the
same as its na-
ture.

II
Ch. 8, and 10.
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house biilt ? that furniture inny be preserved ; the one is for

the sake of health, but the otiier for the sake of preservation.

Still there is no difference between why is it necessary to

walk after supper, and for the sake ofwhat is it necessary ?

but let walking after supper be C, the food not to rise B, to

be well A. Let then walking after supper be the cause why
the food does not rise to the mouth of the stomach, and let

this be healthy ; for B, that is, for the food not to rise, appears

to be present with walking, C, and with this A, salubrious.

What then is the cause that A, which is that for the sake of

which (the final cause), is present with C ? B (is

the cause), that is, the food not rising, this * how-

t E '

1 f2 ^
®^®^ ^^ ^^ ^* were, the definition of it,f for A will

§ The premises be thus explained.^ J Why is B present with C?

TExamSe a) because to be thus affected is to be well : we must
IT In final

causes.
* Efficient

causes.

+ In the latter,

I The cause.

§ Final cause.

\\ The effect.

ir The last in

time, not in

nature.

B.

2. The same
thing may

nevertheless change the sentences, § and thus the

several points will be more clear.
||

The genera-

tions here^ indeed, and in causes respecting mo-
tion,* subsist vice versa, for there f it is necessary

that the middle | should be first generated, but

here§ C, which is the last,|| and that for the sake

of which is generated the last.^

Possibly indeed the same thing may be for tlie

sake of something, and from necessity; for instance,
sometimes pos- ^.j^y ^qq^ lio-ht pass throu<Hi a lantern ? for ne-
sess twocauses. .^ , i • , . n n • i

cessarily that which consists ot smaller particles

passes through larger pores, if light is produced by transit, also

(it does so) on account of something, that we may not fall. If

then it possibly may be, is it also possible to be generated ?

' That is, the healthy will be explained to be that whicli does not suf-

fiir the food to rise.

B A
Ex. 2. For the food not to rise in the stomach is healthy

C B
Walking after supper does not suffer the food to rise, eta

C A
. •

. Walking after supper is healthy.

A B
Ev. 3. That which is healthy causes the food not to rise

C A
Walking after supper is healthy

C B
. • . Walking after supper causes the food not to rise.
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as if it thunders, fire being extinguished, it is necessary th<at

it should crash and rumble, and, as the Pythagoreans say, for

the sake of threatening, that those in Tartarus may be terri-

fied. Now there are many things of this kind,
3 Necessity is

especially in those which are constituted and con- two-fold; in-

sist from nature, for nature produces one thing Rhet. i. :i,'

for the sake of something,* and another from For the sake

necessity ;j but necessity is two-told, one accord- form.

ing to nature and impulse,:|: another with violence, Jf^at"en
"^*^

contrary to impulse ; thus a stone is borne from X opu-fi, j. e.

necessity both upward and downward, yet not puise^
^™

from the same necessity. S In thinsrs however § Because it

II
°,.p descends na-

which are irom reason,
|1
some never subsist irom turaiiy, but

chance, as a house, or a statue, nor from neces- "
Artmciar**'

sity,^ but for the sake of something, whilst others things.

are also from fortune, as health and safety.^^ ir cf. Poetics,

Especially in those which are capable of a various ^^^' ^'

subsistence, as when the generation of them is not from for-

tune, so that there is a good end, on account of which it

takes place, and either by nature or by art : from fortune

however nothing is produced for the sake of something.

Chap. XII.— Upon the causes of the Present, Past, (Cf. Phys. lib.

and Future. iv.)

The cause of things which are, is the same also i. identity of

as that of things which are generated, which *^^"^^"

have been generated, and which will be, for the middle is the

cause, except that being is the cause to be, what is generated,

to those which are generated, what has been, to those which

' Not from the necessity of matter ; because though there are wood,
stones, and cement, yet there is no necessity on that account that there

should be a house.
* *' As health," which is either from the medicinal art, or from chance,

e. g. when Pheraeus Jason was healed by a dart thrown by an enemy, as

Cicero relates in book iii., de Natur^ Deorum ;
" and safety," which so

happens to a ship when it is preserved, either on account of the art and
skill of the pilot, or fortuitously. Taylor. Upon necessity, chance, and
the principles generally alluded to at the close of this chapter, cf. Phy-
sics, book ii. ; Metaph. books iv. v; Rhet. i. 6 (Bohn's ed., wher3 see
note) ; also i. 10, and Ethics i. 9. See also Montaigne's Essays, pp. 50
and 105, Hazlitt's ed.
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2. Causes and
effects properly
simultaneous
—an inquiry
into causes of
things not si-

multaneous.

have been, and what will be to those that will be. Thus why
was there an eclipse ? because the earth was interposed, but
an eclipse is generated^ because an interposition of the earth

is generated, but there will he, because the earth will he, and
there is, because it is interposed. What is ice ? Let it be as-

sumed to be congealed water ; let water be C, congealed A,
the middle cause B, a perfect defect of heat ; B then is pre-

sent with C, but with this A, viz. to be congealed,*

but ice is generated, when B is generated, it was
so, when the latter was so, and it will be, when the latter

will be.

Hence that which is thus a cause, and that Cif

which it is the cause, are generated at one and
the same time, when they are generated ; are si-

multaneously when they are ; and in like man-
ner, in respect to the having been, and the will

be, generated. In the case of things which are not simul-

taneous, are there in a continued time, as it seems to us, dif-

ferent causes of dilFerent things ? for instance, is another thing

liaving been generated the cause of this thing having been

generated, and another thing which will be, the cause that

this will be, and of this being, something which was generated

before ? the syllogism however is from what was
afterwards generated.f And the principle of these

are those things which have been generated,

wherefore the case is the same as to things

which are generated. From the prior indeed

there is no (syllogism), as that this thing was
afterwards generated, because that thing was
generated,J it is the same also in regard to the

future. For whether the time be indefinite or

definite, § it will not result that because that thing

was truly said to have been generated, this which
is posterior is truly said to have been generated,

+ rt is con-
cluded the
foundation was
laid from the
house being
built.

3. The poste-

rior not col-

lected from the
prior.

X That because
tlie foundation
was laid the
house was
built.

§ That is, the
interval be-

tween fae

B A
Ex. 1. That, the heat of which fails, is congealed

B C
The heat fails of water
C A

, . Water is congealed.



CHAP. XII.] THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS. 337

since in the interval it will be false to say this,^ former and the

when already another thing * has been produced. J^^n"
^*"^""

The same reasoning also happens to what will be, * The founda-

nor because thatf was produced, will this
if be, as +°The founda-

the middle must be generated at the same time;^
¥°The house

of things that have been that which has been, 4. Medium

of the future the future, of what are produced Snfous^wkh^"
that which is produced, of things which are those of which

that which is, but of what was generated, and of dium.

that which will be, the middle cannot possibly be

produced at one and the same time. Moreover neither can the

interval § be indefinite, nor definite,^ since it will
§ Between the

be false to assert it in the interval ; * but we must past and fu-

consider what is connected with it, so that after the

having been generated, to be generated may exist in things.^

Or is it evident that what is generated is not connected with

what was generated ? for the past does not cohere with what
was generated, since they are terms and individuals. As then

neither points are mutually connected, those things which
have been produced are not so, for both are indivisible ; nor^

for the same reason does that which is, cohere with that which
has been generated, for that which is generated is divisible,

but that w^hich has been is indivisible. As a line then is to

a point, so is that which is to that which was generated, for

infinite things which have been, are inherent in

that which is ; ||
we must however enunciate these poimsTn a line,

matters more clearly in the universal discussions
•1 . ,• MT IT Vide Physics,
about motion.! b. vi.

Concerning then the manner in which, when 5 j^ ^^^^ ^^^^^

there is a successive generation, the middle cause of past and fu-

subsists, let so much be assumed, for in these also p^ScipiTor

it is necessary that the middle and the first should ?\^* "^"^* ^
be immediate, thus A was generated because C
was so, but C was after, A before. The principle indeed is

* As that the house was produced.
' Supply—with that of which it is the mediiun. Vide Waitz on thia

chap., vol. ii. p. 411 ; and Cf. An. Prior ii. 5.

^ Supply—in which we may justly infer, that one will be, because
another is.

* Since the future does not exist in that time.
* So that there may be a continual successive x reduction.

s
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C, because it is nearer to the now, which is the principle of

time, but C was generated if D was, hence from D having
been, it is necessary that A should have been. The cause how-
ever is C, for from D having been, it is necessary that C
should have been generated, but C having been, A must of

necessity have been produced before. When however we
thus assume the middle, will (the process) at any time stop

at the immediate, or on account of the infinity will a medium
always intervene ? for, as we have stated, what has been ge-
nerated is not connected with what has been ; nevertheless we

^
must commence at least from the immediate* and

Mediate, Tay- from the first Tioti;.^ Likewise witli regard to the

Beicke^'n^"'
^^ " ^^^^ ^®'" ^^^ ^^ ^* ^^ true to Say that D will be,

it is necessary that, prior to this, it should be true

to say that A will be, the cause however of this is C, for if D
will be, prior to it C will be, but if C will be, prior to it A
will be. Likewise also in these the division is infinite, for

things which will be, are not mutually coherent, but an im-
mediate principle must also be assumed in these. It is thus

in the case of works, if a house has been built, stones must
necessarily have been cut, and formed ; and why this ? because
the foundation must of necessity have been laid, if the house
was built, but if the foundation was laid, stones must neces-

sarily have been prepared before. Again, if there shall be a

house, in like manner there will be stones prior to this, still

the demonstration is in like manner through a medium, for

the foundation will have a prior subsistence.

6. Things ge-
Notwithstanding, since we see in things which

neratedinacir- are, that there is a certain generation in a circle,f

a similar de- this happens when the middle and the extremes fol-
monstration. j^^ each Other, for in these there is a reciprocation ;
+ 1. e. mutu- ,., , •!/> •J.-
ally. this however was shown in the first treatise,! viz.

ch!'5-A" also* tbat the conclusions are converted ;§ but the case
Post. An. b. i. of being in a circle is thus. In works it appears

§ Changed into after this manner, when the earth has been moist-
prem. ened, vapour is necessarily produced, from the

production of this, there is a cloud, from this last, water, and

from the presence of this,, the earth is necessarily moistened,

this however was the (cause) at first, so that it has come round

• Compare Waitz upon 'his place.



CHAP. XIII.] THE POSTEltlOR ANALYTICS. 339

in a circle, for any one of these existing, another is, -:.nd if

that is, another, and from this, the first.

There are some things which are generated 7. Of things

universally, (for always, and in every thing, they
un/verslfiy,^*

either thus subsist, or are generated,) but others butusuaiiy.the

not always, but for the most part ; thus not every should^ be non-

vio-orous man has a beard, but this is generally necessary, but
o '

, , -1
^^^ ^"^ most

the case, now of such things it is necessary that part true, cf,

the medium also should be for the most part ; for ^^''^''^' '""• ^^•

if A is universally predicated of B, and this of C universally,

it is necessary that A also should be predicated always, and

of every C, (for the universal is that which is present with

every individual and always,) but it was supposed to be for

the most part, wherefore it is necessary that the medium also,

B, should be for the most part : hence of those which are for

the most part, the principles are immediate, as many as tlui.?

subsist for the most part, or are generated.

Chap. XIII.— Upon the Method of investigating Definition.

We have before shown how lohat a thing is, is attributed to

definitions, and in what way there is or is not a demonstra-
tion or definition of it, how therefore it is necessary to inves-

tigate ^ things which are predicated in respect to what a thing
is, let us now discuss.

Of those then, which are always present with i. Division of

each individual, some have a wider extension, yet things quoad
*' extension.

are not beyond the genus.* I mean those have a » of the sub-

wider extension, as many as are present with ^^^^'

each individual universally, yet also with another thing, thus

there is something which is present with every triad, and
also with that which is not a triad, as being is present with
a triad, but also to that which is not number. Nevertheless
the odd is present with every triad, and is of wider extension,

for it is with five, but it is not beyond the genus,

f

for the five is number, and nothing out of num- ^'
^' ""™

ber is odd. Now such things we must take so far tainment ofVe-

' He uses the term BrjpevHv: see also Mansel's note (Appendix B.) iv

reference to the expressions icarao-irfva^ttv and Zriretv as applied s«

parately to the two methods of "hunting for" and " testing" the defini-

tion, viz Division and Induction.

z 2
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finition those to until SO many are first assumed, each of which*
ofwhich'isof is of widcr extension,! but all of them together

siirTtiSl^but
^^^' °^* ^^ greater extent, for it is necessary that

all together this should be the substance of a thing.' For ex-

thing to'be ^de- ample, number, the odd is present with every triad,

fined the first in both ways, both as not beinff mea-
* Taken separ- , . , x . , > -» <•

ateiy. surcd by number and as not being composed of

?hing^t"be^
numbcrs.^ Now therefore the triad is this, viz.

defined. the first odd number, and the first in this way, for

each of these is present, the one with all odd numbers, but

the last also with the dual, yet all of them (together) with
none (but the triad). Since however we have

ch^4!'
^'"*^' shown above, J that those things which are predi-

cated in respect of what a thing is are necessary,

but universals are necessary, but what are thus assumed of a

triangle, or any other thing, are assumed in respect to what a

thing is, thus from necessity the triad will be these things. That
his however is its essence appears from this, since it is neces-

sary, unless the very nature of a triad were not this, that this

should be a certain genus, either denominated or anonymous.
It will be therefore of wider extension than to be with a triad

alone, for let the genus be supposed of that kind as to be more
widely extended according to power, if then it is present with

nothing else than individual triads, this will be the essence of

the triad. Let this also be supposed, that an ultimate predi-

cation like this of individuals is the essence of each thing,

wherefore in like manner, when any thing is thus demon-
strated, it will be the essence of that thing.

3. Method of
Nevertheless it is right when any one is con-

dividing the versant with a certain whole,^ to divide the genus

f^michcan- into the individuals which are first in species, §

' As some discrepancy has been supposed to exist between this pas-

sage and Metap. vi. 12, it may be well to observe that, although in the

latter passage he seems to maintain that the last differentia must be co-

extensive with the subject, he is there apparently speaking not of the

specific difference per se, but of the difference regarded as dividing the

genus : this is in fact equivalent to saying, that the whole must be co-

extensive, which no one would think of denying. Vide Mansel's Ap-
pendix, note B. ; Boethius, ilill, and Whately upon logical definition and
decision ; also Waitz's remarks.

' Because the triad is the first number, the monad being the principld

of number, and the dual, a medium between 1 and 3.

* In investigating the dclinition of a subaltern species*
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for instance, number into triad and dual, then to not be divided

endeavour thus to assume the definitions of these, ^"*° species.

as of a straight line, of a circle,^ and of a right angle ; after-

wards assuming what the genus is,^ for instance, whether it

is quantity or quality, he should investigate the peculiar pas-

sions* through common first (principles.)^ For » of the first

those which happen to the composites from indi- species.

viduals will be evident from the definitions, f be- t ofthefim

cause definition and that which is simple* are ^p^^^-

the principles of all things, and accidents are essentially pre-

sent with simple things alone, but with others according to

them. The divisions indeed by differences^ are ^ Differential

useful for our progression in this way, but how division useful

indeed they demonstrate we have shown before,^ g"atiinof^deii-'

but they would thus be useful only for syllo- "'^^''"*
. .

gizing what a thing is, and indeed they may ap- ch.si, and this

pear to do nothing, but to assume every thing ^^^k, ch.o.

immediately,§ just as if any one assumed from § i- e. without

the beginning without division. It makes some
^^^

'

difference, however, whether what is predicated be so, prior or

posterior,^ as for instance, whether we call animal, mild biped,

or biped, animal mild, for if every thing consists

of tAvOjJI and one certain thing is animal mild, JiSnce^"^
and again from this, and the difference, man or

any thing else which is one, consists, we must necessarily

make a postulate by division. Besides, thus only is it possible

to leave out nothing in the definition, since when the first

genus is assumed, if a person takes a certain inferior division,^

every thing will not fall into this ; for instance, not every
animal has entire or divided wings, but every animal which
is winged, for this is the difference of it,1[ but the '. i- e. the divi-

first difference of animal is that into which every xayior.'

'

* A circle is first amongst figures, because it is circumscribed by one
line, other figures by many lines.

' In what category the thing defined is contained.
' Principles common to the first and remaining lowest species, for the

principles of the subaltern are those of the infinia species.
* The defin. of the first simple species. ' Specific differences.
* Therefore division is useful for the arrangement of things properly

in regard to priority, etc. Cf. Waitz,
^ In which there is not the peculiarity of genus, but of some lowei

ipeci'js.
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animal falls. Likewise in regard to each of the rest, both of

* The first di- thosc genera * which are external to animal, and
vision is to be
assumed.
t The first di-

vision of bird.

of those which are contained under it, as of bird,"j"

is that into which every bird falls, and of fish

that into which every fish falls. Thus proceeding

we may know that nothing is omitted, J but other-

wise v/e must omit something, and not know it.

It is not at all necessary that he who defines and
divides, should know all things that subsist,'

though some say it is impossible to know the dif-

ferences of each thing without knowing each ;

but it is impossible to know each thing without

difierences, for that from which this does not dif-

fer, is the same with this, but that from which it differs is

something else than this. In the first place then this is false, for

it is not something else according to every difference, since there

are many differences in things which are the same in species, yet

not according to substance, nor per se. Next, when any one

6. A division assumes oppositcs, and difference, and that every

thing falls into this or that, and assumes also that

the question is in one part of the two, and knows
this, it is of no consequence whether he knows

X In the defini

tion.

5. It is not re-

quisite that he
who defines
should know
all other sub-
jects from
vhich he dis-

tinguishes the
thing defined.

into opposite
members, as of
animal into

rational and
ii rational.

§ Rational, etc.

From genus

or does not those other things of which the diC

ferences § are predicated. For it is evident that

thus proceeding,
li
if he should arrive at those of

which there is no longer a difference, he will ob-

tain the definition of the substance ; but that every thing will

fall into division, if there should be opposites of which there

is no medium, is not a postulate,1[ since every

thing must necessarily be in one of them, if in-

deed it will be tiie difference of it.

In order to frame definition by divisions, we
must attend to three things, viz. to assume the

things predicated in respect of what a thing

is ; to arrange these, which shall be first or se-

cond ; and that these are all. Now the first of

to species by
differences.

^ Not a petitio

principii.

7. Three things
to be attended
to, in division-

al definition

—

how to effect

these. Vide
Whately, Hill,

and Aldrich.

' We find from the scholia that Aristotle here glances at Speusippus : he

proceeds to show that it docs r.ot signify to the proper knowledge of the

thing defined, whetlier a person knows, or does not know, other things in-

cluded in either species; since if he carries on division ht will arrive at those

which have no dilierence, and will then have attained the desired definitiou.
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these arises from our being able as syllogisticallj
^ y. .

to collect accident, that it is inherent,* so to con- bookii.

struct through genus. f There will however be a .t Topics, book

proper arrangement if what is first be assumed, '^*

and this will be if that be taken which is consequent to all,

but all not consequent to it ; for there must be something of

this kind. This then being taken, there must now be the

same method in the things inferior, since the second will be
that which is first of the rest, and the third that which is first

of the following, for what is superior being taken away, what-
ever succeeds will be the first of the others ; there is also

similar reasoning in the other cases. Still that all these should

be, is clear from assuming w^hat is first in the division, that

every animal is either this or that,^ but this is *
^ rational

inherent ; § and again the difference of this whole ^ or irrational.

but that of the last^ there is no longer any differ- ^' ^' "^^°°^ *

ence, or immediately with the last dilference ^ this
\\

\\ Being as-

does not differ in species from the whole:'* for it
^"™^<^-

is clear that neither more (than is necessary) is added, for every
thing has been assumed in reference to what a g rpj^^

g^j^^.

thing is, nor is any thing deficient, for it would mum genus

be either genus or difference. Both the first then definTtion"

is genus, and this assumed to":ether with differ- ^ Essential.
° , n 1 T rn • i />

Animal, ra-

ences, but all the dmerences are contained, tor tionai, mortal,

there is no longer any posterior difference.^ ^Essentially

Otherwise the last* would differ in species, this from the whole
1 11 1 ij^T/vj. animal, ration-
however has been shown not to dmer.j ai, mortal.

Still we must investigate, looking to those which „ ,, ,^. ^

,

*^"'
9. jMctnod to

are similar and do not differ, first (considering) what be applied in

that is which is the same in all these, then again ^yer^u^°ciet

in other things which are in the same genus with '"^ith some-

thera, and which are among themselves the same
mg common.

in species, but different from those. Yet when in these that is

* Subdivision of rational animal into mortal, immortal, etc.

' As of mortal rational animal.
' This may be some accidental difference, e. g. "black," united to the

last, as animal rational mortal black.
* That is, from animal rational mortal, but as it does not differ from it

essentially, the last accidental difference (black) ought not to be admit-
ted. He uses the term to avvoXov, when the definition is composed of

the genus and its differences. Cf. Waitz, Boethius, and Keckermann b

Ly3t. Log. Min, lib. i. cap. 17. Wallis, Log.
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assumed which all have the same, and in others similarly, we
must consider in the things assumed whether it is the same,
until we arrive at one reason, for this will be the definition of

the thing. Yet if we do not arrive at one, but at two oi

more, it is evident that the question will not be one, but

* ueya\oyi,vxia. ^^^J^ ^^r Ittstance, I mean if we should inquire
cf. Eth Nic. what magnanimity * is, we must consider in tlie
IV. 3 and 4, and r> . • • ,

shaks. Corioia- cases 01 Certain magnanimous persons, whom we
nus, passim. know what One thing they all possess, so far as
they are such. Thus if Alcibiades is magnanimous, or
Achilles, or Ajax, what one thing have they all ? intolerance

t Alcibiades.
^^ insult, for one of them fought,^ f another

^ .. sulked,^ another slew himself.! A^^ain, in other
+ Aiax TO'

instances, as in that of Lysander or Socrates. If
then (it is common to these) to behave in the same manner,
in prosperity and adversity, taking these two, I consider what
indifference with regard to fortune, and what impatience under
insult possess in common ; if they have nothing there will be
two species of magnanimity.

Every definition is nevertheless universal, for

ciaiiy universal the physician does not prescribe what is whole-

to°be dinned
somc for a Certain eye, but defines what is fit for

every eye, or for the species. The singular however
is easier to define than the universal, wherefore we must pass

from singulars to universals, for equivocations lie more con-

cealed in universals, than in things without a difference. But
as in demonstrations the power of syllogizing must necessarily

. be inherent, so also perspicuity must be in de-

ruies for defini- finitions,§ and there will be this, if through things
tion in Aidnch.

^j^jgij g^j-g singularly enunciated, what is in each

genus be separately defined ; as with the similar, not everj'

similar, but that which is in colours and in figures, and the

' Alcibiades, to revenge the preference given by his countrymen to

Lysias, revolted to Lacedaemon, and brought war on his country.
' Achilles, for Briseis, The reader may smile at the graphic term

used here for ifirjvKjtv, as descriptive of the "angry boy" in the Iliad,

but will confess that its use is warranted, both verbally, by Johnson,
and circumstantially, by Shakspeare (Troilus and Cressida). Upon the

freaks and follies of Ajax, see the speech of Thersites in the same play,

act iii. scene 3, and Sophocles (Ajax) passim. Zell observes that mag-
nanimity was a conspicuous element in Aristotle's own character; upua
Christian magnanimity, see St. Paul's Epistles.
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sharp that which is in voice, and so to proceed to what is

common, taking care that equivocation does not « Because of

occur. But if it is not rio^ht to use metaphors in ambiguity.
'^

1 ^ V ^ Because defi-

disputation, we must clearly not aenne by meta- nition is some-

phors,* nor by those things which are spoken by ed°fn dS^'
metaphor, otherwise it will be necessary to use sion. (Cf.

^ ^
,

. T , ^. . "V\ aitz, vol. iL
metaphors in disputation, j p. 420.)

Chap. XIV.—JRuIesfor Problems* t Cf. An. Prior
•^ *

1. 4, and 1. 26 :

also Topics i. 4,

Now that we may have problems, we must select and i. 11.

sections and divisions, and thus select, the com- 1. Needofdivi-
'

J r 1 sion for rightly
mon genus 01 all being supposed, as tor example, appropriating

if animals were the subjects of consideration, (we
^ach^s™|nce.

must first consider,) what kind of things are pre-

sent with every animal.^ When these have been taken, we
must again see what kind of things are consequent to every

first individual of the rest,'^ thus if this is a bird, what things

follow every bird, and so always that which is nearest,^ for

we shall evidently now be able to say why things are present,

which are consequent to those under what is common, as why
they are present with man or horse. ^ Let then animal be A,
B things consequent to every animal, C D E certain animals,

why then B is present with D is evident, for it is present

throuo-h A : in a similar manner with the rest, and
,° 1 . 1 ^-1 • c § Example 1.

in others there is always the same reasoning. ^

* For the word problem and its uses, see Alexander Scholia, p. 150,

b. 40. What he means here, is that we ascertain the questions or pro-

blems to be discussed in every system, by the use of proper divisions and
sections, (which Aristotle assumes for the same thing,) and by proceed-

ing from universals to singulars. Vide Biese i. p. 314.

'Of the first species.
' To the first species, which is next to the proposed genus. Taylor.
* i. e. the properties of animal.

A B
Ex. 1. Every animal is sentient

D A
Every horse is an animal

T) B
. •

. Every horse is sentient.

The proof may be applied in the same manner to every species :f

anioial.
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Now then we speak according to presented

common names, ^* but we must not only consider

in these, but also assume if any thing else should

be seen to be common, afterwards consider to

what things this is consequent, and the quality of

the things consequent to this,^ as those consequent

to having horns are the possession of a rough muscular lining

to the stomach, and the not having teeth in both jaws.

Moreover to what things the possession of horns

is consequent, for it will be evident why what
has been mentioned f is present with them,| for

it will be so in consequence of their possessing

horns.

There is yet another mode of selection by anal-

ogy, § since it is impossible to assume one and the

same thing, which it is necessary to call sepium,

spine, and bone, there are also things consequent

to these, as if there were one certain nature of

this kind.^

• Synonyms.
2. Also of in-

vcvstigating

that which is

inherent in the
singulars as

something
common.

t Viz. to have
teeth in one
jaw only, etc.

J With the spe-

cies of horned
animals.

3. Selection

Kara to ava-
Xoyov.

§ i. e. to as-

sume a com-
mon analogous
thing.

Chap. XV.

—

Of Identical Problems.

1. Problems are SoME problems are the same from having the same

haveSthrr^the
i^cdium, for instance, because all things are an

Kame middle antipcristasis,'^ but of these some are the same in

' Cf. Top. i. 5; Categ. ch. 1. Synonyms are not allowed to be real

definitions, in the proper sense, by Aristotle, though admitted to be
opiKa ; as nominal definitions, they are recognised by Alexander on
Metaph. vi. 4, p. 442, Bonitz ed., but the genuineness of this portion of

the commentary has been questioned. Vide Mansel's Logic on Definition.
^ We must not only use this method in things synonymous, and in-

vestigate the common generic properties, and afterwards the specific pecu-

liarities, but if there be any thing common without a name, yet we must
assume it, in order to investigate its properties, and afterwards to con-

sider to what species it is attributed, and the quality of the things which
are consequent to the anonymous genus.

' The instances given are analogous, because there is the same relation

of the sepium in a particular kind of fish ; of the spine in fish gener-

ally, and of bone in quadrupeds. He means that from a certain analogy,

which is expressive of some common nature in things, we may ascertain

what is common to various individuals. Cf. Scholia, p. 42, a. 37, 47.

* Quod omnia fiant quia contraria qualitas cerminus instat. Buhle.

Compressio undique circumfusa. Scap. Theoph. de Caus. pi. 1, 2. The

*
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genus, which have differences from belonging to term, ore/

other things, or from subsisting differently, e. g. ^ subjecred"to

why is there an echo, or why is there a reflection, the other.

and why a rainbow ? for all these are the same problem in

genus, (for all are reflection,) but they differ in species.'

Other problems differ from the medium being contained under
another medium, as why does the Nile have a greater flow

during the fall of the month ? ^ because the fall of the month
is more winterly : but why is the fall more winterly ? because
the moon fails, for thus do these subsist towards each other.

Chap. XVI.—Of Causes and Effects.

Some one may perhaps doubt concerning cause i-i|*'^Vj'^.v^^

and that of which it is the cause, whether when middle term

the effect is inherent, the cause also is inherent, expresslhe^^^

as if the leaves fall from a tree, or there is an cause of the in-

eclipse, will there also be the cause of the eclipse, Aidr"ich's Lop.,

or of the fall of the leaves ? As if the cause of P;,'°*'.^4?"',!'>

. . „ -. ed.and vNalhss
tins, IS the having broad leaves, but oi an eclipse Log.)

the interposition of the earth, for if this be not so, something
else will be the cause of these, and if the cause is present, at

the same time the effect will be, thus if the earth be interposed,

there is an eclipse, or if a tree have broad leaves, it sheds

tliem. But if this be so, they would be simultaneous, and de-

monstrated through each other, for let the leaves to fall be A,
the having broad leaves B, and a vine C, if then A is present

with B, (for whatever has broad leaves sheds them,) but B is

present with C, for every vine has broad leaves, A is present

with C, and every vine sheds its leaves, but the cause is B,

word signifies the effect produced from a thing being surrounded by its

contrary. Thus why is hail produced ? Because the cold is contracted by
the surrounding heat. Why are subterranean places cold in summer and
hot in winter ? Because in winter the heat is contracted on account of

the surrounding cold, and in summer the cold, on account of the sur-

rounding heat. Taylor. Cf. Physic, b. iv. v. vi. ; also Lucretius.
' Reflection of the air produces the echo ; of the figure in the mirror

produces the image ; of the sun's rays produces the rainbow.
* During the fall of the month there is more rain ; hence the Nile rises,

und there is more rain during the decrease of the moon, because when
her light fails, she more powerfully excites humid bodies. Taylor. C£>

also Herod, lib. ii. c. 19—25.
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• E 1 fn ^^® middle.* We may also show that the vino

has broad leaves, from its shedding them, for if

D be what has broad leaves, E to shed the leaf, F a vine, E
then is present with F, (for every vine sheds its leaf,) but D
with E, (for every thing which sheds its leaf, has broad

leaves,) every vine then has broad leaves, the cause is, its

, ,„ , shedding thera.t Nevertheless if they cannot be
t Example (2.) ^, p i i / • •

the cause oi each other, (since cause is prior to

that of which it is the cause,) the cause of an eclipse indeed

is the interposition of the earth, but an eclipse is not the

cause of the earth interposing. If then the demonstration by
cause (shows) why a thing is, but that which is not through

cause, that it is, one knows ^ indeed that the earth is inter-

posed, but why it is, he does not know.^ Yet that an

eclipse is not the cause of the interposition, but this of an

eclipse, is plain, since in the definition of an eclipse, the in-

terposition of the earth is inherent, so that evidently that is

known through this,^ but not this through that."*

j^
^ . Or may there be many causes of one thing ?

only one cause for if the Same thing may be predicated of many

slmrthhfg"'" primary, let A be present with B a first, and
from which it with C another first, and these with D E, A then

will be present with D E, but the cause why it is

with D will be B, and C the cause why it is with E, hence

from the existence of the cause there is necessarily the ex-

B A
Ex. 1. Whatever consists of broad leaves sheds its leaves

C B
Every vine consists of broad leaves

C A
.

*
. Every vine sheds its leaves.

E D
Ex. 2. Whatever sheds its leaves has broad leaves

F E
Every vine sheds its leaves

F D
. • . Every vine has broad leaves.

* i. e. he who through an eclipse proves the interposition of the earth.
* That is, one kind of knowledge (that of the orj) is empirical, but the

other (that of the ^ibrC) is scientific. Cf. Ethic. Nic. b. i. c. 5.
** The eclipse is proved through the interposition of the earth.
* Cause is not truly proved through effect, because the true demonstra*

tion is of the " why" but demonstration from effect is of the " th<U"

I
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istence of the thing, but when the thing exists, it is not ne-

cessary that every cause should exist, still some cause indeed,

yet not every cause. Or if the problem is always universal,

is the cause also a certain whole, and that of which it is the

cause universal ? ^ as to shed the leaf is present definitely with
a certain whole,* though there should be species

^

of it,2 and with these universally, i. e. either with
genus,

plants or with such plants.f Hence in these, the ^ ^^ ^ pi^j^^g

medium and that of which it is the cause must "^ith broad

be equal, and reciprocate,^ for instance, why do
the trees shed their leaves? if indeed through the concre-

tion of moisture, whether the tree casts its leaf, there must
of necessity be concretion, or whether there is concretion not

in any thing indiscriminately, but in a tree, the latter must
necessarily shed its leaf.

Chap. XVII.—Extension of the same subject.

Whether however may there not be possibly the
i. jf the same

same cause of the same thinoj'* in all thinars,^ but thing is predi-

,.^ . , . . *^ ., , r, 1 11 cated of many,
a dmerent one, or is this impossible .'' or shall we except there is

say it cannot happen, if it is demonstrated per se
demonftratfon

and not by a sign or accident ?6 for the middle is it must be

the definition of the extreme,'^ but if it is not thus, therame'^cause.

(shall we say that) it is possible?^ We may if the conciu-
Slon 18 CQUIVO*

however consider that of which ^ and to which ^^ cai, the middle

* " Universal " is here used in the same sense as in ch. iv. of the pre-

ceding book, when a property is predicated of every subject and prima-
rily, so as to reciprocate with it. Cf. Waitz, vol. ii. 424.

* The property may be in the several species as in the genus, but its

presence in the latter does not prevent its predication of the former.
' Reciprocals are called equals because they are identical in quantity.
* Property—which in the demonstration is the major extreme.
^ In subjects which are the minor extremes—by cause understand, the

middle term.
* Cf. Anal. Pr. ch. xxvii. and Waitz, p. 425, vol. ii.

' Of the major, see below.
* That if it is not demonstrated per se, but from accident, there may

be many causes.
* The property.
"> The subject, it is possible to consider these from accident, just as if

a grammarian was proved visible, because man is visible. Taylor.
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• From the
same medium
quoad num-
bers.

t Multiplica-

tion. Vide Eu-
clid, bookv.

X In figures.

terra will be jt is the cause bj accident, still they do not ap-

Post. i. 13. pear to be problems/ but if not, the medium will

subsist similarly,^ if indeed they are equivocal, the medium
will be equivocal, if however as in genus ^ the medium will

be similar. For instance, why is there alternate proportion ?

for there is a different cause in lines, and in numbers, and
the same (medium) so far as they are lines, is differ-

ent,* but so far as it has an increase of the same \

kind,! it is the same, the like also occurs in all

things. There is indeed a different cause in a

different subject, why colour is similar to colour,

and figure to figure, for the similar in these is

equivocal, for here I perhaps it is to have the

sides analogous, and the angles equal, but in co-

lours it consists in there being one sense (of their perception)

or something else of the kind. Things ho^vever analogically

the same, will have also the same medium by analogy, and this

is so from cause, § and that of which,]] and to

which ^ it is the cause following each other ; but

by assuming each singly,* that of which it is the

cause is more widely extended, as for the exter-

nal angles to be equal to four, is of wider exten-

sion than triangle or square, but equal f in all, for

whatever have external angles equal to four right,

will also have the medium similarly. J The me-
dium however is the definition of the first ex-

treme,"* wherefore all sciences are produced by definition, thus

§ Magis com- ^^ ^^^^ *^^® ^^^^' ^^ ^^ ^^^^ samc time consequent to

the vine, and exceeds, §^ and to the fig tree, and
exceeds, yet does not exceed all (plants), but is

' Because problems ought to be ** per se," not from accident.
* To the extremes. ' They are synonymous.
* Vide Mansel, Appendices B. and H., and cf. upon the method of in-

terpretation to be used here, Anal. Post. i. 4, and i. 5, Aristotle intends

by the middle being the definition of the major extreme, that it is so of

;

the property which is demonstrated. For instance, why does it thunder ?

or why is there a noise in a cloud ? because fire is extinguished. What
is thunder? An extinction of fire in a cloud : here the medium is tiie

definition of the major extreme, thunder, and not of the less, that is, of a

cloud.
* Vide Waitz, vol. ii. p. 426-7, and the Port Royal Logic, p. i. ch. vi.,

also Mansel, App. A.

§ i. e. the mid-
dle.

II
The major

extreme.
H The minor
extreme.
* The several

species of tlie

minor.
t With the ge-

neral subject.

t They reci-

procate.

mune est

Buhle
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equal to them. If then you take the first middle^ 2. The major

it is the definition of shedding the leaf, for the eq™iTh?mi?
first will be the middle of one of them, because "o^" i" extent,

all are such,^ next the middle of this * is, that sap ought fo ex-

is congealed, or something: else of the sort, but ^91'^ \^^ ^^^^'
o ' o ' viduals cotn-

what is it to shed the leaf ? it is for the sap to be prehended.

congealed, at the junction of the seed. of a^piam^hav-

In figures, to those who investigate the conse- i^s broad

quence of the cause, and of what it is the cause,

we may explain the matter thus : let A be present with every
B, and B with every D, but more extensively, B then will

be universal to D, I call that universal which ^ ^
1 • < ^ 1 1 n • 1 '^ ^-•""^ latlUS

does not reciprocate,]" but that the nrst universal, sit. Buhie.

with which each singular does not reciprocate,
fs pWdkated^o^f

but all together reciprocate, and are of similar ex- things differing

tension. B then is the cause why A is present can beTemon-

with D, wherefore it is necessary that A should strated by di-
•' verse iniciolG

be more widely extended than B, for if not, why terms.

will this J be rather the cause than that?§ If jg
then A is present with all those of E, all those § a-

will be some one thing different from B,|| for if

not, how will it be possible to say that A is present with
every thing with which E is, but E not with every thing

with which A is ? for why will there not be a certain cause

as there is why A is present with all D ? wherefore will all

those of E be one thing ? We must consider this, and let

viz. D.

' The first universal subject in which the property is inherent—e. g.

a plant with broad leaves, in which the falling off of leaves is present.
2 i. e. The universal subject will be the cause of the leaves falling, as

to the vine, fig tree, &c. because all vines and fig trees are plants witb

broad leaves. Vide Biese i. p. 317.

B A
Ex. 1. Whatever is without bile is long-lived

D B
Every quadruped is without bile

D A
• , Every quadruped is long-lived.

C A
Every animal of a dry complexion is long-lived

E C
Every bird is an animal of a dry complexion

E A
•*. Every bird is long-lived.
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• As B and C.

t Of the same
property as of

A.
J D and E dif-

fer in species.

§ i. e. an inde-
monstrable
proposition.

II
Example (1.)

IT Each under
the other.

there be C, hence there may be many causes*

of the same thing,f but not to the same in spe-

cieSjJ for instance, the cause why quadrupeds

are long-lived, is their not having bile, but why
birds live long, their being of a dry complexion,

or something else : if however they do not arrive

immediately at an individual, § and there is not

one medium only, but many,
1|
the causes also are

many.^f

Chap. XVIII.— Observation upon Cause to Singulars.

» As to D.
I. The middle
term ought to

be the nearest
to the singular
to which it is

cause.
» As B.
J A.

J In D.

R Example (1.)

Which of the media is the cause to singulars,*

whether that which belongs to the first universal,

or that to the singular ? Evidently the nearest

to the singular to which it is cause. ^ For this is

the cause why the first,! under the universal,;{: is

inherent, § C is the cause that B is inherent in

D, hence C is the cause why A is inherent in D,
but B is the cause why it is in C, yet to this it-

self is the cause.^
||

Chap. XIX.— Upon the Method and Habit necessary to the ascer-

tainment of Principles.

Concerning syllogism then and demonstration, what either

of them is, and how it is produced, is clear, and at the same

IT Taylor and ^^^® about demonstrative science, for it is the
Buhie arniex same : 1[ ^ but about principles, how they become

* The medium is to be assumed, proximate to the subject rather than

to the property. Habet et Aton sues gradus, quia potest esse causa
proxima quae non est prima h. e. per se nota et indemonstrabilis : cujua

ideo prffifertur, evidentia, quia (contra quam ceterae) sua luce est conspi-

cua, et nihil indiget aliena. Quare, qua? banc adhibet causam demon-
stratio, et habetur et nominatur " potissima." Aldrich. Of. also Whately
and Hill.

* As the puration of bile is the cause to itself of longevity. Taylor.

Ex. 1. Whatever is without bile is long-lived

Every quadruped is without bile

. •
. Every quadruped is long-lived : but
Every horse is a quadruped

. *. Every horse is long-lived.

* The methods of explaining demonstration and demonstrative scienot
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known, and what is the habit which recognises

them, is manifest hence to those who have pre-

viously doubted it.

That it is then impossible to have scientific

Knowledge through demonstration, without a
knowledge of first immediate principles, has been
elucidated before,^ still some one may doubt the
knowledge of immediate principles, both whether
it is the same or not the same,* also whether there
is a science of each or notjf or a science of one,

but a different kind (of science) of another, and
whether non-inherent habits are ingenerated,J or
when inherent are latent.^ If then, indeed, we
possess them,§ it is absurd, for it happens that it

(the principle) escapes those who have a more
accurate knowledge than demonstration,^ but if

not having them before, we acquire them, how
can we know and learn without pre-existent

knowledge ? for this is impossible, as we said

also in the case of demonstration. It is evident
then, that they

||
can neither be possessed, nor

ingenerated in the ignorant, and in those who

are identical therefore sometimes, as in this chapter, demonstration is

assumed for demonstrative science.
' Vide book i. ch. 2, We have already noticed the two senses in which

cLfietrog is used by Aristotle ; here it is applied to a proposition not proved
by any higher middle term ; i. e. an axiomatic principle, which con-

stitutes the first premise of a demonstration: cf. An. Post. i. 2. In An.
Post. i. 13, it is applied to a premise immediate as to its conclusion.

Vide Mansel ; Aldrich, p. 104, note.
' As in infants. Aristotle considered the mind as a piece of blank

paper, on which nothing was written but natural inclination {to 7n<pvKos).

One difference between disposition {dia9£(TiQ) and habit («^«c), drawn in

the Categories and de Anima, (vide marginal references,) consists in

considering habit more lasting than disposition, the former applying to

the virtues, etc., the latter to heat, cold, health, etc., which last undergo
more rapid mutation. The relation between Svvafiig, Iv'spytta, and t'^tf,

given by Aspasius, as quoted by Michelet, is as follows : Facultas a nature
insita jam est potentia quaedam, sed nondum nobis ut loquimur potentia,

cujus ex ipso vigore operatio profluat ; hanc demum potentiam philoso-

phus habitum vocat.
' That is, the thing which is known, or the possession of the principle

itself^ is concealed from children, who having (suppose) a knowledge of

axioms, possess thereby a knowledge more accurate than demonstration.

Cf. Waltz.

2 A

this sentence
to the preceding
chapter. Bek-
ker and Waitz
as here.

1. Of the ne-
cessity and me-
thod of ohtain-
ing principles
of science—cer-
tain questions
relative to ha-
bits solved.
• With a
knowledge of
the conclusion,

t i. e. of the
principle and of
the conclusion

X i. e. are ac-
quired. Cf.

Eth. Nic. lib.

ii. ch. 1,3, 5,

and lib. ill. 5 ;

also see Categ.
ch. vi., and de
Anima, ii. 1,

and ii. 5.

§ i. e. by na-
ture.

n The habit of
principles.
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have no habit, wherefore it is necessary to possess a certain

power, yet not such an one as shall be more excellent ac-

cording to accuracy than these. Now this ap-

pears inherent in all animals, for they have an
innate power, which they call sensible percep-

tion,* but sense being inherent in some animals,

a permanency of the sensible object is engen-
dered, but in others it is not engendered.f Those,

therefore, wherein the sensible object does not re-

main, either altogether or about those things which
do not remain, such have no knowledge v/ith-

out sensible perception, but others when they per-

ceive, retain one certain thing in the soul.J Now
since there are many of this kind, a certain diiFer-

ence exists, so that with some, reason is produced
from the permanency § of such things,|} but in

others it is not.^ From sense, therefore, as we
say, memory is produced, but from repeated re-

membrance of the same thing, we get experience,

for many remembrances in number constitute

one experience. From experience, however, or

from every universal being at rest in the soul,*

that one besides the many, which in all of them is

one and the same, the principle of art and science

rcien'ce'from ariscs, if indeed it is conversant with generation,

f

of art, but if with being, of science.' Neither,

therefore, are definite habits inherent,;!: nor are

they produced from other habits more known,
but from sensible perception, as when a flight

occurs in battle, if one soldier makes a stand,

another stands, and then another, until the fight is restored.

2. Animals pos-
sess sensible

perception.
* aifxOrjtnv. Cf.

Eth. b. vi. ch.

2 and 11 ; de
Anima, b. ii.

6, etseq. ; iii. 1.

t As insects.

Vide Tren-
delen. de An.
p. 170, 174.

t So Taylor
and Buhle

;

but Waitz and
Bekker read
?Tl. Of.

Brundisius.

§ Waitz and
I3ekk.er read
uovriv, but
Taylor and
Buhle, ^vi^^t]^

II
As in men.

11 As in brutes

• i. e. remain-
ing.

T With things
perishable.

3. In what
way we arrive

at a certain art

singulars sub
jected to the
senses.

t i. e. the
habits by
which princi-

ples are known.

' Cf. Trendelenb. c. i. p. 137 ; Aldrich, Hill, and Mansel upon In-

duction and Method ; Zabarella upon the last ; and Whalely upon the

Province of Reasoning. The " methodus inventionis " can only be a

process of inference, for no arrangement of parts is possible before they

have been discovered, the discovery of general principles from individual

objects of sense, if limited to the inferential process itself, will be induc-

tion. The term, however, is sometimes extended so as to include the

preliminary accumulation of individuals : in this under sense it will em-
brace the successive steps given by Aristotle here, of a'taOrjaig ixviifiri,

ifiTTtipia, tnayioyT]. Mansel. Vide also Poetic, ch. xvi. ; De Anina.

Proem. 167.



ClIAP. XIX.] THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS. 355

But the soul has such a state of being, as enables g^ ^g ^^ ^g.

it to suffer this,* what, however, we have before tain many sue*

said, but not clearlj, let us again explain. When *=^^^^^^ ^""^s^^-

one thing without diflference abides, there is (then) first, uni-

versal in the soul,^ (for the singular indeed is perceived by
sense, but sense is of the universal, as of man,

^ j^ ^^^gQ

but not of the man Callias,) again, in these f it most spe-

stops, till individuals
if

and universals stop,§^ as Taylor!"^"*

such a kind of animal, until animal, 11 and in t awfp")ia•

thisi again (it stops) after a similar manner.* Buhie.

It is manifest then that primary things become
J sup^piyfis*^'

necessarily known to us by induction, for thus permanent in

sensible perception produces the universal. But ^ Animal.

since, of those habits which are about intellect, * .^'"^*| ^°P®'
'

.
' thing else is

by which we ascertain truth, some are always permanent in

true, but others admit the false, as opinion, and ^^fivfn!J>^^

reasoning,^ but science, and intellect, are always

true, and no other kind of knowledge, except intellect, is

more accurate than science, but the principles of demon-
strations are more known, and all science is connected with
reason, there could not be a science of principles : but since

nothing can be more true than science except intellect,

' That is, the first universal notion, or that which remains of those
several things which are perceived by the senses, and which do not
specifically differ. From first universal notions, another is formed, com-
prehending those things which the several singiilars have in common,
until summa genera are arrived at. The universal, of course, is equally

and without difference found in many particulars.
2 The universals are so called {afxfpr}) because they are inherent in

singulars, not partially, but wholly, every where totally present with
their participants : thus the whole of animal is in one man.

' Of the powers of the soul, some are irrational and disobedient to
reason, as the nutritive, others are capable of being obedient to rea-
son, as anger and desire. But other powers of the soul are rational;

and of the rational, some are always true, as intellect and science,

others are sometimes true, as opinion and Xoyttr/iof, i. e. reasoning about
practical and political affairs, and things generable and corruptible, which
are in a perpetual flux, and are subject to infinite mutations. For in-

tellect, properly so called, is that power or summit of the soul which
energizes about things that possess an invariable sameness of subsistence.

Taylor. Vide also Trendelenb. de An. iii. c. 4^6 ; Biese i. p. 327
;

Rassow, p. 73. And cf. Eth. Nic. b. i. c. 13, Bohn's ed., where see
Browne's note ; Poetics, c. 16; Magna Moral, i. 34; and Eudera, Ti.

et lib. V. c. 3, et seq.
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4. Intelle:t

alone conver-
sant with, and
itself the prin-

ciple of science,
All science
through de-
monstration
knows the ob-

jects of science

ledge) of

reei^ect to

ARISTOTLE S ORGANON. [book IL

intellect will belong to principles, and to those

who consider from these it is evident also, that as

demonstration is not the principle of demonstra-

tion, so neither is science the principle of science.

If then we have no other true genus (of habit)

besides science, intellect will be the principle of

• science : it will also be the principle (of the know-
the principle, but all this subsists similarly with

every thing.

END OF VOL. I.
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borum (622 pages). $s.

DICTIONARY of Obsolete and
Provincial English, Compiled
by Thomas Wright, M.A., F.S.A.,

&c. 2 vols. $s. each.

DIDRON'S Christian Icono-
graphy : a History of Christian

Art in the Middle Ages. Trans-
lated by E. J, Millington and
completed by Margaret Stokes.

With 240 Illustrations. 2 vols.

5^. each.
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DIOGENES LAF.RTIUS. Lives
and Opinions of the Ancient
PMlosophers. Translated by
Prof. C. D. Y<)nge, M.A. 55.

DOBREE'S Adversaria. Edited

by the late Prof. Wagner, 2 vols.

5J. each.

D ODD'S Epigrammatists. A
Selection from the Epigrammatic
Literature of Ancient, Mediaeval,

and Modern Times. By the Rev.
Henry Philip Dodd, M.A. Ox-
ford. 2nd Edition, revised and
enlarged. 6s.

DONALDSON'S The Theatre of

the Greeks. A Treatise on the

History and Exhibition of the

Greek Drama. With numerous
illustrations and 3 Plans. By John
William Donaldson, D.D. 5^.

DRAPER'S History of the
Intellectual Development of
Europe. ByJohn William Draper,
M.D., LL.D. 2 vols. 5J. each.

DUNLOP'S History of Fiction.

A new Edition. Revised by
Henry Wilson. 2 vols. 51. each.

DYER'S History of Modem Eu-
rope, from the Fall of Constan-

,
tinople. 3rd edition, revised and
continued to the end of the Nine-

teenth Century. By Arthur Has-
sall, M.A. 6 vols. 3^. 6d each,

DYER'S (Dr. T. H.) Pompeii : its

Buildings and Antiquities. By
T. H. Dyer, LL.D. With nearly

300 Wood Engravings, a large

Map, and a Plan of the Forum.
js. 6d.

DYER (T. P. T.) British Popular
Customs, Present and Past.

An Account of the various Games
and Customs associated with Dif-

ferent Days of the Year in the

British Isles, arrangai according

to the Calendar. By the Rev.
T. F. Thiselton Dyer, M.A. S^.

EBERS' Egyptian Princess. An
Historical Novel. By George
Ebers. Translated by E. S.

Buchheim. 3^. 6d.

EDGEWORTH'S Stories for

Children. With 8 Illustrations

by L. Speed. 3^. 6c/.

ELZE'S William Shakespeare.
—See Shakespeare.

EMERSON'S Works. 5 vols.

35. 6d. each.

I.—Essays and Representative
Men.

II.—English Traits, Nature, and
Conduct of Life.

III.—Society and Solitude—Letters

and Social Aims— Ad-
dresses.

VI.—Miscellaneous Pieces.

V.—Poems.

EPICTETUS, The Discourses of.

With the Encheiridion and
Fragments. Translated by George
Long, M.A. 5j.

EURIPIDES. A New Literal

Translation in Prose. By E P.

Coleridge, M.A. 2 vols. 5^. each.

EUTRQjPIUS*—.S^s^r Justin.

EUSEBIUS PAMPHILUS,
Ecclesiastical History of. Trans-
lated by Rev. C.F.Cruse,M.A. 5^.

EVELYN'S Diary and Corre-
spondendence. Edited from the

Original MSS. by W. Bray,
F.A.S. With 45 engravings. 4
vols. 5^. each.

FAIRHOJjT'S Costume in Eng-
land. A History of Dre§s to the

end of the Eighteenth Century.

3rd Edition, revised, by Viscount
Dillon, V.P.S.A. Illustrated with

above 700 Engravings. 2 vols.

5^. each.



Contained in Bohn's Libraries.

FIELDING'S Adventures ol

Joseph Andrewsand his Friend
Mr. Abraham Adams. With
Cniikshank's Illustrations. 35. 6d.

History of Tom Jones, a
Foundling. With Cruikshank's

Illustrations. 2 vols. 3^. 6d, each,

Amelia. With Cruikshank's
Illustrations. 5^'.

FLAXMAN'S Lectures on Sculp-
ture. By John Fiaxman, R.A.
With Portrait and 53 Plates. 6j.

FOSTER'S (John) Essays : on
Decision of Character ; on a
Man's writing Memoirs of Him-
self ; on the epithet Romantic

;

on the aversion of Men of Taste
to EvangeUcal Religion. 3^. 6d.

Essays on the Evils of Popular
Ignorance ; to which is added, a
Discourse on the Propagation of
Christianity in India. 3^. 6d.

Essays on the Improvement
of Time. With Notes of Ser-
mons and other Pieces. 3^. 6d.

GASPART'S History of ItaUan
Literature. Translated by Her-
man Oelsner, M.A., Ph.D.
Vol. I. 3J. 6d.

GEOFFREY OF MONMOUTH,
Chronicle oi.—See Old English
Chronicles.

GESTA ROMANORUM, or En-
tertaining Moral Stories invented
by the Monks. Translated by the
Rev. Charles Swan. Revised
Edition, by Wynnard Hooper,
B.A. SJ.

GILDAS, Chronicles ol—See Old
English Chronicles,

GIBBON'S Decline and Fall of
the Roman Empire. Complete
and Unabridged, with Variorum

Notes. Edited by an English
Churchman. With 2 Maps and
Portrait. 7 vols. 3^. 6d. each.

GILBART'S History, Principles,
and Practice of Banking. By
the late J. W. Gilbart, F.R.S.
New Edition (1907), revised by
Ernest Sykes. 2 vols. lOJ.

GIL BLAS, The Adventures of.

Translated from the French of
Lesage Ky Smollett. With 24
Engravings on Steel, after Smirke,
and 10 Etchings by George Cruik-
shank. 6^.

GIRALDUS CAMBRENSIS'
Historical Works. Translated
by Th. Forester, M.A., and Sir

R. Colt Hoare. Revised Edition,
Edited by Thomas Wright, M.A.,
F.S.A. 5J.

GOETHE'S Faust. Part I. Ger-
man Text with Hayward's Prose
Translation and Notes. Revised
by C. A. Buchheim, Ph.D. 5^.

GOETHE'S Works. Translated
into English by various hands.
14 vols. 3J. 6d. each.

I. and II.—Poetry and Truth
from My Own Life. New
and revised edition.

III.— Faust. Two Parts, com-
plete. (Swanwick.)

IV.—Novels and Tales.

V.—Wilhelm Meister's Appren-
ticeship.

VI.—Conversations with Ecker-
mann and Soret.

VIII.—Dramatic Works.

IX.—Wilhelm Meister's Travels.

X.—Tour in Italy, and Second
Residence in Rome.

XI.—Miscellaneous Travels.

XII.—Early and Miscellaneous
Letters.

XIV.—Reineke Fox, West-Eastern
Divan and Achilleid.
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GOLDSMITH'S Works. A new
Edition, by J. W. M. Gibbs. S
vols. y. 6d. each.

GRAMMONT'S Memoirs of the
Court of Charles II. Edited by
Sir Walter Scott. Together with
the BoscoBEL Tracts, including

two not before published, &c.
New Edition. 5^.

ORAY'S Letters. Including the

Correspondence of Gray and
Mason. Edited by the Rev.
D. C. Tovey, M.A. Vols. I.

and II. 3J. 6d, each.

GREEK ANTHOLOGY. Trans-

lated by George Burges, M.A.

GREEK ROMANCES of Hello-
dorus, Longns, and Achilles
Tatius—viz., The Adventures of

Theagenes & Chariclea ; Amours
of Daphnis and Chloe ; and Loves
of Clitopho and Leucippe. Trans-

lated by Rev. R. Smith, M.A.

GREGORY'S Letters on the
Evldenoes, Doctrines, & Duties
of the Christian Religion. By
Dr. Olinthus Gregory. 3J. 6d.

GREENE, MARLOWE, and
BEN JONSON. Poems of.

Edited by Robert Bell. 3^. 6d.

GRIMM'S TALES. With the

Notes ofthe Original. Translated

by Mrs. A. Hunt. With Intro-

duction by Andrew Lang, M.A.
2 vols. 3}. 6d. each.

Gammer Grethel; or, Ger-

man Fairy Tales and Popular

Stories. Containing 42 Fairy

Tales. Trans, by Edgar Taylor.

With numerous Woodcuts after

George Cruikshank and Ludwig
Grimm, y. 6cl.

GROSSI'S Marco Visoontl.
Translated by A. F. D. The
Ballads rendered into English
Verse by C. M. P. 3J. 6d.

GUIZOT'S History of the
English Revolution of 1640.
From the Accession of Charles

I. to his Death. Translated by
William Hazlitt. 3^. 6d.

History of Civilisation, from
the Fall of the Roman Empire to

the French Revolution. Trans-

lated by William Hazlitt. 3 vols.

31. 6d. each.

HALL'S (Rev. Robert) Miscel-

laneous Works and Remains.
3s. 6d.

HAMPTON COURT: A Short
History of the Manor and
Palace. By Ernest Law, B.A.
With numerous Illustrations, s^.

HARDWICK'S History of the
Articles of Religion. By the late

C. Hardwick. Revised by the

Rev. Francis Procter, M.A. 5^.

HAITPP'S Tales. The Caravan—
The Sheik of Alexandria— The
Inn in the Spessart. Trans, from

the German by S. Mendel. 3^. 6d.

HAWTHORNE'S Tales. 4 vols.

3J. 6d. each.

I.—Twice-told Tales, and the

Snow Image.

II.—Scarlet Letter, and the House
with the Seven Gables.

III.—Transformation [The Marble
Faun], and Blithedale Ro-
mance.

IV.—Mosses from an Old Manse.

HAZLITT 'S Table-talk. Essays

on Men and Manners. By W.
Hazlitt. y. 6d.



Contained in Bohn's Libraries. II

HAZLITT'S Lectures on the

Literature of the Age of Eliza-

beth and on Characters of Shake-

speare's Plays, 3^. 6^.

Lectures on the English
Poets, and on the English Comic
Writers. 3^. dd.

The Plain Speaker. Opinions

on Books, Men, and Things, y, 6d.

— Bound Table, p, 6d.

— Sketches and Essays.
3s. 6d.

— The Spirit of the Age; or,

Contemporary Portraits. Edited

by W. Carew Hazlitt. p. 6d.

View of the English Stage.

Edited by W. Spencer Jackson.

y. 6d.

HEATON'S Conciae Elstory of

Painting. New Edition, revised

by Cosmo Monkhouse. 5^.

HEGEL'S Lectures on the Phllo-

sophy of History. Translated by

J. Sibree, M.A.

HEINE'S Poems, Complete
Translated by Edgar A. Bowring,
C.B. S-r. 6a.

Travel-Pictures, including the

Tour in the Harz, Nordemey, and
Book of Ideas, together with the

Romantic School. Translated by
Francis Storr. A New Edition,

revised throughout. With Appen-
dices and Maps. 3^. 6d.

HELP'S Life of Christopher
Columbus, the Discoverer of

America. By Sir Arthur Helps,
K.C.B. 3J. Sd.

Life of Hernando Cortes,
and the Conquest of Mexico. 2

vols. 3j. 6d. each.

Life of Plzarro. 31. 6d.

Life of Las Casas the Apostle
of the Indies. 3J. 6rf.

HENDERSON (E.) Select His-
torical Documents ofthe Middle
Ages, including the most famous
Charters relating to England, the

Empire, the Church, &c., from
the 6th to the 14th Centuries.

Translated from the Latin and
edited by Ernest F. Henderson,
A.B., A.M., Ph.D. 5J.

HENFREY'S Guide to English
Coins, from the Conquest to the
present time. New and revised

Edition by C. F. Keary, M.A.,
F.S.A. 6j.

HENRY OF HUNTINGDON'S
History of the FmgllRh. Trans-
Uted by T. Forester, M.A. 5^.

HENRY'S (Matthew) Exposition
of the Book of the Psaims. 5^.

HELIODORUS. Theagenes and
Chariclea. — See Greek Ro-
mances.

HBRODOTXTS. Translated by the
Rev. Henry Cary, M.A. 3J. 6d.

Analysis and Summary of
By J. T. WTieeler. 5^.

HESIOD, CALLTMACHirS, and
THEOGNIS. Translated by the
Rev. J. Banks, M.A. $s.

HOFFMANN'S (E. T. W.) The
Serapion Brethren. Translated
from the German by Lt. -Col. Alex.
Ewing. 2 vols. 3 J. ()d. each.

HOLBEIN'S Dance of Death
and Bible Cuts. Upwards of 150
Subjects, engraved in facsimile,

with Introduction and Descrip-
tions by Francis Douce and Dr.
Thomas Frognall Dibden. 55.

HOMER'S Ulad. A new trans-

lation by E. H. Blakeney, M.A.
Vol. I. containing Books I.-XII.

Translated into English Prose
by T. A. Buckley, B.A. 55.
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HOMER'S Odyssey. Hymns,
Epigrams, and Battle of the Frogs
and Mice. Translated into Eng-
lish Prose by T. A. Buckley, B.A.

—— See also Pope.

HOOPER'S (G.) Waterloo : The
Downfall of the First Napo-
leon : a History of the Campaign
of 1815. By George Hooper.
With Maps and Plans. 3^-. 6d.

The Campaign of Sedan

:

The Downfall of the Second Em-
pire, August - September, 1870.
With General Map and Six Plans
of Battle. 3J. 6d.

HORACE. A new literal Prose
translation, byA. Hamilton Bryce,
LL.D. 31. 6d,

HUGO'S (Victor) Dramatic
Works. Hernani—Ruy Bias—
The King's Diversion. Translated
by Mrs. Newton Crosland and
F. L. Slous. 3i-. 6d.

Poems, chiefly Lyrical. Trans-
lated by various Writers, now first

collected by J. H. L. Williams.
-^s.td.

HUMBOLDT'S Cosmos. Trans-
lated by E. C. Otte, B. H. Paul,
and W. S. Dallas, F.L.S. 5 vols.

3J. 6d. each, excepting Vol. V. 5j.

Personal Narrative of his

Travels to the Equinoctial Re-
gions of America during the years

1 799- 1 804. Translated by T.
Ross. 3 vols. 55. each.

— Views of Nature. Translated
by E. C. Otte and H. G. Bohn.

HUMPHREYS' Coin CoUector's
Manual. By H. N. Humphreys,
with upwards of 140 Illustrations

on Wood and Steel. 2 vols. 5j.

each.

HUNGARY: its History and Re-
volution, together with a copious
Memoir of Kossuth. 3^. 6d.

HUTCHINSON (Colonel). Me-
moirs of the Life of. By his
Widow, Lucy : together with hei
Autobiography, and an Account
of the Siege of Lathom House.
3J. 6d.

HUNT'S Poetry of Science. By
Richard Hunt. 3rd Edition, re-
vised and enlarged. 5J.

INGULPH'S Chronicles of the
Abbey of Croyland, vvitSi the
Continuation by Peter of Blois
and other Writers. Translated by
H. T. Riley, M.A. 5^.

IRVING'S (Washington) Com-
plete Works. 15 vols. With Por-
traits, &c. 3J. 6d. each.

I.—Salmagundi, Knicker-
bocker's History of New
York.

II.—The Sketch-Book, and the
Life of Oliver Goldsmith.

HI.—Bracebridge Hall, Abbots-
ford and Newstead Abbey.

IV;—The Alhambra, Tales of a
Traveller.

V.—Chronicle of the Conquest
of Granada, Legends of
the Conquest of Spain.

VI. & VII.—Life and Voyages of
Columbus, together with
the Voyages of his Com-
panions.

VIII.—Astoria, A Tour on the
Prairies.

IX.—Life of Mahomet, Lives of the
Successors of Mahomet.

X.—Adventures of Captain Bon-
neville, U.S.A., Wolfert's
Roost.

XI.—Biographies and Miscella-
neous Papers.

XII.-XV.—Life of George Wash-
ington. 4 vols.
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IRVING'S (Washington) Life

and Letters. By his Nephew,
Pierre E. Irving. 2 vols. 3^. td.

each.

ISOCRATES, The Orations of.

Translated by J. H. Freese, M.A.
Vol. I. 5J.

JAMES'S (G. P. R.) Life of

Richsurd Cceur de Lion. 2 vols.

3^. 6<^. each.

JAMESON'S (Mrs.) Shake-
speare's Heroines. Character-

istics of Women: Moral, Poetical,

and Historical. By Mrs. Jameson.
35. dd.

JESSE'S (E.) Anecdotes of Dogs.
With 40 Woodcuts and 34 Steel

Engravings. 51.

JESSE'S (J. H.) Memoirs of the
Court of England during the
Reign of the Stuarts, including

the Protectorate. 3 vols. With
42 Portraits. 5^. each.

Memolr3 of the Pretenders
and their Adherents. With 6
Portraits. 55.

JOHNSON'S Lives of the Poets.

Edited by Mrs. Alexander Napier,
with Introduction by Professor

Hales. 3 vols. 3^. 6d. each.

JOSEPHUS (Flavlus), The Works
of. Whiston's Translation, re-

vised by Rev. A. R. Shilleto, M.A
With Topographical and Geo.
graphical Notes by Colonel Sir

C. W. Wilson, K.C.B. 5 vols.

35. 6^. each.

JULIAN, the Emperor. Contain-
ing Gregory Nazianzen's Two In-

vectives and Libanus' Monody,
with Julian's extant Theosophical
Works. Translated by C. W.
King, M.A. 5^.

JUNIUS'S Letters. With all the

Notes of Woodfail's Edition, and
important Additions. 2 vols.

y. 6d. each.

JUSTIN, CORNELIUS NEPOS,
and EUTROPIUS. Translated

by the Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A.

JUVENAL, PERSIUS, SUL-
PICIA and LUCILIUS. Trans-
lated by L. Evans, M.A. 5^.

KANT'S Critique of Pure Reason.
Translated by J. M. D. Meikie-

john. 55.

Prolegomena and Meta-
physicalFoundationsofNatural
Science. Translated by E. Belfort

Bax. 5^.

KEIIGHTLEY'S (Thomas) My-
thology of Ancient Greece and
Italy. 4th Edition, revised by
Leonard Schmitz, Ph.D., LL.D.
With 12 Plates from the Antique.

KEIGHTLEY'S Fairy Mytho-
logy, illustrative of the Romance
and Superstition of Various Coun-
tries. Revised Edition, with
Frontispiece by Cruikshank. ^s.

LA FONTAINE'S Fables. Trans-
lated into English Verse by Elizur

Wright. New Edition, with Notes
by J. W. M. Gibbs. 3s. 6d.

LAMARTINE'S History of the
Girondists. Translated by H. T.
Ryde. 3 vols. ^s. 6d. each.

History of the Restoration
of Monarchy in France (a Sequel
to the History of the Girondists).

4 vols. 35. 6d. each.

History of the French Re-
volution of 1848. 3s. 6d.

LAMB'S (Charles) Essays of Elia
and Eliana. Complete Edition.

3J. 6d.
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LAMB'S (Charles) Specimens of
English Dramatic Poets of the
Time of EUzabeth. 3^. dd.

Memorials and Letters of
Charles Lamb. By Serjeant
Talfourd. New Edition, revised,
by W. Carew Hazlitt. 2 vols.
3J. 6d. each.

Tales from Shakespeare.
With Illustrations by.Byam Shaw.
3^. 6/.

LANE'S Arabian Nights' Enter-
tainments. Edited by Stanley
Lane-Poole, M.A., Litt.D. 4
vols. 3^. dd. each.

LAPPENBERG'S History of
England under the Anglo-
Saxon Kings. Translated by
B. Thorpe, F.S.A. New edition,
revised by E. C. Ott6. 2 vols.
3^. 6^. each.

LEONARDO DA VINCI'S
Treatise on Painting. Trans-
lated by J. F. Rigaud, R.A.j
With a Life of Leonardo by John
William Brown. With numerous
Plates. 5j.

I

LEPSIUS'S Letters from Egypt,
Etliiopia, and the Peninsula of
Sinai. Translated by L. and
J. B. Horner. With Maps. v^s.

LESSING^S Dramatic Works,
Complete. Edited by Ernest Bell,
M.A. With Memoir of Lessing
by Helen Zimmem. 2 vols.
3J. 6dr. each.

Laokoon, Dramatic Notes,
and the Representation 01
Death by the Ancients. Trans-
lated by E. C. Beasley and Helen
Zimmern. Edited by Edward
Bell, M.A. With a Frontispiece
of the Laokoon group, y. 6d.

LILLY'S Introduction to Astro-
logy. With a Grammar of
Astrology and Tables for Cal-
culating Nativities, by Zadkiel. 5^.

LIVT'S History of Rome. Trans-
lated by Dr. Spillan, C. Edmonds,
and others. 4 vols. 5^. each.

LOCKE'S Philosophical Works
Edited by J. A. St. John. 2 vols.
3J. 6a?; each.

LOCKHART (J. G.)^Se€ Burns.

LODGE'S Portraitsof lUustrious
Personages of Great Britain,
with Biographical and Historical
Memoirs. 240 Portraits engraved
on Steel, with the respective Bio-
graphies unabridged. 8 vols. Ks,
each.

[ Vols. IV. and VIL out ofprint.

LOUDON'S (3VIrs.) Natural
History. Revised edition, by
W. S. Dallas, F.L.S. With
numerous Woodcut Illus. 5^.

LOWNDES' BibUographer's
Manual of EngUsh Literature.
Enlarged Edition. By H. G.

' Bohn. 6 vols, cloth, 5^. each.
Or 4 vols, half morocco, 2/. 2s,

LONGUS. Daphnis and Chloe.—Set Greek Romances.

LUCAN'S Pharsalla. Translated
by H. T. Riley, M.A. 5^.

LUC IAN' S Dialogues of the
Gods, of the Sea Gods, and
of the Dead. Translated by
Howard Williams, M.A. 5^.

LUCRETIUS. A Prose Trans-
lation. By H. A. T. Munro.
Reprinted from the Final (4th)
Edition. With an Introduction
by J. D. Duff, M.A. 5^.

LUTHER'S Table-Talk. Trans-
lated and' Edited by William
Hazlitt. 3J. 6^.

Autobiography. — 5'^tf

MiCHELKT.
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— Pirate and Tliree Cutters.

With 8 Steel Engravings, from
Drawings by Clarkson Stanfield,

R-A. 3J. tcU

— Prlvateersman. 8 Engrav-
ings on Steel. 3^. 6a

— Settlers In Canada. 10 En-
gravings by Gilbert and Dalziel.

35.6^.

— Poor Jack. With 16 Illus-

trations after Clarkson Stansfield,

R.A. 3J. 6^.

With 8 full-

MACHIAVELLI'S History of

Florence, together with the

Prince, Savonarola, various His-

torical Tracts, and a Memoir of

Machiavelli. y. 6d.

MALLET'S Northern Antiqui-
ties, or an Historical Account of

the Manners, Customs, Religions

and Laws, Maritime Expeditions

and Discoveries, Language and
Literature, of the Ancient Scandi-

navians. Translated by Bishop
Percy. Revised and Enlarged
Edition, with a Translation of the

Prose Edda, by J. A. Black-

well. 5 J.

MANZONI. The Betrothed:
being a Translation of * I Pro- !

messi Sposi.' By Alessandro 1

Manzoni. With numerous Wood-
,

cuts, 5j.
j

MARCO POLO'S Travels; the
i

Translation of Marsden revised

by T. Wright, M.A., F.S.A. 5x.
|

MARRYAT'S (Capt. R.N.)
|

Masterman Ready. With 93 j

Woodcuts. 3J. 6d. i

— Mission ; or, Scenes in Africa.

Illustrated by Gilbert and Dalziel.

3s.6d.

— Peter Simple.
page Illustrations.

MARTIAL'S Epigrams, complete.
Translated into Prose, each ac-

companied by one or more Verse
Translations selected from the

Works of English Poets, and
other sources. 7^. 6d.

MAHTINEAUS (Harriet) His-
tory of England, from 1800-
1815. 3J. 6d.

History of the Thirty Years'
Peace, a.d. 1S15-46. 4 vols.

3J. 6d. each.

See Comtek Positive Philosophy,

MATTHEW OF WESTMIN.
STER'S Flowers of History,
from the beginning of the World
to A.D. 1307. Translated by C. D.
Yonge, M.A. 2 vols. 5^. each.

MAXWELL'S Victories of Wel-
Ington and the British Armies.
Frontispiece and 5 Portraits. 55.

MBNZEL'S History ofGermany,
from the Earliest Period to 1842.

3 vols. 3J. (id. each.

MICHAEL ANGELO AND
RAPHAEL, their Lives and
Works. By Duppa aud Quatre-
mere de Quincy. With Portraits,

and Engravings on Steel. 51.

MICHELET'S Luther's Auto-
biography. Trans, by William
Hazlitt. With an Appendix (no
pages) of Notes, y. 6d.

History of the French Revo-
lution from its earliest indications

to the flight of the King in 1791.

MIGNET'SHistory of theFrenoh
Revolution, from 1789 to 1814.

3^. 6d. New edition reset.

MILL (J. S.). Early Essays by
John Stuart Mill. Collected from
various sources by J. W. M. Gibbs.
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MILLER (Professor). History
PhilosophlcaUy IUustrated,from
the Fall of the Roman Empire to
the French Revolution. 4 vols.
y. 6d. each.

MILTON'S Prose Works. Edited
by J. A. St. John. 5 vols. 3j. 6d.
each.

Poetical Works, with a Me-
moir and Critical Remarks by
James Montgomery, an Index to
Paradise Lost, Todd's Verbal Index
to ^1 the Poems, and a Selection
of Explanatory Notes by Henry
G. Bohn. Illustrated with 120
Wood Engravings from Drawings
by W. Harvey. 2 vols. 3^. 6d.
each.

MITFORD'S (Miss) Our VlUage
Sketches of Rural Character and I

Scenery. With 2 Engravings on
Steel. 2 vols. 3^. 6^. each.

MOLIERE'S Dramatic Works.
A new Translation in English
Prose, by C. H. Wall. 3 vols.
3J. 6d. each.

MONTAGU. The Letters and
Works of Lady Mary Wortley
Montagu. Edited by her great-
grandson, Lord Wharncliffe's Edi-
tion, and revised by W. Moy
Thomas. New Edition, revised,
with 5 Portraits. 2 vols. $s. each.

MONTAIGNE'S Essays. Cotton's
Translation, revised by W. C.
Hazlitt. New Edition. 3 vols."
'^s. 6d. each.

MONTESQUIEU'S Spirit oi
Laws. New Edition, revised and
corrected. By J. V. Pritchard,
A.M. 2 vols. 3J. 6d. each.

M ORE'S Utopia. Robinson's
translation, with Roper's ' Life
of Sir Thomas More,' and More's
Letters to Margaret Roper and
others. Edited, with Introduc-
tion and Notes, by George
Sampson. 5^.

I MORPHY'S Games of Chess.
Being the Matches and best Games
played by theAmerican Champion,
with Explanatory and Analytical
Notes by J. Lowenthal. 5/

MOTLEY (J. L.). The Rise of
the Dutch RepubUc. A History.
By John Lothrop Motley. New
Edition, with Biographical Intro-
duction by Moncure D. Conway
3 vols. 3j. Sd. each.

MUDIE'S British Birds ; or, Hi«.
tory of the Feathered Tribes of the
British Islands. Revised by W?
C; L. Martin. With 52 Figures
of Birds and 7 Coloured Plates of
Eggs. 2 vols.

NEANDER (Dr. A.). History
of the Christian Religion and
Church. Trans, from the German
byJ.Torrey. 10 vols. 3^.6^. each.

[ Vols. VI. and X. out ofprint.

Life of Jesus Christ. Trans-
lated by J. McClintock and C.
Blumenthal. 3^. 6^.

History of the Planting and
Training of the Christian
Church by the Apostles.
Translated by J. E. Ryland.
2 vols. y. 6d. each.

Memorials of Christian Life
In the Early and Middle Ages

;

including Light in Dark Places.'
Trans, by J. E. Ryland. 3^. 6d.

NIBELUNGEN LIED. The
Lay of the Nibeiungs, metrically
translated from the old German
text by Alice Horton, and edited
by Edward Bell, M.A. To which
is prefixed the Essay on the Nibe-
lungen Lied by Thomas Carlyle.

NEW TESTAMENT (The) in
Greek. Griesbach's Text, with
various Readings at the foot of
the page, and Parallel References
in the margin ; also a Critical
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Introduction and Chronological

Tables. By an eminent Scholar,

with a Greek and English Lexicon.

3rd Edition, revised and corrected.

Two Facsimiles of Greek Manu-
scripts. 900 pages. 5j.

The Lexicon may be had sepa-

rately, price 2s.

NICOLINI'S History of the
Jesuits : their Origin, Progress,

Doctrines, and Designs. With 8

Portraits. ^s7

NORTH (R.) Lives of the Right
Hon. Francis North, Baron Guild-

ford, the Hon. Sir Dudley North,
and the Hon. and Rev. Dr. John
North. By the Hon. Roger
North. Together with the Auto-
biography of the Author. Edited
by Augustus Jessopp, D.D. 3 vols.

y. 6d. each.

NITGENT'S (Lord) Memorials
of Hampden, his Party and
Times. With a Memoir of the

Author, an Autograph Letter, and
Portrait. 51.

OLD ENGLISH CHRON-
ICLES, including Ethelwerd's
Chronicle, Asser's Life of Alfred,

Geoffirey of Monmouth's British

History, Gildas, Nennius, and the

spurious chronicle of Richard of

Cirencester. Edited by J. A.
Giles, D.C.L. 5j.

OMAN (J. C.) The Great Indian
Epics : the Stories of the Rama-
YANA and the Mahabharata.
By John Campbell Oman, Prin-

cipal of Khalsa College, Amritsar.

With Notes, Appendices, and
Illustrations. 3^. td.

ORDERICUS VITALIS' Eccle-
siastical History of En^nd
and Normandy. Translated by
T. Forester, M.A. To which is

added the Chronicle of St.

EvROULT. 4 vols. 5j. es-ch.

[ Vols. II, and IV. out ofprint.

OVID'S Works, complete. Literally

translated into Prose. 3 vols.

5^. each.

PASCAL'S Thoughts. Translated
from the Text of M. Augusta
Molinier by C. Kegan Paul. 3rd

Edition, y. 6d.

PAULI'S (Dr. R.) Life of Allred
the Great. Translated from the

German. To which is appended
Alfred's Anglo-Saxon Version
OF Orosius. With a literal

Translation interpaged. Notes,
and an Anglo-Saxon Grammar
and Glossary, by B. Thorpe. 51.

PAUSANIAS' Description of
Greece. Newly translated byA. R.
Shilleto, ^LA. 2 vols. 5^. each.

PEARSON'S Exposition of the
Creed. Edited by E. Walford,
M.A. 5^.

PEPYS' Diary and Correspond-
ence. Deciphered by the Rev.

J. Smith, M.A., from the original

Shorthand MS. in the Pepysian
Library. Edited by Lord Br-ay-

brooke. 4 vols. With 31 En-
gravings. 5^. each.

PERCY'S Reliques of Ancient
English Poetry. With an Essay
on Ancient Minstrels and a Glos-

sary. Edited by J. V. Pritchard,

A.M. 2 vols. 3j. 6d. each.

PERSIUS.—5^^ Juvenal.

PETRARCH'S Sonnets, Tri-

umphs, and other Poems.
Translated into English Verse by
various Hands. With a Life of

the Poet by Thomas Campbell.
With Portrait and 15 Steel En-
gravings. 5^.

PICKERING'S Hiatory of the
Raoes of Man, and their Geo-
graphical Distribution. With An
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Analytical Synopsis of the
Natural History of Man by
Dr. Hall. With a Map of the
World and 12 coloured Plates. 5^.

PINDAE. Translated into Prose
by Dawson W. Turner. To which
IS added the Metrical Version by
Abraham Moore. 51.

PLANCHB. History of British
Costume, from the Earliest Time
to the Close of the Eighteenth
Century. By J. R. Planche,
bomerset Herald. With upwards
of 400 Illustrations. 51.

PLATO'S Works. Literally trans-
lated, with Introduction and
Notes. 6 vols. 5^. each.

^'~J^^ Apology of Socrates,
Crito, Phsedo, Gorgias, Pro-
tagoras, Phadrus, Thesetetus,
Euthyphron, Lysis. Trans-

TT r^^^ ^y ^^^ ^^^- H- Carey.
II—The Republic, Timaeus, and

Cntias. Translated by Henry
Davis.

m.—Meno, Euthydemus, The
Sophist, Statesman, Cratylus,
Parmenides, and the Banquet.
Translated by G. Burges.

IV.—Philebus, Charmides, Laches,
Menexenus, Hippias, Ion,
The Two Alcibiades, The-
ages. Rivals, Hipparchus,
Minos, Clitopho, Epistles.
Translated by G. Burges.

V—The Laws. Translated by
G. Burges.

VI.—The Doubtful Works. Trans-
lated by G. Burges.

Summary and Analysis of
the Dialogues. With Analytical
Index. By A. Day, LL.D. 5^.

PLAUTUS'S Comedies. Trans-
lated by H. T. RiJey, M.A. 2
vols. 5j. each.

PLINY. The Letters of Pliny
the Younger. Melmoth's trans-
lation, revised by the Rev. F. C.
T. Bosanquet, M.A. 51.

PLOTINUS, Select Works of.
Translated by Thomas Taylor.
With an Introduction containin^r
the substance of Porphyry's Plo*^
^^°"s. Edited by G. R. S. Mead,
B.A., M.R.A.S. 5j.

PLUTAJICH'S Lives. Translated
by A. Stewart, M.A., and George
Long, MjV. 4 vols. 3J.6^.each.

-— Morala. Theosophical Essays.
Translated by C. W. King, M.A.

•—
- Morals. Ethical Essays.

Translated by the Rev. A. R
Shilleto, M.A. 5^.

POETRY OF AMERICA. Se-
lections from One Hundred
American Poets, from 1776 to
1876. By W. J. Linton. 3^.6^.

POLITIOAL CYCLOPAEDIA.
A Dictionary of Political, Con-
stitutional, Statistical, and Fo-
rensic Knowledge; forming a
vVork of Reference on subjects of
Civil Administration, Political
Economy, Finance, Commerce,
Laws, and Social Relations. 4
vols. 3j. 6^. each.

[ Vol. I. out ofprint.

POPE'S Poetical Works. Edited,
with copious Notes, by Robert
Carruthers. With numerous Illus-
trations. 2 vols. 5j. each.

[ Vol. I. out ofprint.

Homer's Dlad. Edited by
the Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A.
Illustrated by the entire Series of
Flaxman's Designs. 51.

Homer's Odyssey, with the
Battle of Frogs and Mice, Hymns,
&c., by other translators. Edited
by the Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A.
With the entire Series of Flax-
man's Designs. 5J.

Life, including many of his
Letters. By Robert Carruthers.
With numerous Illustrations. 5x.
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POXJSHKIN'S Prose Tales: The
Captain's Daughter—Doubrovsky
— The Queen of Spades — An
Amateur Peasant Girl—The Shot
—The Snow Storm—The Post-

master — The CoflSn Maker —
Kirdjali—The Egyptian Nights-
Peter the Great's Negro. Trans-

lated by T. Keane. 3^-. dd.

PRESCOTT'S Conquest of

Mexico. Copyright edition, with

the notes by John Foster Kirk,

and an introduction by G. P.

Winship. 3 vols. 3^. 6^. each.

Conquest of Peru. Copyright

edition, with the notes of John
Foster Kirk. 2 vols. 3^. (xl. each.—— Reign of Ferdinand and
Isabella. Copyright edition,

with the notes of John Foster

Kirk. 3 vols. 3^. dd. each.

PROPERTIUS, Translated by
Rev. P. J. F. Gantillon, M.A.,
and accompanied by Poetical

Versions, from various sources.

3^. dd.

PROVERBS, Handbook of. Con-
taining an entire Republication

of Ray's Collection of English

Proverbs, with his additions from
Foreign Languages and a com-
plete Alphabetical Index; inwhich
are introduced large additions as

well of Proverbs as of Sayings,

Sentences, Maxims, and Phrases,

collected by H. G. Bohn. 5^.

POTTERY AND PORCELAIN,
and other Objects of Vertu. Com-
prising an Illustrated Catalogue of

the Bemal Collection of Works
of Art, with the prices at which
they were sold by auction, and
names of the possessors. To which
are added, an Introductory Lecture
on Pottery and Porcelain, and an
Engraved List of all the known
Marks and Monograms. ByHenry
G. Bohn. With numerous Wood
Engravings, 55. ; or with Coloured
Illustrations, lar. ()d.

PROUT'S (Father) ReUques. Col-

lected and arranged by Rev. F.

Mahony. New issue, with 21
Etchings by D. Maclise, R.A.
Nearly 600 pages, 5^.

QUINTILIAN'S Institutes oi

Oratory, or Education of an
Orator. Translated by the Rev.

J. S. Watson, M.A, 2 vols. 51.

each.

RACINE'S (Jean) Dramatic
Works. A metrical English ver-

sion. By R. Bruce Boswell, M.A.
Oxon. 2 vols. 3^. dd. each.

RANKE'S History of the Popes,
during the Last Four Centuries.

Translated by E. Foster. Mrs.
Foster's translation revised, with
considerable additions, by G. R.
Dennis, B.A. 3 vols. 3^. dd. each.

History of Servia and the
Servian Revolution. With an
Account of the Insurrection in

Bosnia. Translated by Mrs. Kerr.

3^. 6d.

RECREATIONS InSHOOTING.
By • Craven.' With 62 Engravings
on Wood after Harvey, and 9
Engravings on Steel, chiefly after

A. Cooper, R.A. 5^.

RENNIE'S Insect Architecture.

Revised and enlarged by Rev.

J. G. -Wood, M.A. With 186
Woodcut Illustrations. 5^.

REYNOLDS' (Sir J.) Literary
Works. Edited by H. W. Beechy.

2 vols. 3^. dd, each.

RICARDO on the Principles of
Political Economy and Taxa-
tion, Edited by E. C. K. Conner,
M.A. 5J.

RIOHTER (Jean Paul Frledrlch).

Levana, a Treatise on Education:

together with the Autobiography
(a Fragment), and a short Pre-

fatory Memoir. 3^. dd.
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RICHTER (Jean Paul Friedricti).

Flower, Fruit, and Thorn
Pieces, or the Wedded Life, Death,
and Marriage of Firmian Stanis-

laus Siebenkaes, Parish Advocate
in the Parish of Kuhschnapptel.
Newly translated by Lt. -Col.Alex.

Ewing. 3f. dd.

ROGER DE HOVEDEN'S An-
nals of English History, com-
prising the History of England
and of other Countries of Europe
from A.D. 732 to A. D. I20I.

Translated by H. T. Riley, M.A.
2 vols. 55. each.

ROGER OF WENDOVER'S
Flowers of History, comprising

the History of England from the

Descent of the Saxons to a.d.

i235,formerly ascribed to Matthew
Paris. Translated by J. A. Giles,

D.C.L. 2 vols. 55. each.

\_Vol. II. out of print.

ROME in the NINETEENTH
CENTURY. Containing a com-
plete Account of the Ruins of the

Ancient City, the Remains of the

Middle Ages, and the Monuments
of Modern Times. By C. A. Eaton.
With 34 Steel Engravings. 2 vols.

5j-. each.

See Burn.

ROSCOE'S (W.) Life and Ponti-

f.cate of Leo X. Final edition,

revised by Thomas Roscoe. 2

vols. 3J. 6d. each.

Life of Lorenzo de' Medici,
called * the Magnificent.' With
his poems, letters, &c. loth

Edition, revised, with Memoir of

Roscoe by his Son. 3^. 6d.

RUSSIA. History of, from the

earliest Period, compiled from
the most authentic sources by
Walter K. Kelly. With Portraits.

2 vols. 3i, 6d. each.

SALLUST, FLORUS, and VEL-
LEIUS PATERCULUS.
Trans, by J. S.Watson, M.A. 51.

SCHILLER'S Works. Translated
by various hands. 7 vols. 3^. 6c/.

each :

—

I.—History of the Thirty Years'
War.

II.—History of the Revolt in the

Netherlands, the Trials of

CountsEgmont and Hor^,
the Siege of Antwerp, and
the Disturbances in France
preceding the Reign of

Henry IV.

III.—Don Carlos, Mary Stuart,

Maid of Orleans, Bride of

Messina, together with the

Use of the Chorus in

Tragedy (a short Essay).

These Dramas are all

translated in metre.

IV.—Robbers ( with Schiller's

original Preface), Fiesco,

Love and Intrigue, De-
metrius, Ghost Seer, Sport
of Divinity.

The Dramas in this

volume are translated into

Prose.

V.—Poems.

VI.—Essays, -^stheticaland Philo-

sophical

VII.—Walienstein's Camp, Pic-

colomini and Death of

Wallenstein,William Tell.

SCHILLER and GOETHE.
Correspondence between, from
A.D. 1794- 1805. Translated by
L. Dora Schmitz. 2 vols. y. 6d.

each.

SCHLEGEL'S (F.) Lectures on
the Philosophy of Life and the
Philosophy ofLanguage. Trans-

lated by the Rev. A. J. W. Mor-
rison, M.A. 3s. 6d.

Lectures on the History of

Literature, Ancient and Modern.
Translated from the German. 2s.6a.

Lectures on the Philosophy
of History. Translated by J. B.
Robertson. 3;. 6d,



Contained in BohrCs Libraries. 21

SCHLEGEL'S Lectures on
Modern History, together with

the Lectures entitled Csesar and
Alexander, and The Beginning of

our History. Translated by L.

Purcell and R. H. Whitetock.
3J. 6d.

Esthetic and Miscellaneous
Works. Translated by E. J.

Miilington. 3J. 6d.

SCHLEGEL'S (A. W.) Lectures
on Dramatic Art and Litera-

ture. Translated by J. Black.

Revised Edition, by the Rev.
A. J. W. Morrison, M.A. 3J-. 6d.

SCHOPENHAUER on the Four-
fold Root of the Principle of

Sufficient Reason, and On the
Will in Nature. Translated by
Madame Hillebrand. 5^.

Essays. Selected and Trans-

lated. With a Biographical Intro-

duction and Sketch of his Philo-

sophy, by E. Belfort Bax. 5^.

SCHOUW'S Earth, Plants, and
Man. Translated by A. Henfrey.

With coloured Map of the Geo-
graphy of Plants. Ss.

SCHUMANN (Robert). His Life

and Works, by August Reissmann.
Translated by A. L. Alger. 3J. 6d.

EarlyLetters. Originally pub-
blished by his Wife. Translated

by May Herbert. With a Preface

by Sir George Grove, D.C.L.
3s.6d.

SENECA on Benefits. Newly
translated by A. Stewart, M.A.
3s. 6d.

Minor Essays and On Clem-
ency. Translated by A. Stewart,

M.A. Si-.

SHAKESPEARE DOCU-
MENTS. Arranged by D. H.
Lambert, B.A. 3^^. 6d.

SHAKESPEARE'S Dramatic
Art. The History and Character
of Shakespeare's Plays. By Dr.
Hermann Ulrici. Translated by
L. Dora Schmitz. 2 vols. 3;. 6d.

each.

SHAKESPEARE (WilUam). A
Literary Biography by Karl Elze,

Ph.D., LL.D. Translated by
L. Dora Schmitz. ^s,

SHARPE (S.) The History of

Egypt, from the Earliest Times
till the Conquest by the Arabs,

A.D. 640. By Samuel Sharpe.

2 Maps and upwards of 400 Illus-

trative Woodcuts. 2 vols. 5j. each.

SHERIDAN'S Dramatic Works,
Complete. With Life by G. G. S.

Ss.6d.

SISMONDI'S History of the

Literature of the South 01

Europe. Translated by Thomas
Roscoe. 2 vols. 3^, 6d, each.

SMITH'S Synonyms and An-
tonjrms, or Kindred Words and
their Opposites. Revised Edi-

tion. 5j.

Synonyms Discriminated.

A Dictionary of Synonymous
Words in the English Language,
showing the Accurate signification

of words of similar meaning.

Edited by the Rev. H. Percy

Smith, M.A. 6s.

SMITH'S (Adam) The Wealth of

Nations. Edited by E. Belfort

Bax. 2 vols. 3J. 6d. each.

Theory of Moral Sentiments.

With a Memoir of the Author by
Dugald Stewart. 3^. 6d.

SMYTH'S (Professor) Lectures
on Modem History, 2 vols.

3^. 6d. each.

Lectures on the Frsnoh
Revolution. 2 vols. ss. 6d. each.

[ Vo/. I. out of print.
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SMITH'S ( Pye ) Geology and
Scripture. 2nd Edition. 5^.

SMOLLETT'S Adventiires ol
Roderick Random. With short
Memoir and Bibliography, and
Cruikshank's Illustrations. 3^. 6d.

— Adventures of Peregrine
Pickle. With Bibliography and
Cruikshank's Illustrations. 2 vols.

3^. 6^/. each.

The Erpedltlon of Hum-
phry Clinker. With Bibliography
and Cruikshank's Illustrations.

3^. 6^.

SOCRATES (sumamed 'Scholas-
tlous '). The Ecclesiastical His-
tory of (a. d. 305-445). Translated
from the Greek. 5^.

SOPHOCLES, The Tragedies 01.

A New Prose Translation, with
Memoir, Notes, &c., by E. P.

Coleridge, M.A. Ji.

SOITTHEY'S Life of Nelson.
With Portraits, Plans, and up-
wards of 50 Engravings on Steel

and Wood. ^s.

Life of Wesley, and the Rise
and Progress of Methodism. 5^.

Robert Southey. The Stor>'

of his Life written in his Letters

Edited by John Dennis. 3J. dd.

SOZOMEN'S Ecclesiastical His-
tory. Translated from the Greek.
Together with the Ecclesiasti-
cal History of Philostor-
Gius, as epitomised by Photius.

Translated by Rev. E, Walford.
M.A. 51.

SPINOZA'S Chief Works. Trans-
lated, with Introduction,by R.H.M.
Elwes. 2 vols. 5j. each.

STANLEY'S Classified Synopsis
of the Principal Painters of the
Dutch and Flemish Schools.
By George Stanley. 51.

Chess -Player'sSTAUNTON'S
Handbook. 5^.

Chess Praxis. A Supplement
to the Chess-player's Handbook.
5^-

Chess-player's Companion.
Comprising a Treatise on Odds,
Collection of Match Games, and
a Selection of Original Problems.

Chess Tournament of 1851.
With Introduction and Notes. 5^.

STOCKHARDT'S Experimental
Chemistry. Edited by C. W.
Heaton, F.C.S. 51.

STOWE (Mrs.H.B.) Uncle Tom's
Cabin. Illustrated. 35. 6^.

STRABO'S Geography. Trans-
lated by W. Falconer, M.A.,
and H. C. Hamilton. 3 vols.

5^. each.

STRICKLAND'S (Agnes) Lives
of the Queens of England, from
the Norman Conquest. Revised
Edition. With 6 Portraits. 6 vols.

51. each.

Life of Mary Queen of Scots.

2 vols. 5j. each.

Lives ofthe Tudor and Stuart
Princesses. With Portraits. 55.

STUART and REVETT'S Anti-
quities of Athens, and other

Monuments of Greece. With 71
Plates engraved on Steel, and*
numerous Woodcut Capitals. 5^.

SUETONIUS' Lives oftheTwel
Caesars and Lives of the G-ram
marians. Thomson's translation,

revised by T. Forester. 55

SWIFT'S Prose Works. Edited
by Temple Scott. With a Bio-

graphical Introduction by the Right
Hon. W. E. H. Lecky, M.P.

i
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With Portraits and Facsimiles.

12 vols. 5 J", each.

I.—A Tale of a Tub, The Battle

of the Books, and other

early works. Edited by
Temple Scott. With a

Biographical Introduction

by W. E. H. Lecky.

II.—TheJournal to Stella. Edited
by Frederick Ryland,M.A.
With 2 Portraits and Fac-
simile.

III.& IV.—Writings on Religion and
the Church.

V.—Historical and Political

Tracts (English).

VI.—The Drapier's Letters.
With facsimiles of Wood's
Coinage, tS:c.

VII.—Historical and Political

Tracts (Irish).

VIII.—Gulliver's Travels. Edited
by G. R. Dennis, B.A.
With Portrait and Maps.

IX.—Contributions to Periodicals.

X.—Historical Writings.

XI,—Literary Essays.

XII.—Full Index and Biblio-

graphy, with Essays on
the Portraits of Swift by
Sir Frederick Falkiner,

and on the Relations be-

ween Swift and Stella

by the Very Rev. Dean
Bernard.

TACITUS. The Works of. Liter-

ally translated. 2 vols. 5^. each.

TASSO'S Jerusalem Delivered.
Translated into English Spenserian
Verse by J. H. Wiffen. With 8
Engravings on Steel and 24 Wood-
cuts by Thurston. 55.

TAYLOR'S (Bishop Jeremy)
Holy Living and Dying, y. dd.

TEN BRINK—6V<r Brink.

TERENCE and PH^DRUS.
Literally translated by H. T. Riley,
M.A. To which is added. Smart's
Metrical Version of Phaedrus. 51.

THEOCRITUS. BION, MOS-
CHUS, and TYRT-EUS. Liter-

ally translated by the Rev. J.
Banks, M.A. To which are ap-

p)ended the Metrical Versions of

Chapman. 5^.

THEODORET and EVAGRIUS.
Histories of the Church from a.d.

332 to A.D. 427 ; and from A.D.

431 to A.D. 544. Translated, ^s.

THIERRY'S History of the
Conquest of England by the
Normans. Translated by Wil-
liam Hazlitt. 2 vols. 3^. 6d. each.

THUCYDIDES. The Pelopon-
nesian War. Literally translated

by the Rev. H. Dale. 2 vols.

3}. 6d. each.

An Analysis and Summary
of. By J. T. Wheeler. 5^.

THUDICHUM (J. L. W.) A Trea-
tise on Wines. Illustrated. 5.;.

URE'S (Dr. A.) Cotton Manufao-
ture of Great Britain. Edited
by P. L. Simmonds. 2 vols. 5J.

each.

Philosophy of Manufactures.
Edited by P. L. Simmonds. 7^. 6d.

VASARI'S Lives of the most
Eminent Painters, Sculptors,
and Arciiitects. Translated by
Mrs. J. Foster, with a Commen-
tary by J. P. Richter, Ph.D. 6
vols. 3.;. 6d. each.

VIRQIL. A Literal Prose Trans-
lation by A. Hamilton Bryce,
LL.D. With Portrait y. 6d.

VOLTAIRE'S Tales. Translated
by R. B. Boswell. Coniaining
Bebouc, Memnon, Candide, L'ln-
genu, and other Tales. 3J. ^d,

WALTON'S Complete Angler.
Edited by Edward Jesse. With
Portrait and 203 Engravings on
Wood and 26 Engravings on
Steel. 5J.
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WALTON'S Lives of Donne,
Hooker, &o. New Edition re-

vised by A. H. Bullen, with a

Memoir of Izaak Walton byWm.
Dowling. With numerous Illus-

trations. 5^.

WELLINGTON, Life of. By * An
Old Soldier.' From the materials

of Maxwell. With Index and i8

Steel Engravings. 55.

Victories of. See Maxwell.

WERNER'S Templars in
Cyprus. Translated by E. A. M.
Lewis. 35. 6d.

WESTROPP (H. M.) A Hand-
book of ArchaBOlogy, Egyptian,
Greek, Etruscan, Roman. Illus-

trated. 55.

WHEATLEY'S A Rational Illus-

tration of the Book of Common
Prayer. 31. 6d.

WHITE'S Natural History oi

Selbome. With Notes by Sir

William Jardine. Edited by Ed-
ward Jesse. With 40 Portraits

and coloured Plates. 5^.

WIESELER'S Chronological
Synopsis of the Four Gospels.
Translated by the Rev. Canon
Venables. 3^. 6d.

WILLIAMofMALMESBURY'S
Chronicle of the Kings of Eng-
land. Translated by the Rev. J.
Sharpe. Edited by J. A. Giles,

D.C.L. ss.

XENOPHON'S Works. Trans-
lated by the Rev. J. S. Watson,
M.A., and the Rev. H. Dale. In

3 vols. 5^. each.

YOUNG (Arthur). Travels In
France during the years 1787,
1788, and 1789. Edited by
M. Betham Edwards. 3^. Ctd.

Tour In Ireland, with
General Observations on the state

of the country during the years

1776 - 79. Edited by A. W.
Hutton. With Complete Biblio-

graphy by J. P. Anderson, and
Map. 2 vols. 3^. 6d. each.

YULE-TIDE STORIES. A Col-

lection of Scandinavian and North-
German Popular Tales and Tra-

ditions. Edited by B. Thorpe. $5.

BOHN'S LIBRARIES.

A SPECIAL OFFER.
MESSRS. BELL have made arrangements to supply selections

of 100 or 50 volumes from these famous Libraries, for ;^ii lis. or

£6 6s. net respectively. The volumes may be selected without

any restriction from the full List of the Libraries, now numbering

nearly 800 volumes.

WRITE FOR FULL PARTICULARS.



THE YORK LIBRARY
A NEW SERIES OF REPRINTS ON THIN PAPER.

With specially designed title-pages, binding, and e7id-papers,

Fcap. 8vo. in cloth, 2S. net ;

In leather, 3s. net.

* The York Library is noticeable by reason of the wisdom and intelli-

gence displayed in the choice of unhackneyed dlassics. ... A most

attractive series of reprints. . . . The size and style of the volumes are

exactly what they should be.'

—

Bookman.

The following volu?nes a7'e noiu ready

:

CHARLOTTE BRONTE'S JANE EYRE.
BURNEY'S EVELINA. Edited, witli an Introduction and

Notes, by Annie Raine Ellis.

BURNEY'S CECILIA. Edited by Annie Raine Ellis. 2 vols.

BURTON'S ANATOMY OF MELANCHOLY. Edited by the
Rev. A. R. Shilleto, M.A., with Introduction by A. H. Bullen. 3 vols.

BURTON'S (SIR RICHARD) PILGRIMAGE TO AL-
MADINAH AND MECCAH. With Introduction by Stanley Lane-
Poole. 2 vols.

CALVERLEY. THE IDYLLS OF THEOCRITUS, with the
Eclogues of Virgil. Translated into English Verse by C. S. Calverley.
With an Introduction by R. Y. Tyrrell. Litt.D.

CERVANTES' DON QUIXOTE. Motteux's Translation, re-

vised. With LocKHart's Life smd Notes. 2 vols.

CLASSIC TALES : Johnson^s Rasselas, Goldsmith's Vicar
OF Wakefield, Sterne's Sentimental Journey, Walpole's
Castle of Otranto. With Introduction by C. S. Fearenside, M.A.

COLERIDGE'S AIDS TO REFLECTION, and the Confessions
of an Inquiring Spirit.

COLERIDGE'S FRIEND. A series of Essays on Morals,
Politics, and Religion.

COLERIDGE'S TABLE TALK AND OMNIANA, Arranged
and Edited by T. Ashe, B.A.

COLERIDGE'S LECTURES AND NOTES ON SHAKE-
SPEARE, and other English Poets. Edited by T. Ashe, B.A.

DRAPER'S HISTORY OF THE INTELLECTUAL DE-
VELOPMENT OF EUROPE. 2 vols.

EBERS' AN EGYPTIAN PRINCESS. Translated by E. S.

BUCHHEIM.

GEORGE ELIOT'S ADAM BEDE.
EMERSON'S WORKS. A new edition in 5 volumes, with the

Text edited and collated by George Sampson.

FIELDING'S TOM JONES (2 vols.), AMELIA (i vol.), JOSEPH
ANDREWS { I vol.).

GASKELL'S SYLVIA'S LOVERS.



The York Ia^^kvm—continued.
GESTA ROMANORUM, or Entertaining Moral Stories in-

vented by the Monks. Translated from the Latin by the Rev. Charles
Swan. Revised edition, by Wynnard Hooper, M,A.

GOETHE'S FAUST. Translated by Anna Swanwick, LL.D.
Revised edition, with an Introduction and Bibliography by Karl Breul,
Litt.D., Ph.D.

GOETHE'S POETRY AND TRUTH FROM MY OWN LIFE.
Translated by M. Steele-Smith, with Introduction and Bibliography by
Karl Breul, Litt.D.

HAWTHORNE'S TRANSFORMATION (The Marble Faun).

HOOPER'S WATERLOO : THE DOWNFALL OF THE
FIRST NAPOLEON. With Maps and Plans.

IRVING'S SKETCH BOOK.
IRVING'S BRACEBRIDGE HALL, OR THE HUMOURISTS.
JAMESON'S SHAKESPEARE'S HEROINES.
LAMB'S ESSAYS. Including the Essays of Elia, Last Essays

of Elia, and Eliana.

MARCUS AURELIUS ANTONINUS, THE THOUGHTS
OF. Translated by George Long, M.A. With an Essay on Marcus
Aurelius by Matthew Arnold.

MARRYAT'S MR. MIDSHIPMAN EASY. With 8 Illustra-

trations. i vol. PETER SIMPLE. With 8 Illustrations, i vol.

MIGNET'S HISTORY OF THE FRENCH REVOLUTION,
from 1789 to 1 8 14.

MONTAIGNE'S ESSAYS. Cotton's translation. Revised by
W. C. Hazlitt. 3 vols.

MOTLEY'S RISE OF THE DUTCH REPUBLIC. With a
Biographical Introduction by Moncure D. Conway. 3 vols.

PASCAL'S THOUGHTS. Translated from the Text of M.
Auguste Molinier by C. Kegan Paul. Third edition.

PLUTARCH'S LIVES. Translated, with Notes and a Life by
Aubrey Stewart, M.A., and George Long, M.A, 4 vols.

RANKE'S HISTORY OF THE POPES, during the Last Four
Centuries. Mrs. Foster's translation. Revised by G. R. Dennis. 3 vols.

SWIFT'S GULLIVER'S TRAVELS. Edited, with Introduction
and Notes, by G. R. Dennis, with facsimiles of the original illustrations.

SWIFT'S JOURNAL TO STELLA. Edited, with Introduction
and Notes, by F. Ryland, M.A.

TROLLOPE'S BARSETSHIRE NOVELS.—THE WARDEN
(i vol.). BARCHESTER TOWERS (i vol.), DR. THORNE (i vol.),

FRAMLEY PARSONAGE (i vol.), SMALL HOUSE AT ALLING-
TON (2 vols.), LAST CHRONICLE OF BARSET (2 vols.).

VOLTAIRE'S ZADIG AND OTHER TALES. Translated by
R. Bruce Boswell.

ARTHUR YOUNG'S TRAVELS IN FRANCE, during the
years 1787, 1788, and 1789. Edited with Introduction and Notes, by M.
Betham Edwards.

Other Volumes are in Preparation,



MASTERS
OF

LITERATURE
Crown Svo. ^s. 6d. net.

This Series aims at giving in a handy volume the

finest passages from the writings of the greatest authors.

Each volume is edited by a well-known scholar, and

contains representative selections connected by editorial

comments. The Editor also contributes a lengthy

Introduction, biographical and literary. A Portrait

will be included in each volume.

First List of Volufnes :

SCOTT. By Professor A. J. Grant.

THACKERAY. By G. K. Chesterton.

FIELDING. By Professor Saintsbury.

CARLYLE. By the Rev. A. W. Evans.

DEFOE. By John Masefield.

DICKENS. By Thomas Seccombe.

DE QUINCEY. By Sidney Low.

EMERSON. By G. H. Perris.

HAZLITT. By E. V. Lucas.

STERNE. By Dr. Sidney Lee.



BELL'S HANDBOOKS
OF

THE GREAT MASTERS
IN PAINTING AND SCULPTURE.

Edited ey G. C. WILLIAMSON, Litt.D.

NEW AND CHEAPER REISSUE.
Post 8vo. With 40 Illustrations and Photogravure Frontispiece. 35. 6d. net each.

The following Volumes have been issued

:

BOTTICELLI. By A. Streeter. 2nd Edition.

BRUNELLESCHI. By Leader Scott.
CORREGGIO. By Selwyn Brinton, M.A. 2nd Edition.

CARLO CRIVELLI. By G. McNeil Rushforth, M.A.
DELLA ROBBIA. By the Marchesa Burlamacchi. 2nd Edition.

ANDREA DEL SARTO. By H. Guinness. 2nd Edition.

DONATELLO. By Hope Rea. 2nd Edition.

GERARD DOU. By Dr. W. Martin. Translated by Clara Bell.

GAUDENZIO FERRARL By Ethel Halsey.
FRANCIA. By George C. Williamson, Litt.D.

GIORGIONE. By Herbebt Cook, M.A.
GIOTTO. By F. Mason Perkins.
FRANS HALS. By Gerald S. Davies, M.A.
BERNARDINO LUINI. By George C. Williamson, Litt.D. 3rd Edition.

\LEONARDO DA VINCI. By Edward McCurdy, M.A.
MANTEGNA. By Maud Cruttwell.
MEMLINC. By W. H. James Weale.
MICHEL ANGELO. By Lord Ronald Sutherland Gower. M.A..

F.S.A.
'

PERUGINO. By G. C. Williamson, Litt.D. 2nd Edition.

PIERO DELLA FRANCESCA. By W. G. Waters, M.A.
PINTORICCHIO. By Evelyn March Phillipps.
RAPHAEL. By H. Strachey. 2nd Edition.

REMBRANDT. By Malcolm Bell. 2nd Edition.

RUBENS. By Hope Rea.
LUCA SIGNORELLI. By Maud Cruttwell. 2nd Edition.

SODOMA. By the Contessa Lorenzo Priuli-Bon.
TINTORETTO. By J. B. Stoughton Holborn, M.A.
VAN DYCK. By Lionel Cust, M.V.O., F.S.A. \

VELASQUEZ. By R. A. M. Stevenson. 3rd Edition.

WATTEAU. By Edgcumbe Staley, B.A.
WILKIE. By Lord Ronald Sutherland Gower, M.A., F.S.A.

Write for Illustrated Prcsfecius.
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New EditionB, fcap. 870. 2s. 6d. each net.

THE ALDINE EDITION
OF TH>

BRITISH POETS.
'This excellent edition of the English classics, with their complete texts and

scholarly introductions, are something very different from the cheap tolames of

erb^cts which are just now so much too common.*

—

St. James's Gazette,

*An excellent series. Small, handy, and complete.'—Saturday Review.

Edited by W. M. Rossetti.

Edited by G. A. Aitken.

Edited by B. B. Johnson.

Blake.

Bums.
3 vols.

Butler.
2 vols.

Campbell. Edited by His Son-
in-law, the Rev. A. W. HilL With
Memoir by W. Allingham.

Ohatterton. Edited by the Bev.
W. W. Skeat, M.A. 2 vols.

Chaucer. Edited by Dr. R. Morris,
with Memoir by Sir H. Nicolas. 6 vols.

Churchill. Edited by Jas.Hannay.
2 vols.

Coleridge. Edited by T. Ashe,
B.A. 2 vols.

Collins. Edited by W. Moy
Thomas.

Cowper. Edited by John Bruce,
F.S.A. 3 vols.

Dryden. Edited by the Bev. B.
Hooper, M.A. 5 vols.

Goldsmith. Bevised Edition by
Austin Dobson. With Portrait.

Edited by J. Bradshaw,Gray.
LL.D.

Herbert.
Groaart.

Herrick.
Saintsbury.

Keats. Edited by the
Houghton.

Eirke "White. Edited,
Memoir, by Sir H. Nicolas.

Edited bythe Bev. A. B.

by George

late Lord

with a

Edited
2 vols.

MUtcn.
2 vols.

Pamell

Edited by Dr. Bradshaw,

Edited by G. A. Aitken.

Pope. Edited by G. B. Dennis.
With Memoir by John Dennis. 3 vols.

Prior. Edited by B. B. Johnson.
2 vols.

Raleigh and Wotton. With Se-
lections from the Writinss of other
COURTLY POETS from 1540 to 1650.
Edited by Ven, Archdeacon Hnntifl h,
D.C.L.

Rogers. Edited by Edward Bell,
M.A.

Scott. Edited by John Dennis.
5 vols.

Shakespeare's Poems.
Rev. A. Dyce.

Shelley. Edited
Forman. 5 vols.

Spenser. Edited by J. Payne Col-
lier. 5 vols.

Surrey. iTdited by J. Yeowell.

Swift. Edited by the Rev. J.

Mitford. 3 vols.

Thomson. Edited by the Rev. D.
C. Tovey. 2 vols.

Vaughan. Sacred Poems and
Pious Ejaculations. Edited by the
Rev. H. Lyte.

Wordsworth. Edited by Prof.
Dowden. 7 vols.

Wyatt. Edited by J. leowell.

Young. 2 vols. Edited by the
Rev. J ]\!::tfa'-d.

Edited by

by H. Buxton



THE ALL-ENGLAND SERIES.
HANDBOOKS OF ATHLETIC GAMES.

* The best instruction on games and sports by the best authorities, at the lowest
pricee.'

—

Oxford, Magazine.

Small 8vo. cloth, Illustrated. Price Is. each.

Cricket. By Fbed C, Holland.
Cricket By the Hon. and Eev.
B. Lttteltou.

Croquet. By Lieut. -Col. the Hon.
H. C. Needham.

Lawn Tennis. By H. W. W.
WiUBEEFOBCE. With a Chapter for
Ladies, by Mrs. Hilltabd.

Squash Tennis, By Eustace H.
Miles. Double vol, 2s.

Tennis and Rackets and Fives.
By JtTLiAiT Marshall, Major J, Spens,
and Rev. J. A. Aekan Tait.

Golf. By H. S. C. Everabd.
Double vol. 2s,

Rowing and Sculling. By Guy
RlXON,

Rowing and Sculling. By W. B.
WOODGATE.

Sailing. ByE. F. Knight, dbl.vol. 2».

Swimming. By Mabtin and J.
Racsteb Cobbett.

Camping out. By A. A. Maodon-
ELL. Double vol. 28.

Canoeing. By Dr. J. D. Hatwabd.
Double vol. 2s.

Mountaineering. By Dr. Claude
Wilson. Double vol. 2s.

Athletics, By H. H. Gbiffin.
Riding. By W. A. Kebb, V.O.

Double voL 2s.

Ladies' Riding. By W.A.Kkrb,V.C.
Boxin«. By E. G. Allanson-Winn.
With Prefatory Note by Bat Mullins.

Fencing, By H. A. Colmobb Dunn.
Cycling. By H. H. Griffin, L.A.C.,
N.C.U,, 0,T.C, With a Chapter for
Ladies, by Miss AearES Wood, Double
vol. 28.

Wrestling. By Walteb Abm-
STBONG. New Edition.

Broadsword and Singlestick.
By R. G. Allanson.Win3( and C. Phil-
LIPPS-WOLLET.

Gymnastics. By A. F. Jenkin.
Double vol. 2s,

Gymnastic Competition and Dis-
play Exercises. Compiled by
P. Graf,

Lidian Clubs, By G. T. B. Cob-
bett and A. F. Jenkin.

Dumb-bells. By F. Gbaf.
Football — Rugby Game. By
Harby Vassall.

Football—Association Game. By
0. W. Alcock. B-evised Edition.

Hockey. By F. S. Cbeswell.
New Edition.

Skating, By Douglas Adams.
With a Chapter for Ladies, by Miss L.
Cheetham, and a Chapter on Speed
Skating, by a Fen Skater. Dbl. vol. 28,

Baseball. By Newton Cbane.
Rounders, Fieldball, Bowls,

Quoits, Curling, Skittles, &c.
By J, M. Walker and 0. C. Mott.

Dancing, By Edwabd Soott.
Double vol. 2s,

THE CLUB SERIES OF CARD AND TABLE GAMES,
' No woll-regulated club or country house should be without this useful series of

books,'— Globe. g^^^^ g^^^^ ^j^^j^^ Illustrated. Price Is. each.

Bridge. By 'Templar. »
Whist, By Dr. Wm. Pole, F.E.S.
Solo Whist, By Eobebt F. Gbeen.
BiUiai'ds. By Major-Gen. A. W.
DuATSON, P.R.A.S, With a Preface
by W. J. PeaU.

Hints on Billiards, By J. P.
Buchanan, Double vol. 2s.

Chess, By Robert F. Gbeen.
The Two-Move Chess Problem.
By B. G, Laws.

Chess Openings. By I. Gunsbbbg.
Draughts and Backgammon,
By ' Bkrkelet."

Reversi and Go Bang,
By ' Brrkklkt.'

Dominoes and Solitaire.

By * Beekelet.'

B^zlque and Cribbage.
By ' Berkeley.*

^cart6 and Huchre.
By * Berkeley.'

Piquet and Rubicon Piquet.
By ' Bbrkelet.'

Skat By Louis Diehl.
*»* A Skat Scoring-book. Is.

Round Gsones, including Poker,
Napoleon, Loo, Vingt-et-un, Ac. By
Baxter. Wrat.

Parlour suid Playground Games.
By Mrs. Laurxncx Gk::i2iX.



BELL'S CATHEDRAL SERIES.
Profusely Illustrated^ cloth^ crown Zvo, is. 6d. net each,

ENGLISH CATHEDRALS. An Itinerary and Description. Compiled by James G.
Gilchrist, A.M., M.D. Revised and edited with an Introduction on Cathedral'
Architecture by the Rev. T. Perkins, M.A., F.R.A.S.

BANGOR. By P. B. Ironside Bax.
BRISTOL. By H. J. L. J. Mass6, M.A.
CANTERBURY. By Hartley Withers. 5th Edition.
CARLISLE. By C. King Eley.
CHESTER. By Charles Hiatt. 3rd Edition.

CHICHESTER. By H. C. Corlette, A.R.I.B.A. 2nd Edition.
DURHAM. By J. E. Bygate, A.R.C.A. 3rd Edition.
ELY. By Rev. W. D. Sweeting, M.A. 2nd Edition.
EXETER. By Percy Addleshaw, B.A. 2nd Edition, revised.
GLOUCESTER. By H. J. L. J. Mass6, M.A. 3rd Edition.
HEREFORD. By A. Hugh Fisher, A.R.E. 2nd Edition, revised.
LICHFIELD. By A. B. Clifton. 2nd Edition.
LINCOLN. By A. F. Kendrick, B.A. 3rd Edition.
LLANDAFF. By E. C. Morgan Wii.lmott, A.R.I. B.A.
MANCHESTER. By Rev. T. Perkins, M.A.
NORWICH. By C. H. B. Quennell. 2nd Edition.
OXFORD. By Rev. Percy Dearmer, M.A. 2nd Edition, revised.

PETERBOROUGH. By Rev. W. D. Sweeting. 2nd Edition, revised,
RIPON. By Cecil Hallett, B.A.
ROCHESTER. By G. H. Palmer, B.A. 2nd Edition, revised.
ST. ALBANS. By Rev. T. Perkins, M.A.
ST. ASAPH. By P. B. Ironside Bax.
ST. DAVID'S. By Philip Robson, A.R.I.B A.
ST. PATRICK'S, DUBLIN. By Rev. J. H. Bernard, M.A.,D.D. 2nd Edition.
ST. PAUL'S. By Rev. Arthur Dimock, M.A. 3rd Edition, revised.
ST. SAVIOUR'S, SOUTHWARK. By George Worley.
SALISBURY. By Gleeson White. 3rd Edition, revised.
SOUTHWELL. By Rev. Arthur Dimock, M.A. 2nd Edition, re\'ised.
WELLS. By Rev. Percy Dearmer, M.A. 3rd Edition.
WINCHESTER. By P. W. Sergeant. 3rd Edition.
WORCESTER. By E. F. Strange. 2nd Edition.
YORK. By A. Clutton-Brock, M.A. 3rd Edition.

Uniform with aiove Series. Now ready, is. td. net each.

^'^'^.t^VII
^"U^<^"' CANTERBURY. By the Rev. Canon Routlbdgb,

BEVERLEY MINSTER. By Charles Hiatt

^^e?k^^s^mT^^^^^ ^"^ CHRISTCHURCH PRIORY. By the Rev. T.

TEWKESBURY ABBEY AND DEERHURST PRIORY. By H. J. L. J. Mass^ M.A.

B^ Rev T^'Pe^^^s^M A^^
ABBEY, and BRADFORD-ON-AVON CHURCH.

TOSTMINSTER^ABBEY. bV Charles HiattTHE TEMPLE CHURCH. By George WorIey

i?kiT?SRS^O°N^%';^& SMiIhJ^^^^ Worley.bTRATFORD-ON-AVON CHURCH. By Harold Baker.

BELL'5 HANDBOOKS TO CONTINENTAL CHURCHES.
Profusely niustrated. Crown Svo, cloth, 25. (>d. net each,

AMIENS. By the Rev. T. Perkins, M.A.
BAYEUX. By the Rev. R. S. Mylne.
CHARTRES : The Cathedral and Other Churches. By H. J. L. T. MASsfi. M A.MONT ST. MICHEL. By H. J. L. J. Mass6, M.A.
PARIS (NOTRE-DAME). By Charles Hiatt.
ROUEN

: The Cathedral and Other Churches. By the Rev. T. Perkins, MJV.



\jt. u o u ^
^*

The Best Practical Working: Dictionary of the

English Language.

WEBSTER'S
INTERNATION'AL

DICTIONARY.
2348 PAGES. 5000 ILLUSTRATIONS.

NEW EDITION, REVISED THROUGHOUT WITH A
NEW SUPPLEMENT OF 25,000 ADDITIONAL

WORDS AND PHRASES.

The Appendices comprise a Pronouncing Gazetteer of the World,

Vocabularies of Scripture, Greek, Latin, and English Proper Names,

a Dictionary of the Noted Names of Fiction, a Bi|ief History of the

English Language, a Dictionary of Foreign Quotations, Words, Phrases,

Proverbs, &c., a Biographical Dictionary with io,cxxD names, &c., &c.

Dr. MURRAY, Ediior of the ' Ox/ord English Dictionary' saj^s :— ' In this its

latest form, and with its large Sappl«nent and numerous appendices, it is a wonderful
volume, which well maintains its ground against all rivals on its own lines. The ' defini-

tions,' or more properly, ' explanations of me&ning ' in ' Webster ' have always struck me
as particularly terse and well-put ; and it is hard to see how anything better could be
done within the limits.'

(Professor JOSEPH "WRIGHT, M.A., Ph.D., D.C.L., LL.D., Editor oj
the ' English Dialect Dictionary' says :

—
' The new edition of " Webster's International

Dictionary " is undoubtedly the most useful and reliable work of its kind in any country.
No one who has not examined the work carefully would believe that such a vast amount
of lexicographical information could possibly be found within so small a compass.'

Rev. JOSEPH WOOD, D.D., Head Master oJ Harrow, says :— ' I have always
thought very highly of its merits. Indeed, I consider it to be far the most accurate
English Dictionary in existence, and much more reliable than the "Century." For
daily and hourly reference, " Webster " seems to me unrivalled.'

Prospectuses^ "with Prices and Specimen Pages^ on Application.

WEBSTER'S COLLEGIATE DICTIONARY.
The Largest and Latest Abridgment of *The International.'

Full particulars on application.

LONDON : GEORGE BELL b' SONS, YORK HOUSE,
PORTUGAL STREET, W.C.

50,000. S. & S. 7.09.
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