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Part 1

We mugt firgt state the subject of our inquiry and the faculty to which it
belongs: its subject is demondration and the faculty that carriesit out
demondirative science. We must next define apremiss, aterm, and a
gyllogism, and the nature of a perfect and of an imperfect syllogism; and
after thet, the incluson or nonincluson of one term in ancther asina
whole, and what we mean by predicating one term of dl, or none, of
another.

A premiss then is a sentence affirming or denying one thing of ancther.
Thisisether universal or particular or indefinite. By universd | mean the
gatement that something belongsto al or none of something ese; by
particular that it belongs to some or not to some or not to al; by indefinite
that it does or does not belong, without any mark to show whether it is
universal or particular, e.g. ‘contraries are subjects of the same science, or
'pleasure is not good'. The demondrative premiss differs from the
didectical, because the demongtrative premissis the assertion of one of
two contradictory statements (the demonstrator does not ask for his
premiss, but lays it down), whereas the diaectica premiss depends on the
adversary's choice between two contradictories. But this will make no
difference to the production of a syllogism in ether case; for both the
demondtrator and the didectician argue syllogisticaly after stating that
something does or does not belong to something ese. Therefore a
gyllogitic premiss without qudification will be an affirmation or denid of
something concerning something elsein the way we have described; it

will be demondrative, if it istrue and obtained through the first principles
of its science; while adidecticd premissis the giving of a choice between
two contradictories, when aman is proceeding by question, but when heis
gyllogizing it is the assertion of that which is apparent and generdly
admitted, as has been said in the Topics. The nature then of apremiss and
the difference between syllogigtic, demondrative, and didecticad

premisses, may be taken as sufficiently defined by usin reation to our
present need, but will be stated accurately in the sequd.

| cal thet aterm into which the premissis resolved, i.e. both the predicate

and that of which it is predicated, 'being' being added and 'not being'
removed, or vice versa
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A syllogism is discourse in which, certain things being stated, something
other than what is sated follows of necessity from their being so. | mean
by the last phrase that they produce the consequence, and by this, that no
further term is required from without in order to make the consequence

necessary.

| call that a perfect syllogism which needs nothing other than whet has
been gated to make plain what necessarily follows, asyllogismis
imperfect, if it needs either one or more propostions, which are indeed the
necessary conseguences of the terms set down, but have not been
expresdy stated as premisses.

That one term should be included in another asin awholeisthe same as
for the other to be predicated of dl of the first. And we say that onetermis
predicated of al of another, whenever no instance of the subject can be
found of which the other term cannot be asserted: 'to be predicated of
none must be understood in the same way.

Part 2

Every premiss dates that something either is or must be or may be the
attribute of something ese; of premisses of these three kinds some are
affirmative, others negative, in respect of each of the three modes of
atribution; again some affirmative and negative premisses are universd,
others particular, others indefinite. It is necessary then that in universa
attribution the terms of the negative premiss should be convertible, eq. if
no pleasure is good, then no good will be pleasure; the terms of the
affirmative must be convertible, not however, universaly, but in part, eg.
if every pleasureis good, some good must be pleasure; the particular
affirmative mugt convert in part (for if some pleassureis good, then some
good will be pleasure); but the particular negative need not convert, for if
some animd is not man, it does not follow that some man isnot anima.

Firg then take auniversa negative with theterms A and B. If no B is A,
neither can any A be B. For if some A (say C) were B, it would not be true
that noBisA; for CisaB. Butif every B isA then some A isB. For if no
A were B, then no B could be A. But we assumed that every B isA.
Smilarly too, if the premissis particular. For if someB is A, then some of
the As must be B. For if none were, then no B would be A. But if some B
isnot A, thereis no necessity that some of the As should not be B; e.g. let
B stand for anima and A for man. Not every animd is aman; but every
manisan animd.

Part 3

The same manner of conversion will hold good dso in respect of
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necessary premisses. The universal negetive converts universdly; each of
the affirmatives convertsinto aparticular. If it is necessary that no B isA,
it isnecessary dso that no A isB. For if it is possiblethat some A isB, it
would be possble dso that some B isA. If dl or someB isA of necessity,
it is necessary dso that some A is B: for if there were no necessity, neither
would some of the Bsbe A necessarily. But the particular negative does
not convert, for the same reason which we have aready stated.

In respect of possible premisses, snce possibility isused in severa senses
(for we say that what is necessary and what is not necessary and what is
potentia is possible), affirmative satements will al convert in a manner
smilar to those described. For if it is possiblethat dl or someB isA, it
will be possble that some A isB. For if that were not possible, then no B
could possibly be A. This has been aready proved. But in negative
gatements the case is different. Whatever is said to be possible, either
because B necessarily is A, or because B is not necessarily A, admits of
conversion like other negative statements, e.g. if one should say, it is
possible that man is not horse, or that no garment is white. For in the
former case the one term necessarily does not belong to the other; in the
|atter there is no necessity that it should: and the premiss convertslike
other negative statements. For if it is possible for no man to be ahorse, it
isaso admissble for no horse to be aman; and if it isadmissble for no
garment to be white, it is aso admissible for nothing white to be a
garment. For if any white thing must be a garment, then some garment
will necessarily be white. This has been dready proved. The particular
negative also must be treated like those dedt with above. But if anything
is said to be possble because it is the generd rule and naturd (and itisin
this way we define the possible), the negative premisses can no longer be
converted like the Smple negatives; the universa negative premiss does
not convert, and the particular does. Thiswill be plain when we speak
about the possible. At present we may take this much as clear in addition
to what has been said: the statement that it ispossiblethat no B isA or
some B isnaot A isffirmative in form: for the expresson 'is possiblée
ranks dong with 'is, and is makes an afirmation dways and in every
case, whatever the termsto which it is added, in predication, e.g. ‘it is not-
good' or 'it is not-white or in aword 'it is not-this. But this aso will be
proved in the sequel. In conversion these premisses will behave like the
other affirmative propositions.

Part 4

After these digtinctions we now state by what means, when, and how
every syllogism is produced; subsequently we must spesk of
demongtration. Syllogism should be discussed before demondiration
because syllogism is the generd: the demondration isasort of syllogism,
but not every syllogism is a demondtration.
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Whenever three terms are so related to one another that the last is
contained in the middle asin awhole, and the middle is either contained

in, or excluded from, thefirst asin or from awhole, the extremes must be
related by aperfect syllogiam. | cdl that term middle which isitself
contained in another and contains another in itsdf: in podtion dso this
comes in the middle. By extremes | mean both that term which is itsalf
contained in another and that in which another is contained. If A is
predicated of dl B, and B of al C, A must be predicated of dl C: we have
aready explained what we mean by ‘predicated of dl'. Smilarly dso, if A
is predicated of no B, and B of dl C, it is necessary that no C will be A.

But if the first term belongs to dl the middle, but the middle to none of the
last term, there will be no syllogism in respect of the extremes; for nothing
necessary follows from the terms being so related; for it is possible that
the first should belong either to dl or to none of the lagt, o that neither a
particular nor auniversal concluson is necessary. But if thereisno
necessary consequence, there cannot be a syllogism by means of these
premisses. As an example of auniversd affirmative relaion between the
extremes we may take the terms anima, man, horse; of auniversa
negetive relation, the terms animal, man, stone. Nor again can syllogsm
be formed when neither the first term belongs to any of the middie, nor the
middle to any of the last. As an example of a positive relation between the
extremes take the terms science, line, medicine: of anegetive relation
science, line, unit.

If then the terms are universally rdlated, it is clear in thisfigure when a
syllogism will be possible and when nat, and thet if asyllogismis possble
the terms must be related as described, and if they are so related there will
be asyllogism.

But if oneterm isrdated universdly, the other in part only, to its subject,
there must be a perfect syllogism whenever universdity is podted with
reference to the mgjor term ether affirmatively or negatively, and
particularity with reference to the minor term affirmatively: but whenever
the universdity is podted in relaion to the minor term, or theterms are
related in any other way, asyllogism isimpossble. | cal that term the
mgor in which the middle is contained and that term the minor which
comes under themiddle. Let dl B be A and some C be B. Then if
'predicated of al' means what was said above, it is necessary that some C
isA. Andif noB isA but some CisB, it is necessary that some C isnot
A. The meaning of 'predicated of none' has aso been defined. So there
will be a perfect syllogism. This holds good dso if the premiss BC should
be indefinite, provided thet it is affirmative: for we shdl have the same
syllogism whether the premissisindefinite or particular.
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But if the universdlity is posited with respect to the minor term ether
affirmatively or negatively, asyllogism will not be possble, whether the
maor premissis podtive or negetive, indefinite or particular: eg. if some
Bisorisnot A, and dl CisB. Asan example of a postivereation
between the extremes take the terms good, state, wisdom: of a negative
relation, good, state, ignorance. Again if no Cis B, but some B isor isnot
A or not every B isA, there cannot be a syllogism. Take the terms white,
horse, swan: white, horse, raven. The same terms may be taken dso if the
premiss BA isindefinite.

Nor when the mgjor premissis universal, whether affirmative or negative,
and the minor premiss is negative and particular, can there be a syllogism,
whether the minor premiss be indefinite or particular: eg. if dl BisA and
some Cisnot B, or if not al CisB. For the mgor term may be predicable
both of dl and of none of the minor, to some of which the middle term
cannot be attributed. Suppose the terms are animal, man, white: next take
some of the white things of which man is not predicated-swan and snow:
animd is predicated of al of the one, but of none of the other.
Consequently there cannot be a syllogism. Again let no B be A, but let
some C not be B. Take the terms inanimate, man, white: then take some
white things of which man is not predicated-swan and snow: the term
inanimate is predicated of al of the one, of none of the other.

Further sinceit isindefinite to say some C isnot B, and it istrue that some
Cisnot B, whether no CisB, or not dl CisB, and sinceif teemsare
assumed such that no C is B, no syllogiam follows (this has dready been
dated) it is clear that this arrangement of termswill not afford a syllogism:
otherwise one would have been possible with a universa negative minor
premiss. A smilar proof may aso be given if the universa premissis
negative.

Nor can therein any way be a syllogism if both the relations of subject
and predicate are particular, either pogtively or negetively, or the one
negative and the other affirmative, or one indefinite and the other definite,
or both indefinite. Terms common to al the above are animd, white,
horse: animd, white, sone.

It is clear then from what has been said that if thereisa syllogismin this
figure with a particular conclusion, the terms must be related as we have
dated: if they are related otherwise, no syllogism is possible anyhow. It is
evident dso that dl the syllogismsin thisfigure are perfect (for they are
al completed by means of the premisses origindly taken) and that dl
conclusons are proved by thisfigure, viz. universd and particular,
affirmative and negetive. Such afigure | cal thefirg.

Part 5
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Whenever the same thing belongsto dl of one subject, and to none of
another, or to al of each subject or to none of ether, | cal such afigure
the second; by middleterm init | mean that which is predicated of both
subjects, by extremes the terms of which thisis said, by mgor extreme
that which lies near the middle, by minor that which is further awvay from
the middle. The middle term stands outside the extremes, and isfirg in
position. A syllogism cannot be perfect anyhow in thisfigure, but it may
be vaid whether the terms are rlated universdly or not.

If then the terms are related universally a syllogism will be possible,
whenever the middle belongsto dl of one subject and to none of another
(it does not matter which has the negative relaion), but in no other way.
Let M be predicated of no N, but of dl O. Since, then, the negative
relation is convertible, N will belong to no M: but M was assumed to
belong to dl O: consequently N will belong to no O. This has dready been
proved. Againif M belongsto dl N, but to no O, then N will belong to no
O. For if M belongsto no O, O belongsto no M: but M (as was said)
belongsto dl N: O then will belong to no N: for the firdt figure has again
been formed. But since the negative rdation is convertible, N will belong
tono O. Thusit will be the same syllogism that proves both conclusons.

It is possible to prove these results dso by reductio ad impossibile.

It is clear then that a syllogiam is formed when the terms are so related,
but not a perfect syllogism; for necessity is not perfectly established
merely from the origind premisses; others dso are needed.

But if M is predicated of every N and O, there cannot be a syllogism.
Termsto illugtrate a positive relation between the extremes are substance,
anima, man; a negdtive relation, substance, animal, number-substance
being the middle term.

Nor isasyllogism possble when M is predicated neither of any N nor of
any O. Termsto illudrate a postive reation are ling, anima, man: a
negative reaion, line, animd, stone.

It is clear then that if asyllogism is formed when the terms are universaly
related, the terms must be related as we Stated at the outset: for if they are
otherwise related no necessary consequence follows.

If the middle term is related universaly to one of the extremes, a particular
negative syllogism mus result whenever the middle term isrdated
universdly to the mgor whether postively or negatively, and particularly
to the minor and in a manner oppodite to that of the universa satement:
by 'an opposite manner’ | mean, if the universa Satement is negative, the
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paticular isafirmetive: if the universd is affirmative, the particular is
negative. For if M belongsto no N, but to some O, it is necessary that N
does not belong to some O. For since the negative Statement is convertible,
N will belong to no M: but M was admitted to belong to some O: therefore
N will not belong to some O: for the result is reached by means of the first
figure. Againif M belongsto dl N, but not to some O, it is necessary that
N does not belong to some O: for if N beongsto dl O, and M is
predicated dso of al N, M must belong to al O: but we assumed that M
does not belong to some O. And if M beongsto al N but not to dl O, we
shall conclude that N does not belong to dl O: the proof isthe same asthe
above. But if M ispredicated of dl O, but not of dl N, there will be no
gyllogism. Take the terms animal, substance, raven; animd, white, raven.
Nor will there be a concluson when M is predicated of no O, but of some
N. Termsto illustrate a positive relaion between the extremes are animdl,
substance, unit: a negative reation, animal, substance, science.

If then the universal statement is opposed to the particular, we have stated
when a syllogism will be possble and when not: but if the premisses are
amilar inform, | mean both negative or both affirmative, a syllogism will
not be possble anyhow. Firgt let them be negative, and let the mgor
premiss be universd, e.g. let M belong to no N, and not to some O. Itis
possible then for N to belong either to dl O or to no O. Termsto illudtrate
the negative relation are black, snow, animd. But it is not possible to find
terms of which the extremes are rdated pogtively and universdly, if M
belongs to some O, and does not belong to some O. For if N belonged to
al O, but M to no N, then M would belong to no O: but we assumed that it
belongsto some O. In thisway then it is not admissible to take terms: our
point must be proved from the indefinite nature of the particular statement.
For sanceit istrue that M does not belong to some O, evenif it belongsto
no O, and sinceif it belongsto no O asyllogism is (as we have seen) not
possible, clearly it will not be possible now either.

Agan let the premisses be affirmative, and let the magor premiss as before
be universal, eg. let M beongto dl N and to some O. It is possible then
for N to bdongto al O or to no O. Termsto illudtrate the negative relation
are white, swan, stone. Bt it is not possible to take termsto illudtrate the
universal affirmative relation, for the reason dready stated: the point must
be proved from the indefinite nature of the particular satement. But if the
minor premissis universal, and M belongsto no O, and not to some N, it
ispossblefor N to belong either to dl O or to no O. Termsfor the
positive relation are white, animal, raven: for the negative reaion, white,
gone, raven. If the premisses are affirmative, terms for the negative
relation are white, anima, snow; for the pogitive relation, white, animd,
swan. Evidently then, whenever the premisses are smilar in form, and one
isuniversa, the other particular, a syllogism can, not be formed anyhow.
Nor isone possibleif the middle term belongs to some of each of the
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extremes, or does not belong to some of ether, or belongs to some of the
one, not to some of the other, or belongs to neither universdly, or is
relaed to them indefinitely. Common terms for dl the above are white,
animd, man: white, animd, inanimate. It is clear then from what has been
sad that if the terms are related to one another in the way dtated, a
gyllogiam results of necessity; and if thereis a syllogiam, the terms must
be o rdated. But it is evident dso thet dl the syllogismsin thisfigure are
imperfect: for al are made perfect by certain supplementary statements,
which ether are contained in the terms of necessity or are assumed as
hypotheses, i.e. when we prove per impossibile. And it is evident that an
affirmative conduson is not attained by means of thisfigure, but dl are
negdtive, whether universd or particular.

Part 6

But if oneterm belongs to dl, and another to none, of athird, or if both
belong to dl, or to none, of it, | cal such afigure the third; by middle term
init I mean that of which both the predicates are predicated, by extremes|
mean the predicates, by the mgor extreme that which is further from the
middle, by the minor that which is nearer to it. The middle term stands
outside the extremes, and islast in position. A syllogism cannot be perfect
in thisfigure either, but it may be vaid whether the terms are rdated
universdly or not to the middle term.

If they are universal, whenever both Pand R belong to S, it follows that P
will necessarily belong to some R. For, since the affirmative statement is
convertible, Swill belong to some R: consequently since P belongsto all
S, and Sto some R, P must belong to some R: for asyllogism in the first
figureis produced. It is possible to demondrate this dso per impossibile
and by expostion. For if both P and R belong to dl S, should one of the
Ss eg. N, betaken, both P and R will belong to this, and thus P will
belong to some R.

If Rbeongstodl S, and Pto no S, there will be a syllogism to prove that
P will necessarily not belong to some R. This may be demondrated in the
same way as before by converting the premiss RS. It might be proved aso
per impossibile, asin the former cases. But if R bdlongstono S, Ptodl S,
there will be no syllogism. Terms for the positive rdaion are animd,

horse, man: for the negative rdation animd, inanimate, man.

Nor can there be a syllogism when both terms are asserted of no S. Terms
for the pogtive rdaion are animd, horse, inanimate; for the negative
relation man, horse, inanimate-inanimate being the middle term.

It isclear then in this figure dso when a syllogism will be possible and
when nat, if the terms are rdated universdly. For whenever both the terms
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are afirmative, there will be a syllogism to prove that one extreme
belongs to some of the other; but when they are negetive, no syllogism
will be possble. But when one is negative, the other affirmetive, if the
mgor is negdive, the minor affirmative, there will be a syllogism to prove
that the one extreme does not belong to some of the other: but if the
relaion is reversed, no syllogism will be possible. If oneterm isrelated
universdly to the middle, the other in part only, when both are affirmative
there must be a syllogism, no matter which of the premissesisuniversd.
For if Rbelongsto dl S, Pto some S, P must belong to some R. For since
the affirmative statement is convertible Swill belong to some P
consequently since R belongsto dl S, and Sto some P, R must aso
belong to some P therefore P must belong to some R.

Aganif Rbdongsto some S, and Pto dl S, P must belong to some R.
Thismay be demondrated in the same way asthe preceding. And it is
possible to demondgtrate it dso per impossibile and by exposition, asinthe
former cases. But if one term is affirmative, the other negative, and if the
afirmativeis universd, asyllogism will be possble whenever the minor
term is affirmative. For if R belongsto dl S, but P does not belong to
some S, it is necessary that P does not belong to some R. For if P belongs
todl R, and R bdongsto dl S, then Pwill belongto dl S: but we
assumed that it did not. Proof is possible aso without reduction ad
impossibile, if one of the Ss be taken to which P does not belong.

But whenever the mgor is afirmative, no syllogism will be possible, eg.

if Pbelongsto al Sand R does not beong to some S. Termsfor the
universal affirmative relation are animate, man, anima. For the universal
negdtive rdation it is not possble to get terms, if R belongsto some S, and
does not belong to some S. For if Pbeongsto dl S, and R to some S, then
P will belong to some R: but we assumed that it belongs to no R. We must
put the matter as before.” Since the expression ‘it does not belong to some
isindefinite, it may be used truly of that dso which belongsto none. But if

R belongsto no S, no syllogism is possible, as has been shown. Clearly
then no syllogism will be possble here.

But if the negative term is universd, whenever the mgor is negative and
the minor affirmative there will be asyllogism. For if Pbdongstono S,
and R belongsto some S, P will not belong to some R: for we shdl have
the firg figure again, if the premiss RSis converted.

But when the minor is negetive, there will be no syllogism. Terms for the
positive relation are anima, man, wild: for the negative rdaion, animd,
science, wild-the middle in both being the term wild.

Nor isasyllogism possible when both are stated in the negative, but one is
universd, the other particular. When the minor isrdaed universdly to the
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middle, take the terms animal, science, wild; anima, man, wild. When the
mgor isrelated universdly to the middle, take as terms for a negative
relation raven, snow, white. For a postive reation terms cannot be found,
if R belongsto some S, and does not belong to some S. For if P belongsto
dl R, and R to some S, then P belongs to some S: but we assumed that it
belongsto no S. Our point, then, must be proved from the indefinite nature
of the particular statement.

Nor isasyllogism possble anyhow, if each of the extremes belongsto
some of the middle or does not belong, or one belongs and the other does
not to some of the middle, or one belongs to some of the middle, the other
not to dl, or if the premisses are indefinite. Common termsfor dl are
animd, man, white: animd, inanimate, white.

It isclear then in thisfigure dso when a syllogism will be possble, and
when not; and that if the terms are as Sated, a syllogism results of
necessity, and if there isa syllogism, the terms must be so related. It is
clear ds0 that dl the syllogismsin thisfigure are imperfect (for dl are
made perfect by certain supplementary assumptions), and that it will not
be possible to reach auniversa concluson by means of thisfigure,
whether negative or affirmative.

Part 7

It isevident dso that in al the figures, whenever a proper syllogism does
not result, if both the terms are affirmative or negative nothing necessary
followsat dl, but if oneis affirmative, the other negative, and if the
negative is sated universdly, a syllogism aways results rdaing the minor
to the mgjor term, e.g. if A belongsto al or some B, and B belongsto no
C: for if the premisses are converted it is necessary that C does not belong
to some A. Smilarly dso in the other figures: a syllogism dways results

by means of conversion. It is evident aso that the subgtitution of an
indefinite for a particular affirmative will effect the same syllogiamindl

the figures.

It isclear too that dl the imperfect syllogisms are made perfect by means
of the fird figure. For dl are brought to a concluson ether ostensvely or
per impossibile. In both ways the fird figure is formed: if they are made
perfect ostensively, because (as we saw) dl are brought to a conclusion by
means of conversion, and conversion produces the firgt figure: if they are
proved per impossibile, because on the assumption of the false statement
the syllogism comes about by means of thefirg figure, eg. inthe last
figure, if A and B belongto dl C, it followsthat A belongs to some B: for
if A belonged to no B, and B belongsto dl C, A would belong to no C:
but (as we gated) it belongsto al C. Smilarly dso with the rest.
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It ispossible dso to reduce dl syllogismsto the universd syllogismsin
the firgt figure. Those in the second figure are clearly made perfect by
these, though not dl in the same way; the universdl syllogisms are made
perfect by converting the negative premiss, each of the particular
syllogisms by reductio ad impossibile. In thefirg figure particular
gyllogisms are indeed made perfect by themsaves, but it is possble dso to
prove them by means of the second figure, reducing them ad impossiile,
eg. if A bdongstodl B, and B to some C, it follows that A belongsto
some C. For if it belonged to no C, and beongsto dl B, then B will
belong to no C: thiswe know by means of the second figure. Smilarly
aso demondtration will be possiblein the case of the negative. For if A
belongs to no B, and B belongs to some C, A will not belong to some C:
for if it belonged to dl C, and belongsto no B, then B will belong to no C:
and this (as we saw) isthe middle figure. Consequently, snce dl
syllogigmsin the middle figure can be reduced to universd syllogismsin
the firg figure, and since particular syllogismsin the firg figure can be
reduced to syllogismsin the middle figure, it is clear that particular
syllogisms can be reduced to universa syllogismsin thefirg figure.
Syllogismsin the third figure, if the terms are universd, are directly made
perfect by means of those syllogisms; but, when one of the premissesis
particular, by means of the particular syllogismsin the first figure: and
these (we have seen) may be reduced to the universal syllogismsin the
firg figure: consequently aso the particular syllogismsin the third figure
may be so reduced. It is clear then that al syllogisms may be reduced to
the universd syllogismsin thefirg figure.

We have gated then how syllogisms which prove that something belongs
or does not belong to something else are condtituted, both how syllogisms
of the same figure are condtituted in themsdves, and how syllogisms of
different figures are related to one another.

Part 8

Since there is a difference according as something belongs, necessarily
belongs, or may belong to something ese (for many things belong indeed,
but not necessarily, others neither necessarily nor indeed at all, but it is
possible for them to belong), it is clear that there will be different
gyllogisms to prove each of these rdations, and syllogisms with differently
related terms, one syllogism concluding from what is necessary, another
from what is, athird from whet is possible.

Thereishardly any difference between syllogisms from necessary
premisses and syllogisms from premisses which merdly assart. When the
terms are put in the same way, then, whether something belongs or
necessarily belongs (or does not belong) to something se, asyllogism
will or will not result dike in both cases, the only difference being the
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addition of the expresson 'necessarily’ to the terms. For the negative
gatement is convertible dike in both cases, and we should give the same
account of the expressons 'to be contained in something asin awhole and
'to be predicated of al of something'. With the exceptions to be made
below, the conclusion will be proved to be necessary by means of
conversion, in the same manner asin the case of ample predication. But in
the middle figure when the universal Satement is affirmetive, and the
particular negetive, and again in the third figure when the universd is
affirmative and the particular negative, the demondtration will not take the
sameform, but it is necessary by the 'exposition’ of a part of the subject of
the particular negative proposition, to which the predicate does not belong,
to make the syllogism in reference to this: with terms so chosen the
concluson will necessarily follow. But if the relation is necessary in

respect of the part taken, it must hold of some of that term in which this
part isincluded: for the part taken isjust some of that. And each of the
resulting syllogiamsisin the gppropriate figure.

Part 9

It happens sometimes aso that when one premiss is necessary the
conclusion is necessary, not however when either premissis necessary, but
only when the mgjor is, eg. if A istaken as necessarily belonging or not
belonging to B, but B is taken as Smply belonging to C: for if the
premisses are taken in thisway, A will necessarily belong or not belong to
C. For since necessarily belongs, or does not belong, to every B, and since
Cisoneof the Bs, it isclear that for C dso the postive or the negative
relation to A will hold necessarily. But if the mgor premissis not
necessary, but the minor is necessary, the conclusion will not be

necessary. For if it were, it would result both through the firgt figure and
through the third that A belongs necessarily to some B. But thisisfase

for B may be such that it is possible that A should belong to none of it.
Further, an example also makesiit clear that the conclusion not be
necessary, eg. if A were movement, B animd, C man: man isan animd
necessaily, but an animal does not move necessarily, nor does man.
Smilarly dso if the mgjor premissis negative; for the proof isthe same.

In particular syllogisms, if the universal premissis necessary, then the
conclusion will be necessary; but if the particular, the condusion will not
be necessary, whether the universal premissis negetive or afirmetive.
Firgt let the universal be necessary, and let A belong to al B necessarily,
but et B smply belong to some C: it is necessary then that A belongsto
some C necessarily: for C fdlsunder B, and A was assumed to belong
necessxily to al B. Smilarly dso if the syllogism should be negative: for
the proof will be the same. Buit if the particular premissis necessary, the
conclusion will not be necessary: for from the denid of such acondusion
nothing impossble reaults, just asit does not in the universa syllogisms.
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The same istrue of negative syllogisms. Try the terms movement, animd,
white,

Part 10

In the second figure, if the negative premissis necessary, then the
conclusion will be necessary, but if the affirmative, not necessary. First et
the negative be necessary; let A be possible of no B, and smply belong to
C. Since then the negative statement is convertible, B is possible of no A.
But A beongsto al C; consequently B is possible of no C. For Cfdls
under A. The same result would be obtained if the minor premiss were
negdive: for if A ispossible be of no C, Cispossble of no A: but A
belongsto dl B, consequently C is possible of none of the Bs for again
we have obtained the first figure. Neither then is B possble of C: for
conversion is possible without modifying the relation.

But if the affirmative premiss is necessary, the conclusion will not be
necessary. Let A belong to al B necessarily, but to no C smply. If then
the negative premissis converted, the firg figure results. But it has been
proved in the case of thefirgt figure that if the negative mgor premissis
not necessary the conclusion will not be necessary ether. Therefore the
same result will obtain here. Further, if the conclusion is necessary, it
follows that C necessarily does not belong to some A. For if B necessarily
belongsto no C, C will necessarily belong to no B. But B at any rate must
belong to some A, if it istrue (as was assumed) that A necessarily belongs
to al B. Consequently it is necessary that C does not belong to some A.
But nothing prevents such an A being taken that it is possiblefor C to
belong to dl of it. Further one might show by an expodtion of termsthat
the concluson is not necessary without qudification, thoughitisa
necessary conclusion from the premisses. For examplelet A beanimd, B
man, C white, and et the premisses be assumed to correspond to what we
had before: it is possible that anima should belong to nothing white. Man
then will not belong to anything white, but not necessarily: for it is
possible for man to be born white, not however so long as anima belongs
to nothing white. Consequently under these conditions the conclusionwill
be necessary, but it is not necessary without qualification.

Similar results will obtain dso in particular syllogisms. For whenever the
negetive premiss is both universal and necessary, then the conclusion will
be necessary: but whenever the affirmative premissis universd, the
negative particular, the concluson will not be necessary. First then let the
negative premiss be both universa and necessary: let it be possible for no
B that A should belong to it, and let A smply belong to some C. Since the
negative satement is convertible, it will be possblefor no A that B should
belong to it: but A belongs to some C; consequently B necessarily does
not belong to some of the Cs. Again let the affirmative premiss be both
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universal and necessary, and let the mgor premiss be affirmative. If then

A necessarily belongsto al B, but does not belong to some C, it is clear
that B will not belong to some C, but not necessarily. For the same terms
can be used to demondirate the point, which were used in the universa
gyllogisms. Nor again, if the negetive satement is necessary but particular,
will the conclusion be necessary. The point can be demonstrated by means
of the same terms.

Part 11

In the last figure when the terms are rdlated universdly to the middle, and
both premisses are affirmative, if one of the two is necessary, then the
concluson will be necessary. But if oneis negetive, the other affirmative,
whenever the negative is necessary the conclusion aso will be necessary,
but whenever the affirmative is necessary the conclusion will not be
necessary. Firgt let both the premisses be affirmative, and let A and B
belongto al C, and let Ac be necessary. Since then B belongsto dl C, C
aso will belong to some B, because the universd is convertible into the
particular: consequently if A belongs necessarily to dl C, and C beongsto
some B, it is necessary that A should belong to some B dso. For B is
under C. Thefirg figure then isformed. A amilar proof will be given dso
if BCisnecessary. For C is convertible with some A: consequently if B
belongs necessarily to al C, it will belong necessarily dso to some A.

Again let AC be negative, BC affirmative, and let the negative premiss be
necessary. Since then C is convertible with some B, but A necessarily
belongsto no C, A will necessarily not belong to some B ether: for B is
under C. But if the affirmative is necessary, the conclusion will not be
necessary. For suppose BC is affirmative and necessary, while AC is
negative and not necessary. Since then the affirmative is convertible, C
aso will belong to some B necessarily: consequently if A belongsto none
of the Cs, while C belongs to some of the Bs, A will not belong to some of
the Bs-but not of necessity; for it has been proved, in the case of the first
figure, thet if the negative premiss is not necessary, neither will the
conclusion be necessary. Further, the point may be made clear by
congdering the terms. Let the term A be 'good), let that which B dgnifies
be 'animd’, let the term C be'horse. It is possible then that the term good
should belong to no horse, and it is necessary that the term anima should
belong to every horse: but it is not necessary that some anima should not
be good, sinceit is possible for every anima to be good. Or if that is not
possible, take asthe term ‘awake' or ‘adeep’: for every anima can accept
these.

If, then, the premisses are universa, we have stated when the conclusion

will be necessary. But if one premissis universa, the other particuar, and
if both are affirmative, whenever the universd is necessary the conclusion

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



PRIORANALYTICSBOOK 1

aso must be necessary. The demondtration is the same as before; for the
particular affirmative dso is convertible. If then it is necessary that B
should belong to dl C, and A fdlsunder C, it is necessary that B should
belong to some A. But if B must belong to some A, then A must belong to
some B: for converson is possible. Smilarly dso if AC should be
necessary and universd: for B fdlsunder C. But if the particular premiss
is necessary, the conclusion will not be necessary. Let the premiss BC be
both particular and necessary, and let A belong to al C, not however
necessxily. If the propogition BC is converted the first figure is formed,
and the universal premissis not necessary, but the particular is necessary.
But when the premisses were thus, the conclusion (as we proved was not
necessary:. consequently it is not here ether. Further, the point is clear if
welook at theterms. Let A be waking, B biped, and C animd. Itis
necessary that B should belong to some C, but it is possible for A to
belong to C, and that A should belong to B is not necessary. For thereis
no necessity that some biped should be adeep or awake. Smilarly and by
means of the same terms proof can be made, should the proposition Ac be

both particular and necessary.

But if one premissis affirmative, the other negetive, whenever the
universd is both negative and necessary the conclusion aso will be
necessary. For if it isnot possble that A should belong to any C, but B
belongsto some C, it is necessary that A should not belong to some B. But
whenever the affirmative proposition is necessary, whether universal or
particular, or the negetive is particular, the concluson will not be
necessary. The proof of this by reduction will be the same as before; but if
terms are wanted, when the universd affirmative is necessary, take the
terms 'waking'-'animd’-'man’, ‘man’ being middle, and when the
affirmative is particular and necessary, take the terms ‘waking'-'animd’ -
‘white: for it is necessary that anima should belong to some white thing,
but it is possible that waking should belong to none, and it is not necessary
that waking should not belong to some animd. But when the negative
proposition being particular is necessary, take the terms 'biped, 'moving,
‘animd’, 'animd’ being middle.

Part 12

It is clear then that a Ssmple conclusion is not reached unless both
premisses are Smple assartions, but a necessary conclusion is possible
although one only of the premissesis necessary. But in both cases,
whether the syllogisms are affirmative or negative, it is necessary that one
premiss should be smilar to the conclusion. | mean by 'smilar’, if the
concluson isasmple assartion, the premiss must be smple; if the
conclusion is necessary, the premiss must be necessary. Consequently this
adsoisdear, that the concluson will be neither necessary nor smple
unless a necessary or Smple premissis assumed.
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Part 13

Perhaps enough has been said about the proof of necessity, how it comes
about and how it differs from the proof of a smple statement. We proceed
to discuss that which is possble, when and how and by what meansit can
be proved. | use the terms 'to be possible’ and ‘the possibl€ of that which is
not necessary but, being assumed, resultsin nothing impossible. We say
indeed ambiguoudy of the necessary that it is possible. But that my
definition of the possbleis correct is clear from the phrases by which we
deny or on the contrary affirm possibility. For the expressons it is not
possibleto beong), ‘it isimpossible to belong', and ‘it is necessary not to
belong are either identica or follow from one another; consequently their
opposites Ao, it is possible to belong), ‘it is not impossible to belong’, and
it is not necessary not to belong', will either beidentica or follow from
one another. For of everything the affirmation or the denid holds good.
That which is possible then will be not necessary and that which is not
necessary Will be possible. It results that al premissesin the mode of
possbility are convertible into one ancther. | mean not that the affirmative
are convertible into the negetive, but that those which are affirmative in
form admit of converson by opposition, e.g. 'it is possible to belong’ may
be converted into ‘it is possible not to belong, and it is possible for A to
belongto dl B'into ‘it ispossible for A to beongtono B' or 'not to dl B',
and ‘it ispossible for A to belong to some B' into ‘it is possible for A not to
belong to some B'. And similarly the other propositionsin this mode can
be converted. For since that which is possible is not necessary, and that
which is not necessary may possibly not belong, it isclear that if it is
possible that A should belong to B, it is possible dso that it should not
belong to B: and if it is possble that it should bdlong to dll, itisdso
possible that it should not belong to al. The same holds good in the case
of particular afirmations: for the proof isidentica. And such premisses
are affirmative and not negative; for 'to be possbl€ isin the samerank as
'to be', aswas said above.

Having made these distinctions we next point out that the expression 'to be
possible is used in two ways. In one it means to happen generdly and fdl
short of necessity, eg. man'sturning grey or growing or decaying, or
generdly what naturadly belongsto athing (for this has not its necessity
unbroken, since man's existence is not continuous for ever, dthough if a
man does exig, it comes about either necessarily or generdly). In another
sense the expression means the indefinite, which can be both thus and not
thus, e.g. an animd'swalking or an earthquakes taking place whileit is
walking, or generaly what happens by chance: for none of these inclines
by nature in the one way more than in the opposite.

That which is possible in each of itstwo sensesis convertible into its
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oppogite, not however in the same way: but what is naturd is convertible
because it does not necessarily belong (for in thissense it is possble that a
man should not grow grey) and what is indefinite is convertible because it
inclines this way no more than that. Science and demondrative syllogism
are not concerned with things which are indefinite, because the middle
term is uncertain; but they are concerned with things that are naturd, and
asarule arguments and inquiries are made about things which are possible
in this sense. Syllogisms indeed can be made about the former, but it is
unusud at any rate to inquire about them.

These matters will be treated more definitely in the sequel; our business at
present isto state the moods and nature of the syllogism made from
possible premisses. The expression ‘it is possible for thisto belong to that'
may be understood in two senses: 'that’ may mean ether that to which
‘that’ belongs or that to which it may belong; for the expresson'A is
possible of the subject of B' meansthat it is possible either of that of
which B isstated or of that of which B may possibly be stated. It makes no
difference whether we say, A ispossible of the subject of B, or dl B
admits of A. It isclear then that the expresson 'A may possibly belong to
al B' might be usad in two senses. Firgt then we must sate the nature and
characteridics of the syllogism which arisesif B is possible of the subject
of C, and A ispossible of the subject of B. For thus both premisses are
assumed in the mode of possibility; but whenever A is possible of that of
which B istrue, one premiss is a smple assertion, the other a problematic.
Conseguently we mugt sart from premisses which are smilar in form, as
in the other cases.

Part 14

Whenever A may possbly belongto dl B, and B to dl C, therewill bea
perfect syllogism to prove that A may possibly belong to al C. Thisis
clear from the definition: for it was in thisway that we explained 'to be
possible for oneterm to belong to al of another'. Smilarly if it ispossble
for A to belong no B, and for B to belong to dl C, then it is possible for A
to belong to no C. For the statement thet it is possible for A not to belong
to that of which B may be true means (as we saw) that none of those
things which can possibly fal under the term B is|left out of account. But
whenever A may belong to dl B, and B may belong to no C, then indeed
no syllogiam results from the premisses assumed, but if the premissBC is
converted after the manner of problematic propositions, the same
gyllogism results as before. For Since it is possible that B should belong to
no C, it is possible aso that it should belong to dl C. This has been stated
above. Consequently if B ispossiblefor dl C, and A ispossblefor dl B,
the same syllogism again results. Smilarly if in both the premisses the
negative isjoined with it is possible: eg. if A may belong to none of the
Bs, and B to none of the Cs. No syllogism results from the assumed
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premisses, but if they are converted we shdl have the same syllogism as
before. It is clear then that if the minor premissis negative, or if both
premisses are negative, either no syllogisam reaults, or if oneit isnot
perfect. For the necessity results from the conversion.

But if one of the premissesis universd, the other particular, when the
mgor premissis universd there will be a perfect syllogism. For if A is
possiblefor dl B, and B for some C, then A is possible for some C. Thisis
clear from the definition of being possble. Againif A may belong to no B,
and B may belong to some of the Cs, it is necessary that A may possibly
not belong to some of the Cs. The proof is the same as above. But if the
particular premiss is negative, and the universd is affirmative, the mgor
dill being universa and the minor particular, eg. A ispossblefor dl B, B
may possibly not belong to some C, then a clear syllogism does not result
from the assumed premisses, but if the particular premissis converted and
it islad down that B possbly may belong to some C, we shdl have the
same conclusion as before, asin the cases given a the beginning.

But if the mgor premissisthe minor universd, whether both are
affirmative, or negative, or different in qudlity, or if both are indefinite or
particular, in no way will asyllogism be possble. For nothing prevents B
from reaching beyond A, so that as predicates cover unequd aress. Let C
be that by which B extends beyond A. To C it isnot possible that A should
belong-either to dl or to none or to some or not to some, Since premisses
in the mode of possihility are convertible and it is possible for B to belong
to more thingsthan A can. Further, thisis obvious if we take terms; for if
the premisses are as assumed, the mgjor term is both possible for none of
the minor and must belong to dl of it. Take as terms common to al the
cases under congideration 'animd’ - ‘'white-'man’, where the mgjor belongs
necessily to the minor; 'animd’ -'whitée-'garment’, where it is not possble
that the mgor should belong to the minor. It is clear then that if the terms
are related in this manner, no syllogism results. For every syllogism

proves that something belongs elther smply or necessarily or possibly. It
is clear that there is no proof of thefirst or of the second. For the
affirmative is destroyed by the negative, and the negetive by the
afirmative. There remains the proof of posshbility. But thisisimpossble.
For it has been proved that if the terms are related in this manner it is both
necessary that the mgor should belong to al the minor and not possible
that it should belong to any. Consequently there cannot be a syllogism to
prove the possibility; for the necessary (as we stated) is not possible.

It isclear that if the terms are universal in possible premisses a syllogism
adwaysreaultsin thefirg figure, whether they are affirmative or negative,
only a perfect syllogiam resultsin the firgt case, an imperfect in the
second. But possibility must be understood according to the definition laid
down, not as covering necessity. Thisis sometimes forgotten.
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Part 15

If one premissisasimple propostion, the other a problematic, whenever
the mgor premissindicates posshility dl the syllogisms will be perfect
and establish possibility in the sense defined; but whenever the minor
premiss indicates possihility al the syllogisms will be imperfect, and those
which are negative will establish not possibility according to the
definition, but that the mgor does not necessarily belong to any, or to dl,
of the minor. For if thisis o, we say it is possible that it should belong to
none or not to dl. Let A be possiblefor dl B, and let B bdlongto al C.
Since Cfdlsunder B, and A ispossible for dl B, clearly it is possible for
dl C ds0. So apefect syllogiam results. Likewise if the premiss AB is
negative, and the premiss BC is affirmative, the former ating possible,
the latter smple attribution, a perfect syllogism results proving that A
possibly belongsto no C.

It isdear that perfect syllogisms result if the minor premiss states Smple
belonging: but that syllogismswill result if the moddity of the premisses

is reversed, must be proved per impossibile. At the sametime it will be
evident that they are imperfect: for the proof proceeds not from the
premisses assumed. First we must state that if B's being follows
necessarily from A's being, B's possihility will follow necessarily from A's
possibility. Suppose, the terms being so related, that A ispossible, and B
isimpossible. If then that which is possible, when it is possible for it to be,
might happen, and if that which isimpossible, when it isimpossible, could
not happen, and if a the sametime A is possible and B impossible, it
would be possible for A to happen without B, and if to happen, then to be.
For that which has happened, when it has happened, is. But we must take
the impossible and the possible not only in the sphere of becoming, but
aso in the spheres of truth and predicability, and the various other spheres
in which we spesk of the possible: for it will be dikein dl. Further we
must understand the statement that B's being depends on A's being, not as
meaning that if some snglething A is, B will be: for nothing follows of
necessity from the being of some one thing, but from two at leest, i.e.
when the premisses are related in the manner sated to be that of the
gyllogism. For if Cis predicated of D, and D of F, then C is necessarily
predicated of F. And if each ispossible, the concluson dso ispossible. If
then, for example, one should indicate the premisses by A, and the
concluson by B, it would not only result thet if A isnecessary B is
necessary, but also that if A ispossble, B ispossible.

Sincethisisproved it is evident that if afase and not impossible
assumption is made, the consequence of the assumption will dso befase
and not impossible: eg. if A isfase, but not impossble, and if B isthe
consequence of A, B dso will be fase but not impossible. For sinceit has
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been proved that if B's being is the consequence of A's being, then B's
possibility will follow from A's possihility (and A is assumed to be
possible), consequently B will be possible: for if it were impossble, the
same thing would at the same time be possible and impossible,

Since we have defined these points, let A belongto dl B, and B be
possiblefor dl C: it is necessary then that should be a possible attribute
for dl C. Supposethat it isnot possible, but assume that B belongsto al
C: thisisfase but not impossible. If then A isnot possble for C but B
belongsto all C, then A isnot possible for al B: for asyllogismisformed
in the third degree. But it was assumed that A is a possible atribute for all
B. It isnecessary then that A is possible for dl C. For though the
assumption we made is false and not impossible, the conclusonis
impossible. It is possible dso in thefirs figure to bring about the
impossibility, by assuming that B belongsto C. For if B beongsto dl C,
and A ispossble for dl B, then A would be possble for dl C. But the
assumption was made that A isnot possblefor al C.

We mugt undergand 'that which belongsto dl' with no limitation in
respect of time, e.g. to the present or to a particular period, but smply
without qualification. For it is by the hep of such premisses that we make
gyllogisms, sinceif the premiss is understood with reference to the present
moment, there cannot be a syllogism. For nothing perhaps prevents 'man’
belonging at a particular time to everything that is moving, i.e. if nothing
else were moving: but 'moving' is possible for every horse; yet ‘'man’ is
possible for no horse. Further let the mgor term be 'animd’, the middle
'moving', the the minor ‘'man’. The premisses then will be as before, but the
conclusion necessary, not possible. For man is necessarily animd. Itis
clear then that the universa must be understood smply, without limitation

in respect of time.

Again let the premiss AB be universal and negetive, and assume that A
belongsto no B, but B possibly belongsto dl C. These propositions being
laid down, it is necessary that A possibly belongsto no C. Suppose that it
cannot belong, and that B belongs to C, as above. It is necessary then that
A belongs to some B: for we have a syllogiam in the third figure: but this
isimpossible Thusit will be possble for A to belong to no C; for if at is
supposed fase, the consequence is an impossible one. This syllogism then
does not establish that which is possible according to the definition, but
that which does not necessarily belong to any part of the subject (for thisis
the contradictory of the assumption which was made: for it was supposed
that A necessarily belongs to some C, but the syllogism per impossibile
establishes the contradictory which is opposed to this). Further, it is clear
aso from an example that the concluson will not establish possibility. Let
A be'raven', B 'intdligent’, and C 'man'’. A then belongsto no B: for no
intlligent thing isaraven. But B ispossble for dl C: for every man may
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possibly be inteligent. But A necessarily belongsto no C: so the
conclusion does not establish possibility. But neither isit dways
necessary. Let A be'moving, B 'science, C 'man’. A then will belong to
no B; but B is possblefor dl C. And the conclusion will not be necessary.
For it is not necessary that no man should move; rather it is not necessary
that any man should move. Clearly then the conclusion establishes that
one term does not necessarily belong to any instance of another term. But
we must take our terms better.

If the minor premissis negative and indicates possbility, from the actua
premisses taken there can be no syllogism, but if the problematic premiss
is converted, a syllogism will be possible, asbefore. Let A belong to dl B,
and let B possibly belong to no C. If theterms are arranged thus, nothing
necessarily follows: but if the proposition BC is converted and it is
assumed that B is possible for dl C, a syllogism results as before: for the
terms are in the same reldtive pogtions. Likewiseif both the relations are
negetive, if the magor premiss states that A does not belong to B, and the
minor premissindicates that B may possibly belong to no C. Through the
premisses actudly taken nothing necessary results in any way; but if the
problematic premissis converted, we shal have a syllogism. Suppose that
A belongsto no B, and B may possibly belong to no C. Through these
comes nothing necessary. But if B is assumed to be possiblefor dl C (and
thisistrue) and if the premiss AB remains as before, we shall again have
the same syllogism. Buit if it be assumed that B does not belong to any C,
ingtead of passibly not belonging, there cannot be a syllogism anyhow,
whether the premiss AB is negdtive or afirmative. As common instances
of anecessary and positive relation we may take the terms white-animal-
snow: of a necessary and negative ration, white-animd- pitch. Clearly
then if the terms are universd, and one of the premissesis assertoric, the
other problematic, whenever the minor premissis problematic a syllogism
aways reaults, only sometimes it results from the premisses that are taken,
sometimes it requires the conversion of one premiss. We have stated when
each of these happens and the reason why. But if one of the rdlaionsis
universd, the other particular, then whenever the mgor premissis
universal and problematic, whether affirmative or negative, and the
particular is affirmative and assertoric, there will be a perfect syllogism,
just as when the terms are universd. The demondration is the same as
before. But whenever the mgor premissis universa, but assertoric, not
problematic, and the minor is particular and problematic, whether both
premisses are negetive or affirmative, or oneis negetive, the other
affirmative, in al casesthere will be animperfect syllogism. Only some of
them will be proved per impossibile, others by the conversion of the
problematic premiss, as has been shown above. And a syllogism will be
possible by means of conversion when the mgor premissis universd and
assertoric, whether positive or negative, and the minor particular, negative,
and problematic, eg. if A belongsto dl B or to no B, and B may possbly
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not belong to some C. For if the premiss BC is converted in respect of
possihility, asyllogism results. But wherever the particular premissis
assartoric and negative, there cannot be a syllogism. Asingtances of the
positive relaion we may take the terms white-anima-snow; of the
negative, white-animd- pitch. For the demonstration must be made through
the indefinite nature of the particular premiss. But if the minor premissis
universd, and the mgor particular, whether either premissis negetive or
affirmative, problematic or assertoric, nohow is a syllogism possible. Nor
isasyllogism possible when the premisses are particular or indefinite,
whether problematic or assertoric, or the one problematic, the other
assertoric. The demongtration is the same as above. Asinstances of the
necessary and pogtive relation we may take the terms animal-white-man;
of the necessary and negative rdation, anima-white-garment. It is evident
then that if the mgor premissis universd, asyllogism aways results, but
if the minor isuniversal nothing at dl can ever be proved.

Part 16

Whenever one premissis necessary, the other problematic, there will bea
gyllogism when the terms are related as before; and a perfect syllogism
when the minor premissis necessary. If the premisses are affirmative the
conclusion will be problematic, not assertoric, whether the premisses are
universd or not: but if one is affirmative, the other negetive, when the
affirmative is necessary the concluson will be problemétic, not negetive
assartoric; but when the negative is necessary the conclusion will be
problematic negative, and assertoric negative, whether the premisses are
universa or not. Possibility in the conclusion must be understood in the
same manner as before. There cannot be an inference to the necessary
negetive proposition: for 'not necessarily to belong' is different from
'necessarily not to belong'.

If the premisses are affirmative, dearly the condusion which followsis

not necessary. Suppose A necessarily belongsto dl B, and let B be
possblefor dl C. We shdl have an imperfect syllogism to prove that A
may belong to dl C. That it isimperfect is clear from the proof: for it will
be proved in the same manner as above. Again, let A be possblefor dl B,
and let B necessarily belong to dl C. We shdl then have a syllogism to
provethat A may belong to dl C, not that A doesbdongtodl C: anditis
perfect, not imperfect: for it is completed directly through the origina
premisses.

But if the premisses are not Smilar in quality, supposefird thet the
negeative premiss is necessary, and let necessarily A not be possible for
any B, but let B be possiblefor dl C. It is necessary then that A belongsto
no C. For suppose A to belong to al C or to some C. Now we assumed
that A isnot possible for any B. Since then the negative propogtionis
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convertible, B isnot possible for any A. But A is supposed to belong to all
C or to some C. Consequently B will not be possible for any C or for dl C.
But it was origindly laid down that B ispossiblefor dl C. Anditisclear
that the possibility of belonging can be inferred, since the fact of not
belonging isinferred. Again, let the affirmative premiss be necessary, and
let A possibly not belong to any B, and let B necessarily belong to dl C.
The syllogism will be perfect, but it will establish a problematic negetive,
not an assertoric negative. For the mgor premiss was problematic, and
further it is not possible to prove the assertoric concluson per impossibile,
For if it were supposed that A belongs to some C, and it islaid down that
A possibly does not belong to any B, no impossible relation between B
and C follows from these premisses. But if the minor premissis negetive,
when it is problematic a syllogism is possible by conversion, as above; but
when it is necessary no syllogism can be formed. Nor again when both
premisses are negative, and the minor is necessary. The same terms as
before serve both for the positive relation-white-anima- snow, and for the
negative relation-white-anima-pitch.

The same relation will obtain in particular syllogisms. Whenever the
negetive propogition is necessary, the concluson will be negative
assrtoric: eg. if itisnot possible that A should belong to any B, but B
may belong to some of the Cs, it is necessary that A should not belong to
some of the Cs. For if A belongsto dl C, but camnot belong to any B,
neither can B belong to any A. Soif A belongsto dl C, to none of the Cs
can B belong. But it was laid down that B may belong to some C. But
when the particular affirmative in the negative syllogiam, eg. BC the
minor premiss, or the universd proposgition in the affirmative syllogism,
e.g. AB the mgor premiss, is necessary, there will not be an assertoric
conclusion. The demondration is the same as before. But if the minor
premissis universal, and problematic, whether affirmative or negative, and
the mgor premissis particular and necessary, there cannot be a syllogism.
Premisses of thiskind are possible both where the relation is pogtive and
necessary, e.g. anima-white-man, and where it is necessary and negative,
eg. anima-white-garment. But when the universd is necessary, the
particular problematic, if the universd is negative we may take the terms
animd-white-raven to illustrate the positive relation, or anima-white-pitch
to illugrate the negative; and if the universal is affirmative we may take
the terms anima-white- swan to illustrate the postive rdation, and animal-
white-snow to illustrate the negative and necessary relation. Nor againisa
gyllogism possible when the premisses are indefinite, or both particular.
Terms gpplicable in either case to illudtrate the pogtive relation are
anima-white-man: to illudrate the negetive, anima-white-inanimate. For
the relation of anima to some white, and of white to some inanimate, is
both necessary and positive and necessary and negative. Smilarly if the
relation is problematic: so the terms may be used for dl cases.
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Clearly then from what has been said a syllogism results or not from
smilar reaions of the terms whether we are dedling with smple existence
or necessity, with this exception, that if the negative premissis assartoric
the conclusion is problematic, but if the negative premissis necessary the
conclusion is both problematic and negative assertoric. [It is clear dso that
al the syllogiams are imperfect and are perfected by means of the figures
above mentioned.

Part 17

In the second figure whenever both premisses are problematic, no
gyllogism is possible, whether the premisses are affirmative or negative,
universal or particular. But when one premissis assertoric, the other
problemétic, if the affirmative is assartoric no syllogism is possible, but if
the universal negative is assartoric a conclusion can aways be drawn.
Similarly when one premissis necessary, the other problematic. Here dso
we must understand the term "possible in the conclusion, in the same sense
as before.

First we must point out that the negative problematic proposition is not
convertible, eg. if A may belong to no B, it does not follow that B may
belong to no A. For suppose it to follow and assume that B may belong to
no A. Since then problematic affirmations are convertible with negations,
whether they are contraries or contradictories, and since B may belong to
no A, itisclear that B may bdongto dl A. But thisisfdse for if dl this
can bethat, it does not follow that dl that can be this: consequently the
negative proposition is not convertible. Further, these propositions are not
incompatible, ‘A may belong to no B', 'B necessarily does not belong to
some of the As; eg. it is possible that no man should be white (for it is
aso possible that every man should be white), but it is not true to say that
it is possble that no white thing should be a man: for many white things
are necessarily not men, and the necessary (as we saw) other than the

possible.

Moreover it is not possible to prove the convertibility of these propositions
by areductio ad absurdum, i.e. by claiming assent to the following
argument: 'snceit isfasethat B may belongto no A, itistruethat it
cannot belong to no A, for the one statement is the contradictory of the
other. But if thisis 5o, it istrue that B necessarily belongs to some of the
As. consequently A necessarily belongs to some of the Bs. But thisis
impossible’ The argument cannot be admitted, for it does not follow that
some A is necessaxily B, if it is not possible that no A should be B. For the
latter expression is used in two senses, one if A someis necessaxily B,
another if some A is necessarily not B. For it is not true to say that that
which necessarily does not belong to some of the As may possibly not
belongto any A, just asit is not true to say that what necessarily belongs
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to some A may possbly belong to dl A. If any one then should claim that
because it is not possible for C to belong to dl D, it necessarily does not
belong to some D, he would make a fase assumption: for it does belong to
al D, but because in some cases it belongs necessarily, therefore we say
that it is not possible for it to belong to dl. Hence both the propositions'A
necessarily belongsto some B' and ‘A necessarily does not belong to some
B' are opposad to the propogition ‘A belongsto al B'. Smilarly aso they
are opposed to the proposition 'A may belong to no B'. It is clear then that
in relation to what is possible and not possible, in the sense origindly
defined, we must assume, not that A necessarily belongs to some B, but
that A necessarily does not belong to some B. But if thisis assumed, no
absurdity results: consequently no syllogiam. It is dear from what has

been said that the negative propostion is not convertible.

This being proved, suppose it possible that A may belong to no B and to
dl C. By means of converson no syllogism will result: for the mgor
premiss, as has been said, is not convertible. Nor can a proof be obtained
by areductio ad absurdum: for if it is assumed that B can belongto dl C,
no fase consequence results. for A may belong bothto al Candtono C.
In generd, if thereisasyllogiam, it is dear thet its concluson will be
problematic because neither of the premissesis assertoric; and this must
be ether affirmative or negative. But neither is possible. Suppose the
concluson is afirmative: it will be proved by an example that the
predicate cannot belong to the subject. Suppose the conclusion is negative:
it will be proved that it is not problematic but necessary. Let A be white, B
man, C horse. It is possible then for A to belong to dl of the one and to
none of the other. But it is not possible for B to belong nor not to belong to
C. Tha itisnot possiblefor it to belong, is clear. For no horseisaman.
Neither isit possible for it not to belong. For it is necessary that no horse
should be a man, but the necessary we found to be different from the
possible. No syllogism then results. A smilar proof can be given if the
magor premissis negative, the minor affirmative, or if both are affirmative
or negative. The demondiration can be made by means of the same terms.
And whenever one premissis universal, the other particular, or both are
particular or indefinite, or in whatever other way the premisses can be
dtered, the proof will aways proceed through the same terms. Clearly
then, if both the premisses are problematic, no syllogism results,

Part 18

But if one premissis assertoric, the other problemétic, if the affirmativeis
assartoric and the negative problematic no syllogism will be possible,
whether the premisses are universal or particular. The proof isthe same as
above, and by means of the same terms. But when the affirmative premiss
is problematic, and the negative assertoric, we shal have a syllogism.
Suppose A belongsto no B, but can beong to dl C. If the negative
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propogition is converted, B will belong to no A. But ex hypothes can
belong to dl C: so asyllogism is made, proving by means of the firgt
figure that B may belong to no C. Smilarly dso if the minor premissis
negative. But if both premisses are negetive, one being assartoric, the
other problematic, nothing follows necessarily from these premisses as
they stand, but if the problematic premissis converted into its
complementary affirmative a syllogism isformed to prove that B may
belong to no C, as before: for we shal again have the fird figure. But if
both premisses are affirmative, no syllogism will be possble. This
arrangement of termsis possible both when the rdation is pogitive, eg.
hedlth, animal, man, and when it is negetive, eg. hedth, horse, man.

The same will hold good if the syllogisms are particular. Whenever the
affirmative propogtion is assertoric, whether universd or particular, no
gyllogism is possible (thisis proved smilarly and by the same examples as
above), but when the negative propostion is assertoric, aconcluson can
be drawn by means of conversion, as before. Again if both the rdations
are negative, and the assertoric propostion is universd, athough no
conclusion follows from the actud premisses, a syllogism can be obtained
by converting the problematic premiss into its complementary affirmative
as before. But if the negative propodition is assertoric, but particular, no
gyllogism is possible, whether the other premissis affirmative or negative.
Nor can a conclusion be drawn when both premisses are indefinite,
whether affirmative or negative, or particular. The proof isthe same and
by the same terms.

Part 19

If one of the premissesis necessary, the other problematic, then if the
negative is necessary a syllogistic conclusion can be drawn, not merdly a
negetive problematic but so a negetive assertoric concluson; but if the
affirmative premissis necessary, no concluson is possible. Suppose that A
necessarily belongsto no B, but may belong to dl C. If the negative
premissis converted B will belong to no A: but A ex hypothes is capable
of belonging to dl C: so once more a conclusion is drawn by the first

figure that B may belong to no C. But a the sametimeit isclear tha B

will not belong to any C. For assume that it does: then if A cannot belong
to any B, and B belongs to some of the Cs, A cannot belong to some of the
Cs but ex hypothes it may belong to dl. A smilar proof can be given if

the minor premissis negative. Again let the affirmative proposition be
necessary, and the other problematic; i.e. suppose that A may belong to no
B, but necessarily belongsto dl C. When the terms are arranged in this
way, no syllogism is possible. For (1) it sometimes turns out thet B
necessarily does not belong to C. Let A be white, B man, C swan. White
then necessarily belongs to swan, but may belong to no man; and man
necessarily belongs to no swan; Clearly then we cannot draw a
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problematic conclusion; for that which is necessary is admittedly distinct
from that which is possible. (2) Nor again can we draw a necessary
conclusion: for that presupposes that both premisses are necessary, or a
any rae the negative premiss. (3) Further it is possble dso, when the
terms are S0 arranged, that B should belong to C: for nothing prevents C
fdling under B, A being possible for dl B, and necessarily belonging to C;
eg. if C gandsfor "awake, B for 'animd’, A for 'motion’. For motion
necessarily belongs to what is awake, and is possible for every animd: and
everything that is awake is animd. Clearly then the concluson cannot be
the negative assertion, if the relation must be positive when the terms are
related as above. Nor can the opposite affirmations be established:
consequently no syllogism is possible. A similar proof is possibleif the
mgor premissis affirmaive.

But if the premisses are smilar in quality, when they are negative a
gyllogism can dways be formed by converting the problemétic premiss
into its complementary affirmative as before. Suppose A necessarily does
not belong to B, and possibly may not belong to C: if the premisses are
converted B belongsto no A, and A may possibly belong to dl C: thuswe
have the firg figure. Smilarly if the minor premissis negative. But if the
premisses are affirmative there cannot be a syllogism. Clearly the
conclusion cannot be a negative assertoric or a negative necessary
proposition because no negative premiss has been laid down either in the
assertoric or in the necessary mode. Nor can the conclusion be a
problematic negative proposition. For if the terms are o related, there are
casesin which B necessarily will not belong to C; eg. supposethat A is
white, B swan, C man. Nor can the opposite affirmations be established,
since we have shown a case in which B necessarily does not belong to C.
A syllogism then is not possible a dl.

Similar rlaions will obtain in particular syllogisms. For whenever the
negetive propostion is universa and necessary, a syllogism will aways be
possible to prove both a problematic and a negative assertoric proposition
(the proof proceeds by conversion); but when the affirmative proposition
isuniversa and necessary, no syllogistic conclusion can be drawn. This
can be proved in the same way as for universa propositions, and by the
sameterms. Nor isasyllogistic concluson possible when both premisses
are affirmative: this aso may be proved as above. But when both
premisses are negative, and the premiss that definitely disconnects two
termsis universal and necessary, though nothing follows necessarily from
the premisses as they are stated, a conclusion can be drawn as above if the
problemétic premiss is converted into its complementary affirmative. But

if both are indefinite or particular, no syllogism can be formed. The same
proof will serve, and the same terms.

It is clear then from what has been said that if the universal and negative
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premissis necessary, a Syllogism is dways possible, proving not merdly a
negative problematic, but aso a negative assertoric proposition; but if the
affirmative premissis necessary no conclusion can be drawn. It is clear
too that a syllogism is possible or not under the same conditions whether
the mode of the premissesis assertoric or necessary. And it is clear that all
the syllogisms are imperfect, and are completed by means of the figures
mentioned.

Part 20

In the last figure a syllogism is possible whether both or only one of the
premissesis problematic. When the premisses are problematic the
conclusion will be problematic; and aso when one premissis problemdtic,
the other assertoric. But when the other premissis necessary, if itis
affirmative the conclusion will be neither necessary or assertoric; but if it
is negative the syllogism will result in a negative assertoric propogtion, as
above. In these d'so we must understand the expression 'possible in the
concluson in the same way as before.

First let the premisses be problematic and suppose that both A and B may
possibly belong to every C. Since then the affirmative proposition is
convertible into a particular, and B may possibly belong to every C, it
follows that C may possibly belong to some B. So, if A is possible for
every C, and C is possble for some of the Bs, then A is possible for some
of the Bs. For we have got thefirst figure. And A if may possibly belong
tono C, but B may possibly belongto dl C, it followsthat A may possbly
not belong to some B: for we shdl have the firgt figure again by
converson. But if both premisses should be negative no necessary
consequence will follow from them asthey are stated, but if the premisses
are converted into their corresponding affirmatives there will be a
gyllogism as before. For if A and B may possibly not belong to C, if 'may
possibly belong' is subgtituted we shdl again have the firg figure by

means of converson. But if one of the premissesis universd, the other
particular, asyllogism will be possble, or not, under the arrangement of
the terms as in the case of assartoric propositions. Suppose that A may
possibly belong to dl C, and B to some C. We shdl have thefirg figure
agan if the particular premissis converted. For if A ispossblefor dl C,
and C for some of the Bs, then A is possible for some of the Bs. Similarly
if the proposition BC isuniversd. Likewise dso if the proposition AC is
negative, and the proposition BC affirmative: for we shdl again have the
firgt figure by converson. But if both premisses should be negative-the
one universal and the other particular-athough no syllogistic concluson
will follow from the premisses asthey are pu, it will follow if they are
converted, as above. But when both premisses are indefinite or particular,
no syllogism can be formed: for A must belong sometimesto dl B and
sometimes to no B. To illudrate the affirmative relaion take the terms
animd- man-white; to illudtrate the negative, take the terms horse-man+
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white--white being the middle term.
Part 21

If one premissis pure, the other problemétic, the conclusion will be
problematic, not pure; and a syllogism will be possible under the same
arrangement of the terms as before. Firgt |et the premisses be affirmative:
supposetha A belongsto dl C, and B may possibly belongto dl C. If the
propogition BC is converted, we shdl have the firg figure, and the
conclusion that A may possibly belong to some of the Bs. For when one of
the premissesin the firgt figure is problemtic, the concluson aso (aswe
saw) is problematic. Similarly if the proposition BC is pure, AC
problematic; or if AC is negative, Bc affirmative, no matter which of the
two is pure; in both cases the conclusion will be problemétic: for the first
figure is obtained once more, and it has been proved thet if one premissis
problematic in that figure the concluson aso will be problemétic. But if

the minor premiss BC is negative, or if both premisses are negative, no
gyllogistic concluson can be drawn from the premisses as they stand, but
if they are converted a syllogism is obtained as before.

If one of the premissesis universd, the other particular, then when both
are dfirmative, or when the universd is negative, the particular
afirmative, we shdl have the same sort of syllogisms. for dl are
completed by means of the fird figure. So it is clear that we shdl have not
apure but a problematic syllogigtic conclusion. But if the effirmetive
premissis universd, the negative particular, the proof will proceed by a
reductio ad impossibile. Suppose that B belongsto dl C, and A may
possibly not belong to some C: it follows that may possibly not belong to
some B. For if A necessarily belongsto dl B, and B (as has been
assumed) belongsto dl C, A will necessarily belong to dl C: for thishas
been proved before. But it was assumed at the outset that A may possibly
not belong to some C.

Whenever both premisses are indefinite or particular, no syllogism will be
possible. The demongration is the same as was given in the case of
universa premisses, and proceeds by means of the same terms.

Part 22

If one of the premisses is necessary, the other problematic, when the
premisses are affirmative a problematic affirmative concluson can aways
be drawn; when one propostion is affirmative, the other negative, if the
affirmative is necessary a problematic negative can be inferred; but if the
negative proposition is necessary both a problematic and a pure negative
conclusion are possible. But a necessary negative conclusion will not be
possible, any more than in the other figures. Suppose firdt that the
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premisses are affirmative, i.e. that A necessarily belongsto dl C, and B
may possibly belong to al C. Sincethen A must belongto dl C, and C
may belong to some B, it follows that A may (not does) belong to some B:
for snit resulted in the fird figure. A Smilar proof may be given if the
proposition BC is necessary, and AC is problematic. Again suppose one
proposition is afirmative, the other negetive, the affirmative being
necessary: i.e. suppose A may possibly belong to no C, but B necessarily
belongsto dl C. We shdl have the firgt figure once more: and-since the
negative premissis problematic-it is clear that the concluson will be
problemétic: for when the premisses stand thusin the firgt figure, the
conclusion (as we found) is problematic. But if the negetive premissis
necessary, the conclusion will be not only that A may possibly not belong
to some B but also that it does not belong to some B. For suppose that A
necessarily does not belong to C, but B may belong to dl C. If the
affirmative propostion BC is converted, we shdl have the firgt figure, and
the negative premissis necessary. But when the premisses stood thus, it
resulted that A might possibly not belong to some C, and that it did not
belong to some C; consequently here it follows that A does not belong to
some B. But when the minor premissis negative, if it is problematic we
shdl have a syllogism by dtering the premissinto its complementary
affirmative, as before; but if it is necessary no syllogism can be formed.
For A sometimes necessarily belongs to dl B, and sometimes cannot
possibly belong to any B. To illugtrate the former take the terms deep-
deegping horse-man; to illudtrate the latter take the terms degp-waking
horse-man.

Similar results will obtain if one of the termsis reated universdly to the
middle, the other in part. If both premisses are affirmative, the conclusion
will be problematic, not pure; and aso when one premissis negative, the
other affirmative, the latter being necessary. But when the negetive
premiss is necessary, the conclusion aso will be a pure negative
proposition; for the same kind of proof can be given whether the terms are
universal or not. For the syllogisms must be made perfect by means of the
firg figure, so that aresult which follows in thefirg figure follows dso in
the third. But when the minor premissis negative and universd,, if it is
problematic a syllogism can be formed by means of converdgon; but if it is
necessary a syllogism is not possble. The proof will follow the same
course as Where the premisses are universal; and the same terms may be
used.

It isclear then in thisfigure dso when and how a syllogism can be
formed, and when the conclusion is problematic, and when it ispure. It is
evident dso that dl syllogismsin thisfigure are imperfect, and that they
are made perfect by means of the firg figure.

Part 23
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It is cdear from what has been said that the syllogisms in these figures are
made perfect by means of universal syllogismsin thefirg figure and are
reduced to them. That every syllogism without quaification can be so
treated, will be clear presently, when it has been proved that every
gyllogiam isformed through one or other of these figures.

It is necessary that every demondtration and every syllogism should prove
ether that something belongs or that it does not, and this @ther universdly
or in part, and further either ostensively or hypothetically. One sort of
hypothetica proof isthe reductio ad impossibile. Let us spesk first of
ostensive syllogisms:. for after these have been pointed out the truth of our
contention will be clear with regard to those which are proved per
impossibile, and in generd hypotheticaly.

If then one wants to prove syllogisticaly A of B, ether as an attribute of it
or as not an attribute of it, one must assart something of something dse. If
now A should be asserted of B, the proposition origindly in question will
have been assumed. But if A should be asserted of C, but C should not be
assarted of anything, nor anything of it, nor anything ese of A, no
syllogism will be possible. For nothing necessarily follows from the
assartion of some one thing concerning some other single thing. Thus we
must take another premiss aswell. If then A be asserted of something dse,
or something else of A, or something different of C, nothing preventsa
syllogism being formed, but it will not be in relation to B through the
premisses taken. Nor when C belongs to something else, and that to
something ese and so on, no connexion however being made with B, will
asyllogism be possible concerning A in its relaion to B. For in genera we
gated that no syllogism can establish the attribution of one thing to
another, unless some middle term is taken, which is somehow related to
each by way of predication. For the syllogism in generd is made out of
premisses, and a syllogism referring to this out of premisses with the same
reference, and a syllogism relaing this to that proceeds through premisses
which relae thisto that. But it isimpossible to take a premiss in reference
to B, if we nather affirm nor deny anything of it; or againto teke a
premiss rdating A to B, if we take nothing common, but affirm or deny
peculiar attributes of each. So we must take something midway between
the two, which will connect the predications, if we are to have asyllogism
relating thisto that. If then we mugt take something common in relation to
both, and thisis possible in three ways (either by predicating A of C, and
C of B, or C of both, or both of C), and these are the figures of which we
have spoken, it is clear that every syllogism must be made in one or other
of these figures. The argument isthe same if several middle terms should
be necessary to establish the relation to B; for the figure will be the same
whether there is one middle term or many.
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It is clear then that the ostensive syllogisms are effected by means of the
aforesaid figures; these congderations will show that reductiones ad also
are effected in the same way. For dl who effect an argument per
impossibile infer syllogisticdly what isfase, and prove the origind
conclusion hypotheticaly when something impossible results from the
assumption of its contradictory; e.g. that the diagond of the squareis
incommensurate with the sde, because odd numbers are equa to evensiif
it is supposed to be commensurate. One infers syllogigticaly that odd
numbers come out equa to evens, and one proves hypothetically the
incommensurability of the diagond, sSnce afasehood results through
contradicting this. For this we found to be reasoning per impossibile, viz.
proving something impossible by means of an hypothesis conceded at the
beginning. Consequently, since the falsehood is established in reductions
ad impaossibile by an ostengve syllogism, and the origind condluson is
proved hypotheticaly, and we have dready stated that ostensive
gyllogiams are effected by means of thesefigures, it is evident that
syllogisms per impossibile dso will be made through these figures.
Likewise dl the other hypotheticd syllogisms. for in every casethe
syllogism leads up to the proposition that is subgtituted for the origina
thes's; but the original thesis is reached by means of a concession or some
other hypothess. But if thisistrue, every demondration and every
syllogism must be formed by means of the three figures mentioned above.
But when this has been shown it is clear that every syllogiam is perfected
by means of the firgt figure and is reducible to the universd syllogismsin
thisfigure.

Part 24

Further in every syllogism one of the premisses must be affirmative, and
universality must be present: unless one of the premissesis universd

ether a syllogism will not be possible, or it will not refer to the subject
proposed, or the origina position will be begged. Suppose we have to
prove that pleasure in music isgood. If one should claim as a premiss that
pleasure is good without adding 'dl’, no syllogism will be possble; if one
should dam that some pleasure is good, then if it is different from

pleasure in music, it is not rlevant to the subject proposed; if it isthis

very pleasure, oneis assuming that which was proposed at the outset to be
proved. Thisis more obvious in geometrica proofs, eg. that the angles at
the base of an isosceles triangle are equa. Suppose the lines A and B have
been drawn to the centre. If then one should assume that the angle AC is
equd to the angle BD, without claiming generdly that angles of

semicirdes are equa; and again if one should assume that the angle C is
equd to the angle D, without the additiona assumption that every angle of
asegment is equa to every other angle of the same segment; and further if
one should assume that when equa angles are taken from the whole
angles, which are themselves equd, the remainders E and F are equd, he
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will beg the thing to be proved, unless he aso states that when equals are
taken from equds the remainders are equal.

It isclear then that in every syllogism there must be auniversal premiss,

and that a universal satement is proved only when dl the premisses are
universal, while a particular satement is proved both from two universd
premisses and from one only: consequently if the concluson is universd,
the premisses dso must be universd, but if the premisses are universdl it is
possible that the concluson may not be universd. And it is clear dso that
in every syllogism ather both or one of the premisses must be like the
conclusion. | mean not only in being affirmative or negative, but dso in
being necessary, pure, problematic. We must consider also the other forms
of predication.

It iscdear dso when asyllogism in generd can be made and when it
cannot; and when avdid, when a perfect syllogism can be formed; and
thet if asyllogism isformed the terms must be arranged in one of the ways
that have been mentioned.

Part 25

It is clear too that every demongtration will proceed through three terms
and no more, unless the same conclusion is established by different pairs
of propositions; e.g. the conclusion E may be established through the
propositions A and B, and through the propositions C and D, or through
the propositions A and B, or A and C, or B and C. For nothing prevents
there being severd middles for the same terms. But in that case thereis
not one but saverd syllogisms. Or again when each of the propositions A
and B is obtained by syllogigtic inference, eg. by meansof D and E, and
again B by means of F and G. Or one may be obtained by syllogidtic, the
other by inductive inference. But thus aso the syllogisms are many; for

the conclusions are many, eg. A and B and C. But if this can be cdled one
syllogism, not many, the same conclusion may be reached by more than
three termsin thisway, but it cannot be reached as C is established by
means of A and B. Suppose that the proposition E isinferred from the
premisses A, B, C, and D. It is necessary then that of these one should be
related to another as whole to part: for it has adready been proved that if a
syllogism is formed some of its terms must be related in thisway. Suppose
then that A standsin thisrelation to B. Some conclusion then follows from
them. It must either be E or one or other of C and D, or something other
than these,

(D) If itisE the syllogism will have A and B for its sole premisses. But if
C and D are so related that one is whole, the other part, some conclusion
will follow from them aso; and it must be either E, or one or other of the
propositions A and B, or something other than these. And if itis (i) E, or
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(if) A or B, @ther (i) the syllogisms will be more than one, or (ii) the same
thing happens to be inferred by means of severa terms only in the sense
which we saw to be possible. But if (iii) the concluson is other than E or
A or B, the syllogisms will be many, and unconnected with one another.
But if Cisnot so related to D asto make a syllogism, the propasitions will
have been assumed to no purpose, unless for the sake of induction or of
obscuring the argument or something of the sort.

(2) But if from the propositions A and B there follows not E but some
other concluson, and if from C and D either A or B follows or something
else, then there are saverd syllogisms, and they do not establish the
conclusion proposed: for we assumed that the syllogism proved E. And if
no conclusion follows from C and D, it turns out thet these propositions
have been assumed to no purpose, and the syllogism does not prove the
origind proposition.

So it isclear that every demongration and every syllogism will proceed
through three terms only.

Thisbeing evident, it is clear that a syllogistic condluson follows from

two premisses and not from more than two. For the three terms make two
premisses, unless anew premiss is assumed, aswas said at the beginning,
to perfect the syllogiams. It is clear therefore that in whatever syllogigtic
argument the premisses through which the main conclusion follows (for
some of the preceding conclusions must be premisses) are not even in
number, this argument ether has not been drawn syllogidticdly or it has
assumed more than was necessary to establish itsthesis.

If then syllogiams are taken with respect to their main premisses, every
syllogism will consst of an even number of premisses and an odd number
of terms (for the terms exceed the premisses by one), and the conclusions
will be haf the number of the premisses. But whenever aconclusonis
reached by means of prosyllogisms or by means of severd continuous
middle terms, eg. the proposition AB by means of the middle terms C and
D, the number of the termswill smilarly exceed that of the premisses by
one (for the extraterm must either be added outside or inserted: but in
ether caseit follows that the relations of predication are one fewer than
the terms related), and the premisses will be equa in number to the
relations of predication. The premisses however will not aways be even,
the terms odd; but they will dternate-when the premisses are even, the
terms must be odd; when the terms are even, the premisses must be odd:
for dong with one term one premissis added, if aterm is added from any
quarter. Consequently since the premisses were (as we saw) even, and the
terms odd, we must make them alternately even and odd at each addition.
But the conclusions will not follow the same arrangement either in respect
to the terms or to the premisses. For if one term is added, conclusions will
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be added less by one than the pre-exigting terms: for the concluson is
drawn not in relaion to the single term last added, but in reation to dl the
res, eg. if to ABC the term D is added, two conclusions are thereby
added, oneinrdationto A, the other in relation to B. Smilarly with any
further additions. And similarly too if the term isinserted in the middle:

for in relation to one term only, a syllogism will not be congtructed.
Consequently the conclusons will be much more numerous than the terms
or the premisses.

Part 26

Since we understand the subjects with which syllogisms are concerned,
what sort of conclusion is established in each figure, and in how many
moods thisis done, it is evidert to us both what sort of problem is difficult
and what sort is easy to prove. For that which is concluded in many
figures and through many moodsis easer; tha which is concluded in few
figures and through few moods is more difficult to attempt. The universal
affirmativeis proved by means of thefirg figure only and by thisin only
one mood; the universd negative is proved both through the firg figure
and through the second, through the first in one mood, through the second
in two. The particular affirmative is proved through the firgt and through
the last figure, in one mood through the firdt, in three moods through the
lagt. The particular negative is proved in dl the figures, but oncein the
fird, in two moodsin the second, in three moods in the third. It isclear
then that the universd affirmative is most difficult to establish, most easy

to overthrow. In generd, universals are easier game for the destroyer than
particulars. for whether the predicate belongs to none or not to some, they
are destroyed: and the particular negetive is proved in dl the figures, the
universa negative in two. Similarly with universd negetives: the origind
gtatement is destroyed, whether the predicate belongs to al or to some:;
and this we found possible in two figures. But particular statements can be
refuted in one way only-by proving that the predicate belongs either to all
or to none. But particular statements are easier to establish: for proof is
possible in more figures and through more moods. And in genera we must
not forget that it is possible to refute statements by means of one another, |
mean, universa statements by means of particular, and particular
gtatements by means of universd: but it is not possible to establish
universal statements by means of particular, though it is possble to
edtablish particular satements by means of universd. At the sametimeit
isevident that it is esser to refute than to establish.

The manner in which every syllogiam is produced, the number of the

terms and premisses through which it proceeds, the relaion of the
premisses to one another, the character of the problem proved in each
figure, and the number of the figures gppropriate to each problem, al these
matters are clear from what has been said.
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Part 27

We must now state how we may ourselves aways have a supply of
gyllogismsin reference to the problem proposed and by what road we may
reach the principles relaive to the problem: for perhaps we ought not only
to investigate the condruction of syllogisms, but aso to have the power of
meking them.

Of dl the things which exist some are such that they cannot be predicated
of anything dse truly and universdly, eg. Cleon and Cdlias, i.e. the
individua and sensble, but other things may be predicated of them (for
each of these is both man and animd); and some things are themsalves
predicated of others, but nothing prior is predicated of them; and some are
predicated of others, and yet others of them, e.g. man of Callias and
animd of man. It is clear then that some things are naturdly not stated of
anything: for as arule each sensble thing is such that it cannot be
predicated of anything, save incidentaly: for we sometimes say that that
white object is Socrates, or that that which approachesis Calias. We shdl
explain in another place that there is an upward limit also to the process of
predicating: for the present we must assume this. Of these ultimate
predicates it is not possible to demonstrate another predicate, save asa
matter of opinion, but these may be predicated of other things. Neither can
individuals be predicated of other things, though other things can be
predicated of them. Whatever lies between these limits can be spoken of in
both ways. they may be stated of others, and others stated of them. And as
arule arguments and inquiries are concerned with these things. We must
select the premisses suitable to each problem in this manner: first we must
lay down the subject and the definitions and the properties of the thing;
next we must lay down those attributes which follow the thing, and again
those which the thing follows, and those which cannot belong to it. But
those to which it cannot belong need not be sdlected, because the negative
gatement implied above is convertible. Of the attributes which follow we
must digtinguish those which fal within the definition, those which are
predicated as properties, and those which are predicated as accidents, and
of the latter those which gpparently and those which redly belong. The
larger the supply a man has of these, the more quickly will hereach a
conclusion; and in proportion as he gpprehends those which are truer, the
more cogently will he demondrate. But he must select not those which
follow some particular but those which follow the thing asawhole, eg.

not what follows a particular man but wheat follows every man: for the
syllogism proceeds through universa premisses. If the atement is
indefinite, it is uncertain whether the premissis universd, but if the
datement is definite, the matter is clear. Smilarly one must select those
attributes which the subject follows as wholes, for the reason given. But
that which follows one must not suppose to follow as awhole, eg. that
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every animd follows man or every science music, but only that it follows,
without qualification, and indeed we Sate it in a propostion: for the other
gatement is usdess and impossible, e.g. that every man isevery anima or
judticeisal good. But that which something follows recelves the mark
‘every'. Whenever the subject, for which we must obtain the attributes that
follow, is contained by something e se, what follows or does not follow
the highest term universally must not be sdlected in dediing with the
subordinate term (for these attributes have been taken in dedling with the
superior term; for what follows anima aso follows man, and what does
not belong to anima does not belong to man); but we must choose those
attributes which are peculiar to each subject. For some things are peculiar
to the species as distinct from the genus; for species being digtinct there
must be attributes peculiar to each. Nor must we take as things which the
superior term follows, those things which the inferior term follows, eg.
take as subjects of the predicate ‘anima’ what are redly subjects of the
predicate 'man’. It is necessary indeed, if animal follows man, that it
should follow dl these dso. But these belong more properly to the choice
of what concerns man. One must gpprehend also norma consequents and
normal antecedents-, for propoditions which obtain normdly are
edablished syllogisticaly from premisses which obtain normally, someif
not al of them having this character of normdlity. For the conclusion of
each syllogism resembles its principles. We must not however choose
atributes which are consequent upon dl the terms: for no syllogism can be
meade out of such premisses. The reason why thisis so will be clear in the

sequel.

Part 28

If men wish to establish something about some whole, they must look to
the subjects of that which is being established (the subjects of which it
happens to be asserted), and the attributes which follow that of which it is
to be predicated. For if any of these subjectsis the same as any of these
atributes, the atribute origindly in question must belong to the subject
origindly in question. But if the purposeis to establish not a universal but
aparticular propostion, they must look for the terms of which thetermsin
question are predicable: for if any of these are identicd, the attributein
question must belong to some of the subject in question. Whenever the
one term has to belong to none of the other, one must ook to the
consequents of the subject, and to those attributes which cannot possibly
be present in the predicate in question: or conversaly to the attributes
which cannot possibly be present in the subject, and to the consequents of
the predicate. If any members of these groups are identical, one of the
termsin question cannot possibly belong to any of the other. For
somelimes asyllogism in the firg figure results, sometimes a syllogism in
the second. But if the object isto establish a particular negative
proposition, we must find antecedents of the subject in question and
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attributes which cannot possibly belong to the predicate in question. If any
members of these two groups are identicd, it follows that one of the terms
in question does not belong to some of the other. Perhaps each of these
gtatements will become clearer in the following way. Suppose the
consequents of A are designated by B, the antecedents of A by C,
attributes which cannot possibly belong to A by D. Suppose again that the
attributes of E are designated by F, the antecedents of E by G, and
attributes which cannot belong to E by H. If then one of the Cs should be
identical with one of the Fs, A must belong to dl E: for F beongsto dl E,
and A to al C, consequently A belongsto dl E. If C and G areidenticd, A
must belong to some of the Es: for A follows C, and E follows dl G. If F
and D areidenticd, A will belong to none of the Es by a prosyllogism: for
snce the negative propogtion is convertible, and F isidentica with D, A
will belong to none of the Fs, but F belongsto Al E. Again, if Band H are
identical, A will belong to none of the Es: for B will belong to dl A, but to
no E: for it was assumed to be identica with H, and H belonged to none of
the Es If D and G areidentica, A will not belong to some of the Es for it
will not belong to G, because it does not belong to D: but G fdlsunder E:
consequently A will not belong to some of the Es. If B isidenticd with G,
there will be a converted syllogism: for E will belongto al A snceB
belongsto A and E to B (for B was found to be identical with G): but that
A should belong to dl E is not necessary, but it must belong to some E
because it is possible to convert the universal statement into a particular.

It is clear then that in every propostion which requires proof we must ook
to the aforesaid relations of the subject and predicate in question: for dl
syllogisms proceed through these. But if we are seeking consequents and
antecedents we must look for those which are primary and most universdl,
eg. in reference to E we must look to Kf rather than to F done, and in
reference to A we must look to KC rather than to C done. For if A
belongs to KF, it belongs both to F and to E: but if it does not follow KF,
it may yet follow F. Similarly we must consider the antecedents of A

itsdf: for if aterm follows the primary antecedents;, it will follow those
aso which are subordinate, but if it does not follow the former, it may yet
follow the latter.

It is clear too that the inquiry proceeds through the three terms and the two
premisses, and that dl the syllogisms proceed through the aforesaid
figures. For it is proved that A belongsto dl E, whenever an identica term
isfound among the Cs and Fs. Thiswill be the middle term; A and E will

be the extremes. So the firgt figure isformed. And A will belong to some
E, whenever C and G are apprehended to be the same. Thisisthe last
figure: for G becomes the middle term. And A will belong to no E, when

D and F areidentica. Thus we have both the first figure and the middle
figure; thefirgt, because A belongsto no F, Since the negetive satement is
convertible, and F belongs to dl E: the middle figure because D belongsto
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no A, andto al E. And A will not belong to some E, whenever D and G
areidentica. Thisisthe lat figure: for A will belong to no G, and E will
belong to dl G. Clearly then dl syllogisms proceed through the eforesaid
figures, and we must not select consequents of dl the terms, because no
gyllogism is produced from them. For (as we saw) it isnot possible at al
to establish a proposition from consequents, and it is not possible to refute
by means of a consequent of both the terms in question: for the middle
term must belong to the one, and not belong to the other.

It is clear too that other methods of inquiry by selection of middle terms
are usdless to produce asyllogism, eg. if the consequents of the termsin
guestion are identical, or if the antecedents of A are identica with those
attributes which cannot possibly belong to E, or if those attributes are
identica which cannot belong to either term: for no syllogism is produced
by means of these. For if the consequents are identica, e.g. B and F, we
have the middle figure with both premisses affirmative: if the antecedents
of A areidentical with attributes which cannot belong to E, eg. C with H,
we have the firg figure with its minor premiss negative. If attributeswhich
cannot belong to ether term are identica, e.g. C and H, both premisses are
negative, dther in the first or in the middle figure. But no syllogism is
possblein thisway.

It is evident too that we must find out which termsin thisinquiry are
identical, not which are different or contrary, first because the object of
our investigation is the middle term, and the middle term must be not
diverse but identical. Secondly, wherever it happenstha asyllogiam
results from taking contraries or terms which cannot belong to the same
thing, all arguments can be reduced to the aforesaid moods, e.g. if B and F
are contraries or cannot belong to the same thing. For if these are taken, a
gyllogism will be formed to prove that A belongs to none of the ES, not
however from the premisses taken but in the aforesaid mood. For B will
belong to dl A and to no E. Consequently B must be identical with one of
the Hs. Again, if B and G cannot belong to the same thing, it follows that
A will not belong to some of the Es: for then too we shdl have the middle
figure: for B will belong to al A and to no G. Consequently B must be
identica with some of the Hs. For the fact that B and G cannot belong to
the same thing differsin no way from the fact that B isidenticd with some
of the Hs: for that includes everything which cannot belong to E.

It is clear then that from the inquiries taken by themsalves no syllogism
results, but if B and F are contraries B must be identica with one of the
Hs, and the syllogism results through these terms. It turns out then that
those who inquire in this manner are looking gratuitoudy for some other
way than the necessary way because they have failed to observe the
identity of the Bs with the Hs.
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Part 29

Syllogisms which lead to impossible conclusons are Smilar to ogensve
gyllogisms, they aso are formed by means of the consequents and
antecedents of the termsin question. In both casesthe same inquiry is
involved. For what is proved ostensvely may aso be concluded
syllogidtically per impossibile by means of the same terms; and what is
proved per impossibile may dso be proved ostensively, eg. that A belongs
to none of the Es. For suppose A to belong to some E: then since B
belongsto al A and A to some of the Es, B will belong to some of the Es
but it was assumed that it belongs to none. Again we may prove that A
belongs to some E: for if A belonged to none of the Es, and E belongsto
al G, A will bong to none of the Gs: but it was assumed to belong to dl.
Similarly with the other propositions requiring proof. The proof per
impossibile will dways and in dl cases be from the consequents and
antecedents of the termsin question. Whatever the problem the same
inquiry is necessary whether one wishes to use an ogtensive syllogism or a
reduction to impossibility. For both the demongtrations sart from the same
terms, e.g. suppose it has been proved that A belongsto no E, because it
turns out that otherwise B belongs to some of the Esand thisis
impossible-if now it is assumed thet B belongstono Eandto dl A, itis
clear that A will belong to no E. Againiif it has been proved by an
ogtensve syllogism that A belongsto no E, assume that A belongs to some
E and it will be proved per impossibile to belong to no E. Smilarly with
theredt. Indl casesit is necessary to find some common term other than
the subjects of inquiry, to which the syllogism establishing the false
concluson may relate, so that if this premissis converted, and the other
remans asit is, the syllogism will be ogtensve by means of the same
terms. For the ostengive syllogism differs from the reductio ad impossibile
inthis in the ostensve syllogism both remisses arelaid down in
accordance with the truth, in the reductio ad impossibile one of the
premissesis assumed fasdly.

These pointswill be made clearer by the sequel, when we discuss the
reduction to impossibility: at present this much must be clear, that we
must look to terms of the kinds mentioned whether we wish to use an
ogtengve syllogism or areduction to impossibility. In the other
hypothetical syllogisms, | mean those which proceed by subgtitution, or by
positing a certain qudity, the inquiry will be directed to the terms of the
problem to be proved-not the terms of the origina problem, but the new
terms introduced; and the method of the inquiry will be the same as
before. But we must consider and determine in how many ways
hypotheticd syllogisms are possible.

Each of the problems then can be proved in the manner described; but it is
possible to establish some of them syllogidticdly in another way, eg.
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universal problems by the inquiry which leads up to a particular
conclusion, with the addition of an hypothesis. For if the Cs and the Gs
should be identicdl, but E should be assumed to belong to the Gs only,
then A would belong to every E: and again if the Ds and the Gs should be
identica, but E should be predicated of the Gs only, it follows that A will
belong to none of the Es. Clearly then we must consider the matter in this
way as0. The method is the same whether the relation is necessary or
possible. For the inquiry will be the same, and the syllogism will proceed
through terms arranged in the same order whether a possible or a pure
proposition is proved. We must find in the case of possible relations, as
well asterms that belong, terms which can belong though they actudly do
not: for we have proved that the syllogism which establishes a possible
relation proceeds through these terms as well. Smilarly aso with the other
modes of predication.

It is dear then from what has been said not only that dl syllogisms can be
formed in this way, but dso that they cannot be formed in any other. For
every syllogism has been proved to be formed through one of the
aforementioned figures, and these cannot be composed through other
terms than the conseguents and antecedents of the termsin question: for
from these we obtain the premisses and find the middle term.
Consequently a syllogism cannot be formed by means of other terms.

Part 30

The method isthe samein dl cases, in philosophy, in any art or sudy. We
must look for the attributes and the subjects of both our terms, and we
must supply ourselves with as many of these as possible, and consider
them by means of the three terms, refuting statementsin one way,
confirming them in another, in the pursuit of truth arting from premisses

in which the arrangement of the termsis in accordance with truth, while if
we look for didecticd syllogisms we mugt start from probable premisses.
The principles of syllogisms have been stated in genera terms, both how
they are characterized and how we must hunt for them, so as not to look to
everything that is said about the terms of the problem or to the same points
whether we are confirming or refuting, or again whether we are

confirming of al or of some, and whether we are refuting of al or some.
we must look to fewer points and they must be definite. We have dso
stated how we must select with reference to everything that is, e.g. about
good or knowledge. But in each science the principles which are peculiar
are the most numerous. Consequently it is the business of experienceto
give the principles which belong to each subject. | mean for example that
agtronomica experience supplies the principles of astronomica science:

for once the phenomena were adequatdly apprehended, the demonstrations
of astronomy were discovered. Similarly with any other art or science.
Consequently, if the attributes of the thing are apprehended, our business
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will then be to exhibit readily the demongrations. For if none of the true
attributes of things had been omitted in the historical survey, we should be
able to discover the proof and demonstrate everything which admitted of
proof, and to make that clear, whose nature does not admit of proof.

In generd then we have explained fairly well how we must sdect
premisses. we have discussed the matter accurately in the treatise
concerning diaectic.

Part 31

It is easy to see that division into classesisasmal part of the method we
have described: for divison is, o to gpesk, awesk syllogism; for what it
ought to prove, it begs, and it dways establishes something more genera
than the attribute in question. Firgt, this very point had escaped al those
who used the method of division; and they attempted to persuade men that
it was possible to make a demonstration of substance and essence.
Consequently they did not understand what it is possible to prove
syllogiticdly by divison, nor did they undersand that it was possble to
prove syllogisticaly in the manner we have described. In demongrations,
when there is aneed to prove a postive statement, the middle term
through which the syllogism is formed must dways be inferior to and not
comprehend the first of the extremes. But divison has a contrary

intention: for it takes the universa as middle. Let animal be the term
sgnified by A, morta by B, and immortd by C, and let man, whose
definition isto be got, be sgnified by D. The man who divides assumes
that every animd is either mortd or immortd: i.e. whetever isA isdl

ether B or C. Again, dwaysdividing, helaysit down that man isan
animd, s0 he assumes A of D as belonging to it. Now the true conclusion
isthat every D iseither B or C, consequently man must be either morta or
immortd, but it is not necessary that man should be amorta anima-thisis
begged: and thisis what ought to have been proved syllogiticaly. And
again, taking A as mortal animal, B asfooted, C as footless, and D as man,
he assumesin the same way that A inheres either in B or in C (for every
mortal animd is either footed or footless), and he assumes A of D (for he
assumed man, as we saw, to be amorta animad); consequently it is
necessary that man should be ether afooted or afootless animd; but it is
not necessary that man should be footed: this he assumes: and it isjudt this
again which he ought to have demondrated. Always dividing then in this
way it turns out that these logicians assume as middle the universd term,
and as extremes that which ought to have been the subject of
demondtration and the differentiae. In conclusion, they do not make it
clear, and show it to be necessary, that thisis man or whatever the subject
of inquiry may be: for they pursue the other method atogether, never even
suspecting the presence of the rich supply of evidence which might be
used. It isclear that it is neither possble to refute a statement by this

Get any book for free on:  www.Abika.com



PRIORANALYTICSBOOK 1

method of division, nor to draw aconclusion about an accident or property
of athing, nor about its genus, nor in casesin which it is unknown
whether it isthus or thus, e.g. whether the diagond isincommensurate.
For if he assumes that every length is either commensurate or
incommensurate, and the diagond is alength, he has proved thet the
diagond is ether incommensurate or commensurate. But if he should
assume that it isincommensurate, he will have assumed what he ought to
have proved. He cannot then proveit: for thisis his method, but proof is
not possible by this method. Let A stand for 'incommensurate or
commensurat€, B for 'length’, C for 'diagond’. It is clear then that this
method of investigation is not suitable for every inquiry, nor isit useful in
those cases in which it is thought to be mogt suitable.

From what has been said it is clear from what e ements demondrations are
formed and in what manner, and to what points we must look in each
problem.

Part 32

Our next businessis to state how we can reduce syllogismsto the
aforementioned figures: for this part of theinquiry till remains. If we
should investigate the production of the syllogisms and had the power of
discovering them, and further if we could resolve the syllogisms produced
into the aforementioned figures, our origina problem would be brought to
aconclusion. It will happen at the same time that what has been dready
sad will be confirmed and its truth made clearer by what we are about to
say. For everything that istrue mugt in every respect agree with itsalf First
then we mugt attempt to select the two premisses of the syllogism (for it is
easer to divide into large parts than into small, and the composite parts are
larger than the dements out of which they are made); next we must
inquire which are universal and which particular, and if both premisses
have not been stated, we must ourselves assume the one which is missng.
For sometimes men put forward the universal premiss, but do not posit the
premisswhich is contained in it, either in writing or in discusson: or men
put forward the premisses of the principa syllogism, but omit those
through which they areinferred, and invite the concesson of othersto no
purpose. We must inquire then whether anything unnecessary has been
assumed, or anything necessary has been omitted, and we must posit the
one and take away the other, until we have reached the two premisses: for
unless we have these, we cannot reduce arguments put forward in the way
described. In some argumentsiit is easy to see what is wanting, but some
escape us, and appear to be syllogisms, because something necessary
results from what has been laid down, e.g. if the assumptions were made
that subgtance is not annihilated by the annihilation of whet is not
substance, and that if the dements out of which athing is made are
annihilated, then that which is made out of them is destroyed: these
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propositions being laid down, it is necessary that any part of substanceis
substance; this has not however been drawn by syllogism from the
propogitions assumed, but premisses are wanting. Again if it is necessary
that animal should exi, if man does, and that substance should exi, if
animd does, it is necessary that substance should exist if man does: but as
yet the concluson has not been drawn syllogigticaly: for the premisses are
not in the shape we required. We are deceived in such cases because
something necessary resullts from what is assumed, since the syllogism
a0 is necessary. But that which is necessary iswider thanthe syllogiam:
for every syllogism is necessary, but not everything which is necessary is
asyllogism. Consequently, though something results when certain
propositions are assumed, we must not try to reduceit directly, but must
first sate the two premisses, then divide them into their terms. We must
take that term as middle which is stated in both the remisses: for it is
necessary that the middle should be found in both premissesin dl the
figures.

If then the middle term is a predicate and a subject of predication, or if itis
apredicate, and something eseis denied of it, we shdl have the first
figure: if it both is a predicate and is denied of something, the middle
figure: if other things are predicated of it, or oneis denied, the other
predicated, the lat figure. For it was thus that we found the middle term
placed in eech figure. It is placed smilarly too if the premisses are not
universd: for the middle term is determined in the same way. Clearly then,
if the same term is not stated more than once in the course of an argument,
a syllogism cannot be made: for amiddie term has not been taken. Since
we know what sort of thesisis established in each figure, and in which the
universd, in what sort the particular is described, clearly we must not look
for dl the figures, but for that which is gppropriate to the thesisin hand. If
the thesisis established in more figures than one, we shdl recognize the
figure by the position of the middle term.

Part 33

Men are frequently deceived about syllogisms because the inferenceis
necessary, as has been said above; sometimes they are deceived by the
gmilarity in the positing of the terms; and this ought not to escape our
notice. E.g. if A isgated of B, and B of C: it would seem that a syllogism
is possible since the terms stand thus: but nothing necessary results, nor
doesasyllogism. Let A represent the term 'being eternd’, B "Aristomenes
as an object of thought', C 'Aristomenes. It istrue then that A belongsto
B. For Aristomenes as an object of thought is eternd. But B dso belongs
to C: for Arisomenesis Aristomenes as an object of thought. But A does
not belong to C: for Arisomenes is perishable. For no syllogism was made
athough the terms stood thus: that required that the premiss Ab should be
dated universdly. But thisisfdse, that every Arigomeneswho isan
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object of thought is eternd, Since Arisomenes is perishable. Againlet C
gtand for 'Miccaus, B for ‘musica Miccadus, A for 'perishing to-morrow’.
It istrue to predicate B of C: for Miccdusismusica Miccaus. Also A can
be predicated of B: for musica Miccaus might perish to-morrow. But to
dae A of Cisfadseat any rae. Thisargument then isidentica with the
former; for it is not true universaly that musica Miccaus perishes to-
morrow: but unless this is assumed, no syllogism (as we have shown) is

possible.

This deception then arises through ignoring asmall distinction. For if we
accept the conclusion as though it made no difference whether we said
"This belong to that' or This belongsto dl of that'.

Part 34

Men will frequently fal into falacies through not setting out the terms of
the premisswdll, eg. suppose A to be hedlth, B disease, C man. It istrue
to say that A cannot belong to any B (for heath belongs to no disease) and
again that B belongsto every C (for every man is capable of disease). It
would seem to follow that health cannot belong to any man. The reason
for thisisthat the terms are not set out well in the atement, Snce if the
things which are in the conditions are substituted, no syllogism can be
made, e.g. if 'hedthy' is subgtituted for 'health’ and 'diseased’ for 'disease.
For it isnot true to say that being hedlthy cannot belong to onewho is
diseased. But unlessthisis assumed no conclusion results, save in respect
of posshility: but such a concluson is not impossible: for it ispossble
that heglth should belong to no man. Again the falacy may occur in a
samilar way in the middle figure: ‘it is not possible that hedth should
belong to any disease, but it is possible that health should belong to every
man, consequently it is not possible that disease should belong to any
man’. In the third figure the fallacy results in reference to possibility. For
health and diseae and knowledge and ignorance, and in genera contraries,
may possibly belong to the same thing, but cannot belong to one ancther.
Thisis not in agreement with what was said before: for we stated that
when severd things could belong to the same thing, they could belong to
one another.

It is evident then that in dl these casesthe fadlacy arises from the setting
out of theterms:. for if the things that are in the conditions are subgtituted,
no falacy arises. It is clear then that in such premisses what possesses the
condition ought aways to be substituted for the condition and taken asthe
term.

Part 35

We must not dway's seek to set out the terms asingle word: for we shdl
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often have complexes of words to which asingle nameis not given. Hence
it is difficult to reduce syllogisms with such terms. Sometimes too
fdlacies will result from such a search, eg. the beief that syllogism can
establish that which has no mean. Let A stand for two right angles, B for
triangle, C for isoscdes triangle. A thenbelongsto C because of B: but A
belongs to B without the mediation of another term: for the triangle in
virtue of its own nature contains two right angles, consequently there will
be no middle term for the proposition AB, dthough it is demongtrable. For
itis clear that the middle must not dway's be assumed to be an individud
thing, but sometimes a.complex of words, as happensin the case
mentioned.

Part 36

That the firgt term belongs to the middle, and the middle to the extreme,
must not be understood in the sense that they can dways be predicated of
one another or that the first term will be predicated of the middle in the
sameway asthe middle is predicated of the last term. The same holdsiif
the premisses are negative. But we must suppose the verb 'to belong' to
have as many meanings as the senses in which the verb 'to be' is used, and
in which the assertion that athing 'is may be said to be true. Take for
example the statement that there is a Single science of contraries. Let A
gtand for ‘there being asingle science, and B for things which are contrary
to one another. Then A belongsto B, not in the sense that contraries are
the fact of there being a single science of them, but in the sensethat it is
true to say of the contraries that there is a Sngle science of them.

It happens sometimes that the first term is stated of the middle, but the
middleis not stated of the third term, e.g. if wisdom is knowledge, and
wisdom is of the good, the conclusion is that there is knowledge of the
good. The good then is not knowledge, though wisdom is knowledge.
Sometimes the middle term is stated of the third, but the first is not stated
of themiddle, eg. if there isa science of everything that has a quality, or
isacontrary, and the good both is a contrary and has a qudity, the
conclusion isthat thereis a science of the good, but the good is not
science, nor is that which has aqudity or is a contrary, though the good is
both of these. Sometimes neither the first term is stated of the middle, nor
the middle of the third, while the first is sometimes stated of the third, and
sometimes not: eg. if thereis agenus of that of which thereisa science,
and if there is a science of the good, we conclude that there is a genus of
the good. But nothing is predicated of anything. And if that of which there
isascienceisagenus, and if thereis a science of the good, we conclude
that the good isagenus. The firgt term then is predicated of the extreme,
but in the premisses one thing is not stated of another.

The same holds good where the relation is negative. For ‘that does not
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belong to this does not dways mean that ‘thisis not that', but sometimes
that 'thisis not of that' or ‘for that', eg. ‘there is not amotion of amoation or
abecoming of a becoming, but there is a becoming of pleasure: so
pleasure is not abecoming.’ Or again it may be said that thereisasign of
laughter, but there is not asign of asign, consequently laughter is not a
ggn. Thisholdsin the other casestoo, in which the thessis refuted
because the genus is asserted in a particular way, in relation to the terms of
the thesis. Again take the inference ‘opportunity is not the right time: for
opportunity belongs to God, but the right time does not, snce nothing is
ussful to God'. We must take as terms opportunity-right time-God: but the
premiss must be understood according to the case of the noun. For we
date this universdly without qudlification, that the terms ought dways to
be stated in the nominative, e.g. man, good, contraries, not in oblique
cases, eg. of man, of agood, of contraries, but the premisses ought to be
understood with reference to the cases of each term-either the dative, eg.
‘equd to this, or the genitive, e.g. 'double of this, or the accusative, e.g.
'that which strikes or seesthis, or the nominative, eg. 'manisan animd’,
or in whatever other way the word falsin the premiss.

Part 37

The expressions 'this belongs to that' and ‘this holds true of that' must be
undergtood in as many ways as there are different categories, and these
categories must be taken either with or without qudification, and further
as smple or compound: the same holds good of the corresponding
negative expressions. We must consider these points and define them
better.

Part 38

A term which is repested in the premisses ought to be joined to the first
extreme, not to the middle. | mean for example that if a syllogism should

be made proving that there is knowledge of justice, that it is good, the
expression 'that it isgood' (or 'qua good’) should be joined to the first term.
Let A stand for 'knowledge that it is good, B for good, C for judtice. It is
true to predicate A of B. For of the good thereis knowledge that it is good.
Alsoitistrueto predicate B of C. For justiceisidentica with agood. In
thisway an andysis of the argument can be made. But if the expresson
'thet it is good' were added to B, the conclusion will not follow: for A will
be true of B, but B will not be true of C. For to predicate of justice the
term ‘good that it is good' isfase and not intdligible. Smilarly if it should
be proved that the hedlthy is an object of knowledge qua good, of goat-
stag an object of knowledge qua not existing, or man perishable quaan
object of sense: in every case in which an addition is made to the

predicate, the addition must be joined to the extreme.
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The pogition of the termsis not the same when something is established
without qudification and when it is qudified by some attribute or
condition, e.g. when the good is proved to be an object of knowledge and
when it is proved to be an object of knowledge that it is good. If it has
been proved to be an object of knowledge without qualification, we must
put as middle term ‘that which is, but if we add the qudification 'that it is
good, the middle term must be ‘that which is something'. Let A stand for
'knowledge that it is something, B stand for 'something’, and C stand for
'good.. It istrueto predicate A of B: for ex hypothes there is a science of
that which is something, thet it is something. B too istrue of C: for thet
which C represents is something. Consequently A istrue of C: there will
then be knowledge of the good, thet it is good: for ex hypothes the term
'something’ indicates the thing's specia nature. But if 'being’ were taken as
middle and 'being’ smply were joined to the extreme, not 'being
something', we should not have had a syllogism proving thet thereis
knowledge of the good, thet it isgood, but thet it is; e.g. let A stand for
knowledge that it is, B for being, C for good. Clearly then in syllogisms
which are thus limited we mugt take the termsin the way Stated.

Part 39

We ought aso to exchange terms which have the same vaue, word for
word, and phrase for phrase, and word and phrase, and aways take aword
in preference to a phrase: for thus the setting out of the termswill be

easer. For exampleif it makes no difference whether we say that the
supposable is not the genus of the opinable or that the opinable is not
identica with a particular kind of supposable (for what is meant isthe

same in both statements), it is better to take as the terms the supposable

and the opinable in preference to the phrase suggested.

Part 40

Since the expressions 'pleasure is good' and 'pleasure is the good' are not
identical, we must not set out the termsin the same way; but if the
gyllogism isto prove that pleasure is the good, the term must be ‘the good,
but if the object isto prove that pleasure is good, the term will be 'good'.
Smilarly in dl other cases.

Part 41

It is not the same, ether in fact or in speech, that A belongsto dl of that to
which B belongs, and that A belongsto al of that to al of which B
belongs: for nothing prevents B from belonging to C, though not to dl C:
eg. let B gtand for beautiful, and C for white. If beauty belongs to
something white, it is true to say that beauty belongs to that which is
white; but not perhaps to everything that iswhite. If then A belongsto B,
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but not to everything of which B is predicated, then whether B belongs to
al C or merdy belongsto C, it is not necessary that A should belong, | do
not say to dl C, but evento C a al. But if A belongsto everything of
which B istruly sated, it will follow thet A can be said of dl of thet of dl
of which B issad. If however A issaid of that of dl of which B may be
sad, nothing prevents B belonging to C, and yet A not beongingto dl C
ortoany C at dl. If then we take three termsiit is clear that the expression
‘A issad of dl of which B issad meansthis, ‘A issad of dl the things of
which B issad. Andif B issad of dl of athird term, so dsoisA: but if

B isnot sad of dl of the third term, there is no necessity that A should be
sad of dl of it.

We must not suppose that something absurd results through setting out the
terms. for we do not use the existence of this particular thing, but imitate
the geometrician who says that ‘this line afoot long' or ‘this straight lin€ or
‘thisline without breadth' exists dthough it does not, but does not use the
diagrams in the sense that he reasons from them. For in generd, if two
things are not related as whole to part and part to whole, the prover does
not prove from them, and s0 no syllogism aisformed. We (I mean the
learner) use the process of setting out terms like perception by sense, not
as though it were impossible to demondrate without these illugtrative
terms, asit is to demongrate without the premisses of the syllogism.

Part 42

We should not forget that in the same syllogism not dl conclusons are
reached through one figure, but one through one figure, another through
another. Clearly then we must analyse arguments in accordance with this.
Since not every problem is proved in every figure, but certain problemsin
eech figure, it is dear from the conclusion in what figure the premisses
should be sought.

Part 43

In reference to those arguments aiming at a definition which have been
directed to prove some part of the definition, we must take as aterm the
point to which the argument has been directed, not the whole definition:
for so we shdll be lesslikely to be disturbed by the length of the term: eg.
if aman provesthat water is adrinkable liquid, we must teke asterms
drinkable and water.

Part 44
Further we must not try to reduce hypothetica syllogisms, for with the

given premissesit is not possible to reduce them. For they have not been
proved by syllogism, but assented to by agreement. For inganceif aman
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should suppose that unless there is one faculty of contraries, there cannot
be one science, and should then argue that not every faculty is of

contraries, e.g. of what is hedthy and what issckly: for the same thing

will then be a the same time hedlthy and sickly. He has shown that there

is not one faculty of al contraries, but he has not proved that thereisnot a
science. And yet one must agree. But the agreement does not come from a
gyllogism, but from an hypothesis. This argument cannot be reduced: but
the proof thet thereis not asingle faculty can. The latter argument perhaps
was a syllogism: but the former was an hypothesis.

The same holds good of arguments which are brought to a conclusion per
impossibile. These cannot be analysed either; but the reduction to what is
impossible can be anadlysed since it is proved by syllogism, though the rest
of the argument cannot, because the conclusion isreached from an
hypothesis. But these differ from the previous arguments: for in the former
aprdiminary agreement must be reached if oneis to accept the
conclusion; e.g. an agreement that if there is proved to be one faculty of
contraries, then contraries fall under the same science; wheressin the
latter, even if no preliminary agreement has been made, men till accept
the reasoning, because the falSity is patent, eg. the fagity of what follows
from the assumption that the diagona is commensurate, viz. that then odd
numbers are equal to evens.

Many other arguments are brought to a conclusion by the help of an
hypothes's; these we ought to consider and mark out clearly. We shall
describe in the seque their differences, and the various ways in which
hypothetical arguments are formed: but at present this much must be clesr,
that it is not possible to resolve such arguments into the figures. And we
have explained the reason.

Part 45

Whatever problems are proved in more than onefigure, if they have been
edtablished in one figure by syllogism, can be reduced to another figure,
eg. anegative syllogism in thefirg figure can be reduced to the second,
and asyllogism in the middle figure to the firgt, not dl however but some
only. The point will be clear in the sequel. If A belongsto no B, and B to
al C, then A bdongsto no C. Thusthefirs figure; but if the negative
datement is converted, we shall have the middle figure. For B belongsto
no A, andto dl C. Smilarly if the syllogism is not universa but

particular, eg. if A belongsto no B, and B to some C. Convert the
negative statement and you will have the middle figure.

The universal syllogismsin the second figure can be reduced to thefirg,

but only one of the two particular syllogisms. Let A belong to no B and to
al C. Convert the negative statement, and you will have the firg figure.,
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For B will belongtono A and A to dl C. But if the affirmative Statement
concerns B, and the negative C, C must be made first term. For C belongs
tono A, and A to dl B: therefore C belongs to no B. B then beongs to no
C.: for the negative Statement is convertible.

But if the syllogiam is particular, whenever the negative Satement

concerns the mgor extreme, reduction to the first figure will be possible,
eg. if A belongsto no B and to some C: convert the negative statement
and you will have the firg figure. For B will belong to no A and A to some
C. But when the affirmative statement concerns the mgor extreme, no
resolution will be possble, eg. if A belongsto dl B, but not to dl C: for
the statement AB does not admit of conversion, nor would therebe a
syllogigmif it did.

Agan syllogismsin the third figure cannot dl be resolved into thefirg,
though dl syllogismsin the firg figure can be resolved into the third. Let
A belong to dl B and B to some C. Since the particular affirmetive is
convertible, C will belong to some B: but A belonged to dl B: so that the
third figureisformed. Smilarly if the syllogism is negative: for the
particular affirmative is convertible: therefore A will belong to no B, and
to someC.

Of the syllogiamsin the lat figure one only cannot be resolved into the
fird, viz. when the negative statement is not universal: dl therest can be
resolved. Let A and B be affirmed of dl C: then C can be converted
partidly with either A or B: C then beongs to some B. Consequently we
shdl get thefird figure, if A belongsto dl C, and C to some of the Bs. If
A belongsto dl C and B to some C, the argument isthe same: for B is
convertible in reference to C. But if B belongsto dl C and A to some C,
the first term must be B: for B belongsto al C, and C to some A, therefore
B belongsto some A. But since the particular statement is convertible, A
will belong to some B. If the syllogism is negative, when theterms are
universd we mudt takethem inasmilar way. Let B bdong toal C, and A
to no C: then C will belong to some B, and A to no C; and so C will be
middle term. Similarly if the negative Satement is universd, the
affirmative particular: for A will belong to no C, and C to some of the Bs,
But if the negative Statement is particular, no resolution will be possible,
eg. if B bdongsto dl C, and A not belong to some C: convert the
gtatement BC and both premisses will be particular.

Itisclear that in order to resolve the figures into one ancther the premiss
which concerns the minor extreme must be converted in both the figures:
for when this premissis dtered, the trangtion to the other figure is made.

One of the syllogisms in the middle figure can, the other cannot, be
resolved into the third figure. Whenever the universa statement is
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negative, resolution is possible. For if A belongsto no B and to some C,
both B and C dike are convertible in relation to A, so that B belongsto no
A and Cto someA. A therefore is middle term. But when A belongsto dll
B, and not to some C, resolution will not be possible: for neither of the
premissesis universa after conversion.

Syllogismsiin the third figure can be resolved into the middle figure,
whenever the negative satement is universa, eg. if A belongstono C,

and B to some or dl C. For C then will belong to no A and to some B. But
if the negative statement is particular, no resolution will be possble: for

the particular negative does not admit of conversion.

It is clear then that the same syllogisms cannot be resolved in these figures
which could not be resolved into the firgt figure, and that when syllogisms
are reduced to the firgt figure these done are confirmed by reduction to
what isimpossble.

It is clear from what we have said how we ought to reduce syllogisms, and
that the figures may be resolved into one another.

Part 46

In establishing or refuting, it makes some difference whether we suppose
the expressions 'not to be this and 'to be not-this are identical or different
in meaning, eg. 'not to be white' and 'to be not-white'. For they do not
mean the same thing, nor is 'to be not-white' the negation of 'to be white,
but 'not to be white'. The reason for thisis asfollows. The rdation of 'he
can walk' to 'he can not-wak' is Smilar to the rdation of ‘it iswhite to it
is not-white'; o isthat of 'he knows what is good' to 'he knows what is
not-good'. For there is no difference between the expressions 'he knows
what is good' and 'he is knowing what is good, or ‘he can walk' and 'heis
ableto walk': therefore there is no difference between their contraries 'he
cannot walk'-'he is not ableto walk'. If then 'heis not able to walk' means
the same as 'heis able not to walk', capacity to walk and incapacity to
wak will belong at the same time to the same person (for the same man
can both wak and not-walk, and is possessed of knowledge of what is
good and of what is not-good), but an affirmation and a denid which are
opposed to one another do not belong at the same time to the same thing.
Asthen 'not to know what is good' is not the same as 'to know what is not
good', so 'to be not-good' is not the same as 'not to be good'. For when two
pairs correspond, if the one pair are different from one another, the other
par dso must be different. Nor is 'to be not-equa’ the same as 'not to be
equd’: for there is something underlying the one, viz. that which is not-
equd, and thisis the unequd, but there is nothing underlying the other.
Wherefore not everything is either equal or unequd, but everything is
equal or is not equd. Further the expressions 'it isanot-white log' and ‘it is
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not awhite log' do not imply one another's truth. For if ‘it is a not-white
log, it must be alog: but that which is not awhite log need not be alog at
al. Therefore it isclear that it is not-good' is not the denia of ‘it is good'.

If then every single satement may truly be said to be either an affirmation
or anegation, if it isnot anegation clearly it must in asense be an
affirmation. But every affirmation has a corresponding negation. The
negation then of ‘it is not-good' is it is not not-good'. The relation of these
statements to one another is asfollows. Let A stand for 'to be good', B for
'not to be good, let C stand for 'to be not-good' and be placed under B, and
let D stand for not to be not-good' and be placed under A. Then either A or
B will belong to everything, but they will never belong to the same thing;
and either C or D will belong to everything, but they will never belong to
the same thing. And B must belong to everything to which C belongs. For
if itistrueto say ‘it isanot-whitée, it istrue aso to say ‘it is not white': for
it isimpossible that athing should smultaneoudy be white and be not-
white, or be a not-white log and be awhite log; consequently if the
affirmation does not belong, the denia must belong. But C does not
aways belong to B: for what isnot alog at al, cannot be a not-whitelog
ether. On the other hand D belongs to everything to which A belongs. For
ether C or D belongsto everything to which A belongs. But since athing
cannot be smultaneoudy not-white and white, D must belong to
everything to which A belongs. For of that which iswhiteit istrue to say
that it is not not-white. But A isnot true of dl D. For of that whichisnot a
log at dl itisnot trueto say A, viz. that it isawhitelog. Consequently D
istrue, but A isnot true, i.e. that it isawhitelog. It isclear dso that A and
C cannot together belong to the same thing, and that B and D may
possibly belong to the same thing.

Privetive terms are smilarly related postive ter terms respect of this
arrangement. Let A stand for 'equd’, B for 'not equal’, C for 'unequd’, D
for 'not unequal'.

In many things aso, to some of which something belongs which does not
belong to others, the negation may be true in asmilar way, viz. that dl are
not white or that each is not white, while that each is not-white or dl are
not-white isfdse. Smilarly dso 'every animd is not-white' is not the
negation of 'every anima iswhite (for both are false): the proper negation
is'every animd isnot whit€. Sinceit is clear that it is not-white and ‘it is
not white mean different things, and one is an affirmation, the other a
denid, it is evident that the method of proving each cannot be the same,
eg. that whatever isan animad is not white or may not be white, and that it
istrueto cdl it not-white; for this meansthat it is not-white. But we may
prove that it istrueto cdl it white or not-white in the same way for both
are proved condructively by means of the first figure. For the expresson
it istrue’ sands on asmilar footing to ‘it is. For the negation of ‘it istrue
to call it white isnot it istrue to cdl it not-white' but 'it is not true to cal
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it white. If then it isto be true to say that whatever isaman ismusicd or

is not-musica, we must assume that whatever isan animd either is

musicd or is not-musical; and the proof has been made. That whatever isa
man is not musica is proved destructively in the three ways mentioned.

In generd whenever A and B are such that they cannot belong at the same
time to the same thing, and one of the two necessarily belongsto
everything, and again C and D are rdlated in the same way, and A follows
C but the relation cannot be reversed, then D must follow B and the
relation cannot be reversed. And A and D may belong to the same thing,
but B and C cannot. Firgt it is clear from the following consideration that
D follows B. For since either C or D necessarily belongs to everything;
and since C cannot belong to that to which B belongs, because it carries A
adong with it and A and B cannot belong to the same thing; it is clear that
D must follow B. Again since C does not reciprocate with but A, but C or
D beongsto everything, it is possble that A and D should belong to the
samething. But B and C cannot belong to the same thing, because A
follows C; and so something impossible results. It is clear then that B does
not reciprocate with D either, Snceit is possible that D and A should
belong &t the same time to the same thing.

It results sometimes even in such an arrangement of termsthat oneis
deceived through not apprehending the opposites rightly, one of which
must belong to everything, e.g. we may reason that 'if A and B cannot
belong at the same time to the same thing, but it is necessary that one of
them should belong to whatever the other does not belong to: and again C
and D are rdlaed in the same way, and follows everything which C
follows: it will result thet B belongs necessarily to everything to which D
belongs: but thisis fase. 'Assume that F stands for the negation of A and
B, and again that H stands for the negation of C and D. It is necessary then
that either A or F should belong to everything: for ether the affirmation or
the denid must belong. And again either C or H must belong to
everything: for they are related as affirmation and denid. And ex

hypothes A belongs to everything ever thing to which C belongs.
Therefore H belongs to everything to which F belongs. Again since ether
F or B belongsto everything, and amilarly either H or D, and snceH
falows F, B mug fallow D: for we know this. If then A follows C, B must
folow D'. But thisisfdse for as we proved the sequence isreversed in
terms so congtituted. The fallacy arises because perhapsit is not necessary
that A or F should belong to everything, or that F or B should belong to
everything: for Fisnot the denid of A. For not good is the negation of
good: and not-good is not identica with 'neither good nor not-good'.
Similarly dso with C and D. For two negations have been assumed in
respect to one term.
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