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BJO¥ II
16 ...70o beg arc assur= the original guestior is €4h
a species of Tailure “o Jemonstrate the nrobjerm
proposed; but this hrppens is manr ways. a4 man
1182y notv reason psllicoig at g.1, or he IGS
msy arcue fromn prem.s~es ~1e lese known
or equally unknoewr, o 2 a2y cetoblish the an-
tecedent by mcans of ts consegients; for demon-

SR

stration proceeds froan what i: more certoin and

)
2

*S prior. lNow begging :he question is none of
these: but since we get 30 %krnow scome thines

naturally through ithems=lves, and other thines

by means of something elce (the first vrihciﬁles 35
through themselves. what is suboréinate to them
through sometuing else), whenever a men tries

to prove whet is not self-evident by 1:eans of

itself, then he Tegs tlie original gquestion. This
may be done by assumineg what is in guestion at

once: it is also mnossible to make a transition

to other things which would nraturally be proved 40
through the thesis pronosed, and deronstrate it €5a
through them, e.g. if 4 should he proved through

By, and B through C. though it was natural that C
should be vnroved through 4: for it turns out

that those who reauson thus are proving 4 by

means of itself. This is what those persons

do who supprose thal they are constructing paral- 5
lel straight lines. for they fail to see that

they are assuming facts which it is impossible

to demonstrate unless the narallels exist. So

it turns out that those who reason ithus merely

say a particular thing is, if it is: in this

way everything will be self-evident. Dbut that

is impossible.

If then it i1s uncertain whether A telongs to C, 10
and also whether a belongs to b, and if one should
assunie that 4 does belong to b, it is not yet
clear whether he vegs the original question, but
it is evident that he is not cdemonstrating: for
whiat is as uncertain as the question to be an-
swered cannot be a principle of a dewonstration.

If however B is so related to C that they are
identical, or if they are vnlainly cunvertible, 15
or the one belongs to the other, the original
question is begsged. For one might equally well

prove that 4 belongs to B through thouse terms

if they are convertible. But if they are not
convertible, it is the fact that the. are not that
revents such a aemonstration, not tlie method of
deniorstrating. onut if one were to niake the con-
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version, then he would be doing what we have des-
crived and effecting a reciprocal vroof with
three propositiuns.

Cimilarly if lie should assume tlint B belongs
to C, this being as uncertain as tle guestion
vhether 4 belongs to C, the qguestion is not
yet begged;, but rno demonstration is made. If
however 4 and B are Zdentical either because
they are convertible or because 4 follows B,
then the gquestion is begged Tor the sazme reason
as before. For we have explained the meaning
of begging the question, viz. vrovinz that which
is not self-evicent by menne of iteeld.

If then begging ithe questinn is vroving what
i not selr-eviuent by mecuans of itself. in other
woras f~iling to vrove vhen the failure is due
the thesls to be proved and the premiss thircugh
ich it is proved bVeing equally uncertain,
either hecause predicates waich are identical
belong to the szne subject, or because the same
predicate belongs to subjects which are identi-
cal, the question nay be begged in the middle and
third figures in both ways, though, if the syllo-
gism is affirmative, only in the third and first
figures. If the syllogisi is negutive. the.
question is begged when identical predicates
are denied of the same subject; and voth pre-
misses do not beg the guescion indifferently
(in a similar way the question may bc begged
in the middle figure). because the terms in nega-
tive syllogisms are not convertivle. In scienti-
fic demonstrations the question is Vegged when
the terms are really related in the imanner des-
critved, in dialectical arguments wlien they are
according to comnon opinion so related.

ct
50 o

17 The objection that 'this 1is not the reason

why the result is false', which we frequently
make in argument, is 1ade primarily in the case

of a reductio ad impossibile, to relbut the pro-
position which was being proved by the reduction.
For unless a man has contradicted this proposi-
tion he will not say, 'YFalse cause', but urge that
soliething false lLias been assumed in the earlier
parts of the argument; nor will he use the formula
in the case of an ostensive proof; for here

what one denies is not assumed as & premiss.
Further when anything is refuted ostensively

by the terms 4BC, it cannot be objected that the
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syllogism does not dewend on the assunption laid
down. For we use the expression 'false cause',
when the syllogisit is concluded in siite of the
refutation of this position; but thail is not
possible in ostensive proofs: since if an as-
suription s 1efuted, a syllogism can no longer
Le drawn in reference to it. It is clear then
that the expression 'Talse cause' con only be
usec in the case of a reductio ad impoussibile,
and when the original hypothesis is so relatfed
to the imnmossible concliusion, that the conclu-
sion reculits zndifferently whether 1llie hyrothesis
is made or not. The most obwvious cace of the
irrelevaonce oi an assumption to a conclusion
which is false is when a syllogisu Grawn from
middle terms to wn i1mmossible conzlusion is
indevnendent of the hvpothesis, as we have ex-
vlaincd in the Topics. 1 For to put that which
is not the cause as the cause, is just this: e.g.
+f a man, wishing to vnrove that the diagonal
of the square ig incormensurate with the side,
should try to prove Zeno's theoren that motion
is impossible, «nd so establish a reductio ad
imposesibile: for Zeno's false theorem has no
conmmexion at ali with the original asswaption.
another case is where the imnossible conclusion
is connected with the hyvpothesis, but does not
result from it. This may happen whether one
traces the connexion upwards or downwerds,
e.g. if it is laid down that 4 belongs to b, B
to C; and C to L, and it should be false theot b
belongs to D: for if we elininated 4 and assumec
211 the same that B belongs to C and C to D,
the false conclusion would not depend on the
original hypothesis. Or again trace the connexion
upwards; e.g. suppose that 4 belongs to B, I to
4 and ¥ to w, it being false thiat F belongs to
~. In this way too the impossible conclusion
would result, though the originsal hypothesis were
eliminated. But the impossible conclusion ought
to be connected with the original terms: in this
way it will depend on the hypothesis, e.g. when
one traces the connexion downwards, the impos-
sible conclusion rust be connected with that
term which is predicate in the hyjothesis: for
if it is impossiole that a should belong to D,
he false conclusion will no longer result after
4 has been eliminated. If one traces the con-

1 Soph. 1. 167b 21-36.
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nexion upwards, the impossible conclusion must
be connected with that term which is subject
in the hynothesis: for if it is impossible that
¥ should belong to B, the impossible conclusion
will disappear if B is eliminated. Similarly when
the syllogisms are negative. 40

It is clear then that when the imoossibility 6€a
is not related to the original teius, the false
conclusion does not result on account of the as-
suniption. Or perbaps even =o it nay sometimes
be independent. ror if it were laid down that
a belongs not to B but to K, anu that K belongs 5
to C and C to D, the iupossible conclusion would
still stand. Similarly 1if one takes the terms
in an ascending serics. Consecuently since
the impossibility resvits wlether tlie first
assunption is suppressed or not, it would appear
to be indeverdent of that assunwtion. Or per-
haps we ought not to understand tlie statement
that the false conclusion results independently
of the assumption, in the sense that if something
else were supposed the impoesibility would result; 10
but rather we mean that when the first assump-
tion is eliminated, th~ same irmpossibility
results through the remaining prenisses; since
it is not perhaps absurd that the saue false
result should follow from several Lyvotheses,
e.g. that paraliels meet, both on the assump-
tion that the interior angle is greater than
the exterior and on the assumption that a triangle
contains more than two right angles. 15

18 4 false arguuent depends on the first false
statement in it. IXvery syllogism is made out

of two or more preunisses. If then the false
conclusion is drawn from two prenisses, one or
both of them must be false: for (as was proved 2)
a false syllogisum cannot be drawn from true pre- 20
misses. But if the premisses are more than two,
e.g. 1T C is established through 4 and B, and
these through D, kB, ¥, and G, one of these higher
propositions Must be false, and on this the
argumcnt depends: for a4 and B are infTerred by
means of D, &, ¥, and G. Therefore the conclu-
sion and the error results from one of them.

o

19 In order to «void having a syllogism drawn 25
aguinst us, we nust take care, whencver an oppon-

2 53bL 11-25. N
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ent asks us to wdmmit the reason without the
conclusions, not to grant him tlie saine term
twice over in his premisses, since we know that
a syllogism cannot be drawn without a middle
term, and that term which is stated wore than
once is the middle. How we ought to watch the
midcdle in reference to each conclusion, is evident
from our knowing what kind of thesis is proved 30
in each figure. This will not escape us since
we know how we are naintalning the argument.
That which we urge "1en to beware of in their
adrnissions, they ovught in attack to try to con-
ceal. This will be possible first, if. instead
of Crawing the conclusions of preiiminsry syl- 35
logisms, they tuke ilhe necessary prenisses and
leave the conclusions in +the dark; secondly
if instead of irviting assent to propositions
which are closely connected they take as far
48 possible those thatl are not connected by
midéle tems. For example suppose that a is to
be inferred to ve true of ¥; b, C, D, and 1
being middle teims. une ought then to ask
whether a4 belongs tc B, and next whether D
belongs to W, instead of asking whether b belongs 40
to C; after that he may ask whether L belongs to 66b
C, and so on. and if the syllogisn is drawn
through one middle term, he ought to bLegin with
that: in this way he will most likely deceive his
opponent. .

20 Since we know when a syllogism can be formed

and how its tenus rust be related, it is clear

when refutation will be possible and when im-

possible. 4 refutation is possible whether

everythinz is cunceded, or the answers alternate

(one, I mean, being affirmative, the other nega-

tive). For as has been shown a syllogism is

possible whether the terms are related in af-

firmative propositions or one proposition is af-

firmative, the other negative: consequently, if

what is laid down is contrapry to the conclusion, 10

a refutation must take place: for a refutation is

a syllogism whicn establishes the contradictory.

Put if nothing is conceded, a reutation is im-

possible: for no syllogismm is possitle (as we

saw 5, when all the terms are negative: therefore

no refutation is possible. Yor if a refutation

were possible, a syllogism rust bLe possible; 15
S 41b 6. T

()]
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altliough if a s»ilogismm is possible it does not
follow that a re¢futation is possible. Sinmilarly
refutation is not possible if nothing is conceded
universally: cince the Tieldzs of refutation and

-1

188 I
evllogism ars defined in the soie way.

2. It sommetimes napohens that just ws we are dec-

eived in tne arrangement of “he termus, 4 50
2rror may arice in our tlhwoustt about them, e.g.
it it iz possible that Lhu sone predicate shoulid
belcoay to more thar ore sublioect irmedigtely,

oui withough knowing the cre, o wan nay iorget
the cthaer and tLlnA *he opPposite This. Sunmose
that 4 belcengs to B and to C in virtue oif their
nature, and that 5 and C helcng to «ll D in the

same wav. I then a man thinks that 4 belongs
“0 all B, and B tc . Lut &« tono C, end C %o
5.1 D, he will woth know and wnot know the same
thing 5 in respect of the same tiiing. 6 Again
if a man were to make a mistake sbout the men-
bers of a single scries; e.g. suvrpose 3 belongs
to B, 5 to C, 2ana C to D, hut some one thinks
that 4 belorgs to all B, but to no C: he will
toth kncw that 4 belengs to D, and tliink that
it does not. Does he then maintain after this
simply that what he knows. he does not think?
For heknows in a way that a4 belongs to C through
B, since the part is included in tlie whole;

so that what he knows in a way, this he main-
tains he does not think at all: but that is
impossible.

In the former case, where the middle term does
not belong to the saue series, it is not possible
to think both the premisses with reference to
each of the two middle terms: e.g. that a belongs
to all B, but t¢ no C, and both L and C belong to
211 D. For it turns out that the first premiss
of the one syllougism is either wholly or partial-
ly contrary to the first premiss of the other.
For if he thinks that 4 belongs to everything
to which B belongs, and he knows that B belongs
to D, then he knows that a4 belongs to D. Con-
sequently if again he thinks that 4 telongs to
nothing to which C belongs, he thinks that 1
does not belong to some of that to which B be-
loncsy but if he thinks that 4 belongs to every-
thing to which B belongs, and again thinks that

4 Cf. i. 32 ff. 5 i.e. subject.
6 i.e. attribute
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4 does not belong to some of that tu which b
belongs, these velicefs are wholly or partially
cortrary. In tlis way then it is not possible
to think; but nothing prevents & man thinking
one pramiszs of each syllogism or boeth premisses
of one of the two syllogisms: e.g. A~ bLelorgs o
2ll B, anc B Lo D, and aga:r # velongs to no
C-. in ervor of this kind i1s einilar to the error
irto which we full concerning paritlculare: c¢.g.
if 4 velongs %o all 3; and B to «l1l €, 4 will
g tec all C. If then a mal knows zuat a

s Lo everything to waizh L bLelongs, he
nows thoat 24 belongs to C. bBut nowhing prevents
his bein; igrorant theot C exists; e.g. let 38
stand for two right angles, B Tor trisngle, C
for a particular disgram of a triangle. 4 man
might think that C did not exist, though he knew
that «very triaungle contains two »ight angles;
conscguently he will know and not know the same
thing at the sawe time. For the expression 'to
know that every triangle has its angles equal to
two right angles' is ambiguous, meazning to have
the knowledge either of the universal or of the
particulars. Thus then he knows that C contains
two right angles with a knowledge of the uni-
versal, but not with a knowledge of the particu-
lars; consequently his knowledge will not ble
contrary to his ignorance. The argwient in the
leno 7 that lesrning is recollectiuvn may be
criticized in a similar way. For it never happens
that a man starts with a foreknowleage of the
particular, but zlong with the process of being
led to see the general principle he receives a
knowledge of the particulars, by an act (as it
were) of recognition. For we know some thinss
directly; e.g. that the angles are equal to two
right angles, if we know that the figure is a
trangle. Similarly in all other cases.

By a knowledge of the universal then we see
the particulars, but we do not know them by the
kind of knowledge which is proper to them; con-
sequently it is possible that we may make mistakes
about them. but not that we should have the knowl-
edge and error that are contrary to one another:.
rather we have the knowledge of the universal
but make a mistake in apprehending the particu-
lar. 8Similarly in the cases stated above. 8
The error in respect of the middle term is not

7 81. 8 66b 20-6, 26-.0.
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contrary to the knowledge ohriaircd througl the
syllogism, nor is the thous st in e slert of cne
middle term contrary to the., in respect of uh.
other. Nothing prevents a man who knuw: both
that 4 belongs tc¢ trne vhole of B, and that &
again belongs to C, thinking *hat « does nol
belong to C, e.¢ krowing th2%t cvery nule is
sterile and that this 15 2 rrile, and thinking
that this animal is with 1oal: for ne does not
know that 4 belongs (o C., unless he conciders
the two propositicns “Logether. So it 1g eviderts
that if he knows {1ne one and does not know Tre
other. e will fzll inio crror. 4nd this 1=

the relation of znowledge of the universal *o
saowledge oi the particulsr. For we know no
sensible thing, once 71 ..as pascel Leyond the
range oi our senses, cven if we h=ppen to have
perceived it, exczpt by means of tlie universa)
“nd the possession of the knewledge wunich is
proper to the particular, bul without the actual
cxercise of that knowledgze. For to know is used
tin three senses: it wmeyv mean either 1o have
lriowledge of the un ‘vercal or to have knowledge
proper to the matter in hand or to =xercise

snecin knowledge:s POHQVHUL*LTV threc Linds of er o
also are possible. Wothing then prevents a m .~
both knowing and being mistioken ziout the sans
thing, provid@d that Lis knowledge and hic error
are not contrary. and thic “ﬁ)peJ also to the
man whose knowledge is 1imit=d to cach of the
preniisses and who has vict previouvcly considercd
the particular yuestion. TFor wiien he thinks

that the rmie is with foal »¢ naec not the
knowledge in the sense of its actual exerzice
rior on the other hand has his thoughut caused

an error contrary *to his knoiiedge: for the error
contrary to the knowledge of L e universal would
te a syllogisn.

But he who thinks the essenccz of gooud is the
essence of bad will think the sane tiiing to he
the essence of good and the escence of bad. Let
2 stand for the essence of good and B for the
essence of mad, and again C for the escence of
good. Since then he thinks B and C identical,
he will think that C is B, and sinilarly that B
is 4, consequently thet C is 4. Tor just as we
saw that if B is true of all of whichh C is true,
and 4 is true of all of which B is true, a is
true of C, simiiorly with the word 'think'.

£
-
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Similevly also with the worcd 'is'; for we saw
thet 7 C is the sawe ss b, and D as 4, C is
thie scme as 4. Sii:ilarly tnerefore with 'opine’.
Pernaps then this 9 is necessary if a man will
graant the first point. 10 but presuuably that

is false, that any one could suppose the essence
of gocd to oe thie essence of bad, save incidental-
ly. ZT¥or it is possible to think tlhiis in many
different ways. but we must congider this mat-
ter better. 11

22 “henever the exbreules are convertible it is
necessary that the 11:ddle should be convertible
with boih. Ior if 4 belongs to C through b, then
if a and C are convertible and C belongs To
eviurything to wiiich « belongs, B s convertible
with a4, and B beliongs to everything to which a
belongs, through C as middle, and C iIs conver-
tible with b through 4 ~s middle. Cimilarly if
the conclusion is negative, e.g. if L belongs

to C, but a4 does not belong to L, neither will

A belong to C. 1If then b is convertible with

4, C will be convertible with a. Supvose b does
not belong to 4; rcither then will C. for ex
hypoithesi B belonged to all C. «<cna if € is con-
vertible with B, B is convertible also with a: for
¢ 3 said of that of all of which B is said. and
if C iz convertibvle in relation to A and to b,

I atso is .onvertible in relation tov a. For C
belongs to that to which B belongs: but C does

not belong to that to which 4 belongs. and this
alone starts from the conclusion; the preceding
moode dc not do sc as in the affirmmative syllo-
gisin. Again if 4« and B are convertivle, and simi-
Jarly & and D, and 1f 4 or C rmst belong to any-
thing wratever, ther B and D will be such that

one or other be.rongs to anything wnatever. For
since b pelongs, and since 4 or C bLelongs to
everything, but not together, it is clcar that B
or D belongs to everything, but not together. For
exaiiple if that which is uncreated is incorrup-
tible and that wnich is incorruptible is uncreated,
it is neccssary that what is created should be
corruptible and what is corruptible should have

9 That a man should think the sawe thing to
be the essence ol good and to bLe the essence
of Had. 10 That the esscnce of good ir the
essence of T.ad. 11 The reference may be to
et. iv. (F .
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been created. For two syllogisms have been put
together. agsin if 4 or B belongs tou everything
and if C or D belongs to everything, but they
cannot belong together, then when « and C are con-
vertible b and 1) are convertible. ©ror if B
does not belong to sumething to which D belongs,
it is clear that «a belongs to it. DSut if a
thien C: for thzy are convertible. Therefore C 15
and D belong together. But this is impossible.

“hen 4 belongs to the whole of B and to C and 1is
affirmed of nothing else, and B also belongs to
211 C, it is necessary that 4 and B snould be
convertible: for since 4 is said of » and C only, 20
and B is affirmed both of itself and of C, it is
clear that B wii. be said of everything of which
2 is said, except a4 itself. again when 4 ano
E belong to the whole of C, and C is convertible
witli B, it is necessary that 4 should belong
to all B: for since 4 belongs to all C, and C
to b by conversion, 4 will belong %o all B.

“hen, of two opposites 4 and B, 4 is preferable 25
to B, and similarly D is preferable to C, then if
4 and C together are preferable to D and D
together, a must be preferable to D. For 4 is
an object of desire to the same extent as b is
an object of aversion, since they are opposites:
and C is similarly related to D, since they also
are opposites. If then a4 is an object of desire S0
to the same extent as D, B is an ovject of aver-
sion to the same extent as C (since each is to the
same extent as each---the one an object of aver-
sion, the other an object of desire;. Therefore
botl, 4 and C together, and b and D to.ether, will
be equally objects of desire or aversion. But
since 4 and C are preferable to B and D, 4 can-
not be equally uesirable with D; for then B
slong with D would be equally desirable with 4 35
along with C. But if D is preferable to a,
then b must be less an object of aversion than
C: for the less is opposed to the less. But the
greater good and lesser evil are prelerable to
the lesser good and greater evil: the whole BD
then is preferable to the whole 4C. Iut ex
hypothesi this is not so. a4 then is preferable
to D, and C conseqguently is less an object of
aversion than b. If then every lover in virtue

of his love would prefer 4, viz. that the beloved 40
shiould be such as to grant a favour, and yvet
should not grant it (for which C stands), to
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the beloved's granting the favour (revresented

by D) without being such as to grant it (repre- 68b
sented by B), it is clear that a1 (Leing of such

a nature) is preferable to granting the favour.

To receive affection then is preferable in love

to sexual intercourse. Love then is more depen-
dent on friendship than on intercourse. and

if it is most dependent on receiving affection,

ther. this is its end. Intercourse then either 5
is not an end at all or is an end relative to

the further end, the receiving of affection.

an¢ indeed the sae is true of the other desires

and arts.

23 It is clear then Low the tems are related in
conversion, and in respect of being in a higher
degree objects uf aversion or of desire. ‘e 10
must now state that not only dialectical and
denionstrative syilogisiis are formed by means of

the aforesaid figures, but also rhetorical syl-
logisms and in general any form of persuasion,
however it may be presented. ZFYor every belief

comes either through syllogism or fron induction.

Tow induction, or rather the syllogism which 15
springs out of induction, cunsists in establishing
syllogistically a relation between one extreme
and the middle by means of the other extreme, e.g.
if B is the midule term between a4 and C, it con-
sists in proving through C that 4 belongs to b.

For this is the manner in which vwe make inductions.
For exanple let a4 stand for long-lived, B for
bileless, and C for the particular long-lived 20
animals, e.g. lan, horse, rnule. 4 then belongs

to the whole of C: for whatever is bileless is
long-lived. But B also ('not possessing bile')
belongs to all C. If then C is convertible with

L, and the middle term is not wider in extension,

it is necessary that a should belong to E. For

it has already been proved that if two things 25
belong to the same thing, and the extreme is
convertible with one of them, then tlhe other
predicate will belong to the predicate that is
converted. but we rwust aphrehend C as made up of

all the particuiavs. For induction proceeds

through an enumeration of all the cases.

Such is the syllogism which estalblishes the 30
first and immediate premiss: for where there is
a middle term the syllogism proceeds through the
middle term; when there is no middle term, through
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“induction. and in a way induction is opposed to
syllogism: for the latter proves the major term

to belong to the third term by means of the middle,
the Tormer proves the major to belong to the mid-

dle by means of the third. In the corder of 3D
nature, syllogisin through the middle termis prior

and better known, but syllogism through induction

is clearer to us.

24 'Je have an 'example' when the najor term is pro-
ved to belong tu the middle by means of a term

which resembles thie third. It ought to be 40
known both thet (lie middle belongs to the third

terni, and that the first belongs to that which
res:zuibles the third. Tor exanple let 4 be 6%a
evil, B making war agail: st neightours, C athen-

ians against Thebans, D Thebans against Fhocians.

If then we wish to prove that to 1ight with +he
Thebans is an evil, we nmust assume that to fight
zgainst neighbours s an evil. Evicence of this

is obtained from similar cases. e.g. that the 5
war against the rhocians was an evil to the

Thebans. Since then to fight against neighbours

is an evil, and to fight 2gainst the Thebans is

to fight against neighbours, it is clear that

to fight against the Thebans is an evil. Iow

it is clear that B belongs to C and to D (for

both are cases of making war uvon one's neigh-

vours ) and that a belongs to D (for tlhe war .
against the rhocians did not turn out well for 10
the Thebans): but that 4 belongs to B will be

proved through ». Similarly if the belief in

the relation of the middle term to the extreme

chould be produced by several sirilar cases. Clear-
v then to argue by exanple is neither like

reasoning from part to whole, nor like reasoning

fron whole to part, but rather reasovning from 15
part to nmart, when both particuls rs sre subor-

dinate to the same term. and one of them is known.

It differs from induction, because induction

starting from ali the particular cuases proves

(as we saw 12) that the major teim belongs to

the middle, and does not apily the s llogistic
conciusion to thie ninor term, whe:eas argument

vy examnle does make this application and does

iiot draw its prouf from all the particular cases.

25 By reduction we mean an argunent in which the 20
12 ch. 20.
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first term clearly belongs to the middle, but
the relation of the uniddle to the last term is
uncertain though equally or more yprovable than
the conclusion; or again an argument in which
the terms intemnuediate between the last term
and the middle are few. Tor in any of these
cases it turns out that we apioroacl wore nearly
to knowledge. ror example let 4 stand for what 23
can be taught, B for knowledge. C for justice.
liow it is clear that knowledge can be taught:
bat it 1s uncerizin whether virtue is knowledge.
I” now the statecument o0 13 is equally or more
T -obable than 4C, we have a reduciion: for we
¢ e nearer to kuowiedge, since we have taken a
rew term, 14  Dbeirng so far without kzaowledge
“hat 4 belongs tu C. Or again suppose that the
iz intermediate between B and C are rew: for 30
Thus too we are nearer knowledge. TIFor example
et D stand for squaring. i for rectilinear
figure, ¥ for circle. 1f there were only one
terin interiiediate between & and F (viz. that the
circle is made equal to a rectilinear figure
by thie help of lunules), we should bLe near to
knowledge. But when BC is not niore probable than 35
aC, and the intemnnediate terms are not few, I
do not call this reduction: nor again when the
statement BC is immediate: for such a statement
is knowledge.

26 4an objection is a premiss contraly to a pre-

miss. It differs from a premiss, because it may

be particular, vut a premiss either cannot be
particular at aii or not in universal syllogisms.

an objection is brought in two ways and through 69b
two figures; in two ways because every objec-

tion is either universal or rarticular, by two
figures because objections are brought in op-
position to the premiss, ana .pposites can be pro- 5
ved only in the first and third figures. If a

man maintains a universal affiniative, we reply

with a universal or a particular negative; the

former is provea from the first figure, the lat-

ter from the thiid. ror exaaple let 4 stand

for there being a single science, B for contra-

ries. If a man premisses that contraries are
subjects of a single science, the ol.jection 10

13 See note 20. 14 viz. B, thlus obtaining
a certain premiss aB, and a preniiss BC, on
which the iiquiry now turns.




-— 179 —
may be either that opposites are never subjects '
of a single science, and contraries are opposi-
tes, so that we get the first figure, or that
the knowable and the unknowable are not subjects
of a single science: this proof is in the third
figure: for it is true of C (the knowable and
the unknowable ) that they are contraries, and
it is false that they are the subjects of a
single science. ,

Sinmilarly if the premiss objected to is negative.
For .if a man maintains that contraries are not 15
subjects of a single science, we reply either
that all opposites or that certsin contraries,

e.g. what is healthy and what is sickly, are
aubjects of the same science: tlie former argu-
ment issues frowm the first, the latter from the
third figure.

In general if s man urges a universal objection
he nmust frame his contradiction with reference 20
to the universal of the tenas taken by his onpon-
ent, e.g. if a man maintains that contraries
are not subjects of the same science, his opponent
rust reply that there is a single science of all
opposites. Thus we must have the first figure:
for the term which embraces the original subject
becomes the middle term.

If the objection is parcicular, the objector
nust frame his contradictlion with reference to a
term relatively to which the subiect of his
opponent's premiss is universal, e.g. he will
point out that the knowable and the unknowable 25
are not subjects of the same science:. 'contraries'
is universal relatively to these. tnd we have
the third figure: for the particular term as-
sumed is middle, e.g. the knowable and the un-
knowable. Fremisses from which it is possible
to draw the contrary conclusion are what we
start from when we try to make objections. Con- 30
sequently we bring objections in these figures
onlys for in thew only are opposite syllogisms
possible, since the second figure cannot pro-
duce an affirmative conclusion.

Besides, an objection in the middle figure
would require a fuller argument, e.g. if it
should not be granted that 4 belongs to B, be-
cause C does not follow B. This can be made 35
clear only by other premisses. Dut an objection
ought not to turn off into other things, but have
its new premiss quite clear irmmediately. For this
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reason also this is the only figure from which
proof by signs cannot be obtained.

Ve must consider later the other kinds of
objection, nameiy the objection from contraries,
from similars, and from common opinion, and in-
quire whether a particular objection cannot be
g¢licited from the first figure or a negative
objection from the second.

27 4 probatllity and a sign are not identical,
but a probability is a generally aunvroved pro-
position: what men know to happen or not to
happen, to be or not to be, for tlie nivst part
thus and thus, is a probability, e.g. 'the en-
vious hate', 'the beloved show affection'. 4
sign means a dewonstrative proposition neces-
sary or generally approved: for anything such
that when it is another thing is, or when it

has come into being the other has ccme into
being before or after, is a sicon of the other's
being or having come into being. INow an enthy-
nerie is a syllogisn starting frow probabilities
or signs, and a sign may be taker in three ways,
corresponding to the position of the middle temm
in the figures. TFor it may be taken as in the
tirst figure or the second or the third. For
cxample the prouvf thatsa woman is with child
“ecause she has milk is in tae first figure:

for to have milk is the middle term. Let A
~epresent to be with child, B to have milk,

> woman. The oroof that wise men are good,
cince Pittacus is good, comes through the last
figure. Let a stand for good, B for wise men, C
tor Pittacus. It is true then to affirm both a
and B of C: only men do not say the latter,
because they know it, though they state the for-

mer. The proof that a woman is with child because

she is pale is meant to come through the middle
figure: for since paleness follows wouen with
child and is a concomitant of this woman, people
suppose it has been proved that she i with
child. Let A4 stand for paleness, B for being
with child, C for woman. Now if the one pro-
position is stated, we have only a sign, but if
the other is atated as well, a syllogism, c.g.
'Tittacus is generous, since ambitious men are
generous and Pittacus is ambitious'. Or again
'"Jise men are good, since Pittacus is not only
good but wise'. 1In this way then syllogisms are
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