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ABU HAMID saidq, Glory be to God who has preserved us
from error and made known to us tha stumbling bloeck of the
ignorant. A4nd mgy praise be uttered for him who is the most
distinguished of the exalted ones. You have asked ne, my
brother, for a thorough exposition, which would contain a
refutation of the philosophers - the contradiction of their
opinions, and (the disciosure of) their hidden errors and
mistakes. But you cannot hope to refuts them before you know
their doctrinses and study their dogmas, for to grasp the
faisehood of certain doctrines before having a complete
understandiing of them is absurd. Such an effort leads only
to blindneas and error. Therefore, befcore entering uvon &
refutetion of the philosophers, I ddemed it nccessary
to present an exposition and a full description of their ideas
of the logloal, physical apd metaphysical sciences without, how-
ever, distinguishing between the true and the false. My sole
4ntention is to set forth the purport of their words without
prolix and so I omit glosses and additions, I shall set forth
their ideas in expository and descriptive form adding what they

consider toc be proofs, The purposa of this book is to give an
account of the Meanings h chers: and that is its title.
Know, first, that thair noianou are divided into four classes;

the methematical, the logical, the physical and the metaphysical.
The mathematical sciences deal with arithmetic end geometry.

There is nothing in the theorems of arithmetic and geometry which
contradicts truth, nér are they aubjeqt to diaagreemnt and denial,
Since this i1s so, it 1s not our intention to deal Witk them, and we
will not trouble to deal with them.  In metaphysics most of their

dogmas contradiet truth, and the true ocecurs only sporedically.



In the logical sciences most of their propositions are correct and
srror ooccurs only sporadically; here they deviate from truth only in

so far a&s thelr conventions and essumptions are concerned, but not

in so far as
the objscts and purposes are concerned. For the purpose of

the logical sciemces is to correct the maethods of logical
proff. On this all logiclans are agreed, In the physical
sciences the true mingles with the false and right resembles
error; nohjudment is possible. What must be regarded as
false will be explained in the al-Tah&fut. Enow then that what
we shall set forth will be a general and unguellified account
without examination of what is true and what is false. Only
after we have completed the expositlion will we begin, earnestly

and with zeal, a separate book, to be called ak Tah@fut
el falZsifa,  if God will. Now we shell begin with the

exposition of loglec and its assumptions.

TREATISE ON LCGIC,

ABU HAMID SATD: Introduction to an exposition of logic,
its parts and its value,

EXPOSITION: Although the sciences are divided into many
branches they may be reduced to two; conception end judgement.
Conception consists of graaping the essence of things desig-
nated by uncombined words by way of making something under-
atood and asserting a truth, As for example the grasping of
the object designated by the word ®*body*,'tree’, 'angel’',
tgpirit?’, and the like., But judgement is e.g. ths knowledge
that "That the world was creeated,™ that "The believers will
be rewarded and the rebellious will be punished." Every

judgement is of necessity preceded by two concepis. TFor



without understanding either tworld' and its definition, or
foreated' and its definition bné cannot possibly asasert that
it was oreated. But the word 'created', when its meaning
cannot be properly ccnoeived, is like the word 'preated?,
for exampls. For if it were asserted thet "The world was
preeted,” it would be impossible to affirm or deny it. For
how oan that which is not understood'

be negated or confirmed? The same is true of the word "world'
when it is repleced by & meaningless word. Every conception
and judgement is further divided into that which is grasped
immediately without investigzation and reflsction and into thes
which results only from investigation and reflection. That
whioch is apprehended without 1nvasﬂgation is e.g., "things',
*beings® etc.,. Tt which results fron investigation is, e.g8.
the realigation of the true nature of 'spirit', ‘enmgel’, 'tmuth’,
tglements' and the conception of thosse things whoss essences
are hidden. Judgements that are immediately affirmed are e.g.
the assertions that ™"Two is more than one,” or that "Things
equal to the same thing are equal %o each other."™ To this
may be added judgements accepted on the basis of sense per-
eception or authority and judgements which are embraced by
people without preliminary investigation or reflection. A4ll
these judgements are reducible to tihlrteen clesses and will
be revealed later in their proper place, 1f God Wills. The
judgement which is grasped through reflection is e.g., the
arrirmtion thet "The World was aeated,” or that "Material
bodies were created”, or that "There 1s reward and punishment |
for good and evil deeds,” etc, 4 conception that is made
possible only through investigeation is arrived at only by



definition..: And judgement that is made possible only through

investigation is arrived at only by argumentation. Each
one of them must be preceded ’by undoubted knowledge. For when
we do not understand the concept 'men' and we ask "wWhat is
mangrand are told "Hs Is a reaticnsl animal," them tae concept
-‘animl' and the concept "rational®™ should both be known to
us so that from both these concepts we arrive at the knowledge
of the unknown concent 'mant. ‘Jhen we doubt that "The world
was crested” and proof is adduced that "The world has form," and
that, "whatever has form was created," and therefore the "The
world wes created,* then this proof will not give us any
knowledge we did not have before concerning the c¢reation of
the world, unless this proof 1s preceded by the two judgements
that "The world has Torm™ and thet "Whatever has form was
created.” Thus by these two affirm:tions we gain knowledge we
did not have before. Conse;uently, 1t is hereby established
that all kmowledge which is acquired through iavestigation
results only from a preceding knowledge. But there cannot be
an infinite regress. For it 1s impossible not to arrive at
first principles which cccur in the intellect without '
investigation and reflectiog. This is the introduction to
logic.
ABG EEMTD SAID: THE VALUE OF LOGIC. Now that it has been

established that the unknown

follows only from the known, it must be understood that not
every unknown will result from every known, but for every
unknown there i1s a partiocular known which 1s related to it.
The re is a method of bringing it into the intellect and this
method makes the unknown known. That which yilelds affirming



conceptual knowledge is called definition or description.

And thet which leads b affirming knowledge is a;nod argu-
mentetion, To the la tter belong the syllogism, induction
example, etc, Every definition and every syllogism is divided
into that which is true, and gives certainty, and thet which

is false, but resemblss truth. Therefore, the k:.nmrlodge of
logic will furnish us wita the criteria by which we may dis-
tinguish between the scund and the unsound definition and syl-
logism, so that by 1t we may di'at:lnguish between certain and un-~
certain knowledge. It is, éa it were the weights and scales

of all knowledge. But you oamnnot differentiate increase from
dscrease, ga2in from loss, in knowledge which is not weighed

on thess scales, TYou might demur and say tkm t, while the

value of logic is that 1t discriminates between knowledge

and igno:ﬂnne - or what value is knowledge? the answer is

that all values

are contemptible compared witheternal bliss, which is the
ultimate bliss and depends on perfection of the soul. This
perfection is of a two-fold character: ornemsntation and
purification., Purification consists of cleansing (the soul)

of mean virtues and ridding it of vices. Ornsmentation conslsts
of engraving on the soul the ornament ¢f truth, so that there
will bs revealed to it the divine truths, nay the whole of
‘existence in its proper order, with a complete and true knowledge
corresponding to reality, free from lgnorance and error. It

is like the mirror, the perfection of which lies in the fact
that beautiful forms may be aeaﬁ in it as they really are,
without perversion or change. This is effected by xeeping i}
clean of dirt and rust and further by having bsautiful forms



placed ip fropnt of it. The soul is 2 mirror in which the

forms of the whole of Existence are impressed when it is freed
of the mean virtues and cleansed and polished. But to distinguia
the praisworthy from the blemewortay virtuss is possible only
through knowledge. Thus the engraving of the whole of
Existence on the soul is made _goésibla only through knowledge;
there is no way of rchhing 'it except through logic. Therefore,
logic serves to acguire lﬁnmleuge, and knowledge

gains for us eternal bliss. Since 1t 1is true that eternal
bliss may be traced back to the soul made perfect by puri-
fication and ornementation, logic, then, without doudt is of
extra~ordinary velue.

THE TPARTS CF LOGIC ANTD IT3S STRUCTURE

will become clear & statement of 1t¢s purpose; viz, defi-
nition, the syllogism and the differentiating between the true
and the false in both of these. The more important of the
two is the syllogism, which is composed of two premises, for

a syllogism is constructed out of two premises, as will be seen
in what follos. Every premise contains & subject and a predi-
cate, and every subjeoct and every predicate 1is a term which
clearly designates a concept. He who wishes to grasp that which
is combined, wether it 1s a real object or only an object
of thought, must put the uncombined parts first. Just as the
builder of a house mist prepare wood, bricks, and clay, and
bring the uneoﬁb:lncd and the particular first - and then con~
cern himself with building - so is the process of knowing
in relation to the kmown., For it is an image corresponding

to the known, Therefore, he who sirives after knowledge of



the combined mst first strive after knowledge of the un-
combined. It follows from this that we mist deal first with
terms and the manner in whioh they designate concepts; then
with the concepts themselves and their divisions; then with
the proposition composed of a subject and'a predicate, and
its divisions; then w th a syllogism, which is composed of
two premises. We will discuss the syllogism in two chapters,
In one we will deal with its matter, and in the other wi th its
form, as will follow,

This is the subject matter inoluded in cur pressntation of

logie. It contains five chaptera.

This theme will be explained in five sectims.

Seotion 1, The term d_es:lgngtes the 1dea in three dirffer-
ent ways., One of them is by congruence, &s when the term house
designates the idea of house comple tely. The second is by in-
c¢lusion, as when the term "house" designates "wall". For the
term "wall" expresses only whet it meens by congruence, and desig-
nates it aocoidingly. But the term hoise also designates it, ex-
cept that it differs in the mamner of designation. The third is
by means of connotations, as when the term "celling" desig-
nates wall, This method differs from the method of ccngmeneé
and inclusion. The Jatter two are employed, though not
connotations. Connotations imply other oénnotations and there-
fore may be applied to an indefinite nn;nber of connotations
- without arriving at any definite Mng.



designates a wall, since the existence of the cesiling presupposes
a wall upon which the ceiling may rest. Therefore, a wall is also
called a ceiling, He said that this should not be employed because
the tonnotation mey have a further connotation. The tmd#tion
may be called both 'ceiling' end 'the interior of the house'. Thus
no definite meaning would be arrived at.

Section 2. The term is divided into the incomplex and the
complex. The incomplex is a term no part of which designates
any part of the congept, e.g., "man™ (Encsh). For neither part
of the term, whether fen‘* or "nosh," designates any part of the
Xzemy concept "man®, .n contradistinction to the statement
"Reuben's son" and "Reuben walks,"” wherse tha "son® which is part
. of the sentencs, designates a concept and "Reuben™ designates a
concept. When you say "Abd-Ullah,” 1f the wo-r;i is a Qg@!’ it
is incomplex because you mean by it onl.:r what you meen when you
say "Zald,” but if you meun a nafat then 1t is a complex term.
For all who bear the name *Abd-Ullah are reuslly servants of God.
Therefore, this expression is 4n essence homonymous, sometimes
it s&va# es a designation - and then it is incomplex, and

sometimes it serves as an attribute, and then it is complex.,

TEIRD SECTION: The term 1s divided into the particular
end the universal. The essential (nefesh) meaning of the par-

ticular excludes ambiguity, e.g.. "This Zaid,” and "this horse,”
and "this tree."” The essential meaning of the universal does
not exclude ambiguity, e.g., "the horse,” "the tree," "the
man." If there were only one horse in the world

"the horse™ would still be 2 universal since its ambiguity is
potential though not sctuasl. It becomes partiocular when ym

say, "this horse”, Therefore, were you to say "the sun" it



wuld te a universal, If you were to assums the existence of
other suns, they would be inomded under this term which would
not bs the case with "this sun®,

FOURTH SECTION; The term is divided into verb, noun and
syncategorematic term. The logicians called the verb a
categoremstic term, and the particle a synocategorematic term.
Both noun and verb differ from the syncategorematic term in that
they are complete and understandable in themselves, which
is not the case with the syncategorematic term; for if you are
asked, "Who enters™ and you answer, "Zaid,™ the answer is clear
and comple te. Or when ym are asked, "What did Zaid do,"™ and

yoa answer, "He struck®, . the answer is complete. DBut if
you were asked, "Where is Zaid",

and you answer, "in® , or "on", ‘the answer is incomplete as
long &8 you do not add "in the house™ or ™on the roof". The
meaning of the particle baaonn‘a clear in connection with other
things and not in itseif, The verb differs from the nown in
that the former designates the sotion, and the time of the
action, . ‘and the time o the action, e.g., "He struck", The
verb designates the striking and that it ccourred in the past,
while the npoun, e.g., "the horse","the atriking", "health",

does not indicate time, But if 1t should be said, e.g., that
the words "yesterday", "last night", 2lsc indicate time

and therefore they should be verbs, the answer is that the verd
is that which designates the =20tion and the time of the action.
But the time indicated by "last night", is the action itself,
not the time in which the action took place. Were "last night”,
to indicete that the concept "last night", took place in time -



which is not the meaning of "last night”, then it would be main-
tained that it is a verb, and it would egree vé th the definition
of 2 X verb,

FIFTE SECTION: Words in relation to their meaning are
divided into five classes; univocal, synonymous, eguivocal,
homonymous and distinct. "Animal®, for examp>le, is univocal
for it has the same meaning when a:p_plied to "horse,” mox", emnd
"man®™, without any differentiation as to strength and weekness,
priority and succession because apnimality is the same for all.
Similarly, the term "man” is applicable to Zaid, fAmr,Khalid, and
Bakr, Synonyms are different words applicable to the same
object, e.g. layish, aryeh, (lion,) chemar, yayin (wird. Distinct

tems are different words used for different objects. 32.g.,
the words "horse,” "ox," "sk:.r,;' refer to different objects.

A homonym is a word applicable to different objects, e.g. the
word "ain,” meaning "eye," "sunbeam," and "spring of water.m™
BEquivocal temms fluctuate between homonyms end univocal terms.
Existence for example, in relation to essence and accident,

is not like the word "ein,™ which designates objects that have
nothing in common. It belonss- to @ceidant as well as to
essence. Nor is it like a univocal, since animality inheres in
the essence of horse and man in the same manner while Existence
inheres in essence first and then, though its mediation, in
accident. Therefore, it inheres by priority and by succession.
Sometimes because of its fluctuation, it is called smphibolous.
We shall limit ourselves in this chapter to incomplex terms.



CEHAPTER II

CONCERNING UNIVERSALS: 'rrm DIFFERENCE IN
TAEIR RELATIONSHITS AND THEIR PARTS:

When we say "This man is an a&imal. and white™ we recog-
nize a difference between the relation of animelity to hinm
and the relation of whiteness. The relation of aninelity
ascribed to cbjescts is called ean essential relation. The re-
lation of whiteness ascribed to objects is chlled an accidental
guality. For every universal concept which is applicable to
& particular subsumed under it is eithser essentiel or
aceidentel. Ko concent is essential as long as it is not of
a three-fold character., First: When we know what the
essential {(of the universal) is and what thg essential (of
the parficular) 1s we can think of the subject (i.e. the
particular) and know it only if we xnow that the essentlal
{of the universal) belongs to it. But we cennot know the
particular without kxnowing the essential {of the universal).
Exkaxzx iz tix Forxwkmm we know what ‘the essence of man
is only when we know what the essence of animal is, since
we cannot know what nan is unless we know what animal is.

#hen we know what the mesning ef "number® is
we know what the meuning of "four® is since we cannot

know what "four®” is without first knowing what "number®

is. But if we replace the expression "animal" or "nu nber
by "existenca” or "white" we know the "four™ without knowing
~hether 1t (exists) or not, or whether it is whiite or not.
In other words, we nay (even) doubt whether "four" exists

in the world. However, this doas 20t prevent us from knowing
the essential meuning of "four". 3Similarly, we may know the

essence of men without hnowing that he is white or th.t he



exists. But we canaot kao man without xnowiang that he is
animal. If our intellect falls to grasp this exam)le
tecause we are men and there are nany :en who exist, we can
re. lace thes word "man" by "crocodile" or &ny other enimal.
It then becomes evident that existence is accidental to
beings in general, while the comept of animal belongs to
man as an essential., Similarly, color is essential to
blackness and numbar %o five, 3Second, Xnow that there

hust Tirst be a univaersal before a particular can be
subsuned under it, whether thils particular be a real

objaect or an object of thought. For we know

that there must first be "animel™ befors there can be ™man”
or "hursa,* and that there must first be "number” before
there can be "four” or "five." But one cannot say that
there must first be laughter before there can be man. On
the contrary, there nmust first bz & nuan hérora laughter 1is
vossible. Man's lauvghing nature is an attribute, accidental
to him, which follows fram his existence and is sinmilar to
his being an snimal in that it inhsres in him &nd is -
inseparsble fram him. But the differencq between them

is recognizable, /ithout animality there can be no uan,
dut we cannot say that there must T'irst be leughter bafore
there can be man. There nmust first be man Lefore luughter
is possible, This priority is not o a temsorel but rather
of a logicel order, since both occur at the same time.
Thirdly, the essential cannot be ceused. We cannot ask what
has made nan an animel, blackness a color or four & number.
Man is an enimal by virtue of 1is essence, 1ot because of
the sction of an agent; for if the latter were true one

might assume



that this agent might make ® him 2 man without his being animal,
But this is inconceivable, though it is conceivable that he conld
be a man, without being a laughing man., The accidental, however,
i= csused, One may ask: What has made men exist? This is a
proper question. But it is not proper to ask: What has made
him an animal? In other words, to ask: "What made mep an ani-
mal?"” is like asking: "What made men & man?" JFor ope may say
he iz a man by virtue of his essence, and similarly, he is an
animsl, by virtue of his essence. For "man" is a rational ani-
mal, and there is no differmnce between asking: What made him
@ animel? He simply eabbrevie ted the latter question by stating
one of the two essential attributes and exclusing the other.
In generel, when the predtoate dpes not differ from the subject
and they both procesd from its essence in the universal, we may
not ask for its oaun'; for we may not ask: Why is the possible
possible and the necessary necessary? But we may ask: Why does
the poasible exist? |
ANOTHER SECTION CONCERNING accidents in particular:

The accidental is divided (into that which §s separable from
its subject and that which inheres permanently and inseparably,
@;gs the laughter of man, the duality of two and the angles of
a triangle being equal to two right angles, They are inseparable
from the concept of a triangle, 1nhorah1: in it without being
essential. The separable 1:  divi dsd into thek whieh is slowly
separable, e.g., the state of being a boy, youth or graybeard,

and into thet which is quickly separabls, viz,., the pallor
of the ;o-ra and the fiush of the shamefaced one.
The lnseperable _ls divided into that which is separable in
thought but not in reddty, like the Blackness of the Ethicpian,



end into that which even in thought cannot be apprshended as
being separeble, like the indivisibility of the point, and
the duality of four. Sometimes it is separable in thought but
not in redity in another way, e.g., the angles of the triangle
being ejual to two right angles, since one who does ;ot
ugderstand that may nevertheless undersiand a triangle. But
it is impossible to understand the "four" unless it 1s
combined with the understunding of duelity, though all {the elements)
are inherent. Because these exsmples of the insejurable re-
semble essentials end may be mistaken for them, we lave
assembled these three cutegories to conside; them togethsr,

g0 as to Xnow by their combination when a guality is essential
and 0t to have to rely on ome only. The accidental 1s
divided into that which distinguishes its subject, e.g., the
leughter of man, which is called a pron:rty, and thut which it
has in common with others, ¢.g., eating, in relation to nan,

vhioh is called a general accident.

ANOTHER SECTION CONCERNING BSSENTIALS. From the point of
view of universality and partioularity, the essential is divided
into that whioh is not subsumed under anything more universal,
and is called gemns; into that under which nothing more parti-
cular is subsumed, and is called spscies; into tix t which is
the msan and is called a speoles in relation to that which is
above it, and a genus in relation to that which ls underneath.
The species under whish no further species is subsumed is
galled fhc lowest specles. The genus which is not subsumed
under any other gemis is called the highest genus. The
highest genere that are not subsumed under any other are ten
in number, a&s will appear. One is ngubxtance™ and nine are



accidents™, Substance is the highest genus sinos there is
nothing more universel cutside of "exlistence", which is acci~
dental and not essential. Gemus is & term for the most univer-
sal easential., Substance is divided into mattel and non~metter,
and matter is divided into the growing and non-growing.

The growing is divided into plant and animel, and animal
is divided into man and not-man. Thus, ixskamswxkx substence
is the highest genus and man the lowest species. Plant and
animal, which lie between, are called relative species and gemus,
Only man is called the lowest species because men differ
only in accidental chavacteristics, e.g. boy, graybeard,
long, short, wise man, fool. These characteristics are
accidental and ess:ntial. Man differs fram th§ horse in
e@sence, ani the color' black differa from whit.e in essence,
but one black color does not differ in essence or me ture
from another black color. One is found in pltch and the other
in a raven, its relation to the raven being accidental. So
too, Zaid does not differ from TAmr either .n being ™man* or
in any other essentiul thing save in being the son of another
person or from another country, or of another color, sizs,
or disposition. All these are acciaentsl churactsristics in
accordance with the defl nition of accidentzl given above.

ANOTHER SECTION CONCERNING ESSENTIALS: From snother
point of view, the essential is divided inlto that which serves
as an answer to the gues ion: What is 1t? whez we mean by the
question what is its real essence; and into thet which ae.';na
&8 an answer to the quesion: What kind of thing is it? The
first i= celled a gemus or species, the second is callsd a
ditfcnmo. An example of the first is the answer, "animal"



to the question: What are they? after ones has pointed to a

horse, an ox or a man, or

a) The text has the following diagpems::

Substance
Ma tte m-mmiter -
ter
Grow on~growing
Gptwing
ant

q}d\l
Ma Non-man
: Rmuf\lmm o 4

the answer "man™ to the qusstion: What aye they? after the
question has pdinted to Zaid, 'Amr or Khdlid. 4n example of
the second is the answer "rational™, fSor when one has peinted
to man and asks: What is he? and you mwer-, "animal™ the
@estion is incompletely snswered, for nanimalv inclndes more
then man., What 1s necessary is that which differentistes his

essence from others. The question is, therefore: What kind of
animal is he? The answer is that he is ratiocnal. Rational,
therefore, is the essential difference in answer to the
question: What kind of thing is he? The combination of "animal"”
and "ratiomal™ contal ns the real definition, for the definition .
expresses what the person who asks epprehends as being the es-
sence of the thing., If we replace "rational” by an accident
which differentiates him from all other enimals, e.g., an animal
of erect stature with wide nails and of a laughing disposition,



this defines him and differentiates him from all other anid=-
mals, This is called description; and is of benefit only in
awareness of differenoces. But by means of definition, the rsal
essence of a thing is investigated, and is attained only by
stating all the essential differences. Awareness of differences
is attained from the generally known and is sometlimas attained
¥x by only one difference. The apprehsnsion of essence, however,
is attained only thmugh stating all of the differences,

Scmetimes there is more than one differsnce, so that when the
questionEm concerns the essence of the thing, it is necessary
to state these differences. Jhoever, therefore, in defining
"animal”™ says that it is a body, eguipped with &« soul and
sentient, is stating characteristics which are esseatiel,
distinective and of genersl application which may be inverted.
Towever, he nust add to it "that which moves by its own will,”
80 that the stoting of ess:ntial differences is exhausted by
it and the apprehension of its true essence is campleted.

Now that the exjosition of defi:ition is understood; we

shall point out the errors which may cecur in definiticn.

They occur when after having combined the nearest genus with
all the essenticl differences 1a ths proper order we define a
thing by somethlia; that is not clesrer than the thiag itself,
i.e., when you define a thing by itself, or :tv something tha?
is &8 obscure as the thing to be defiaea, dr by something that
is more ibscure, or by samething that is kaovwn only after the
thing to be defiined is known. aa exanple of the first is

the statement, in defining "time=, that it is "duration of.
mcvement®, for "time " is indeed "duration of moverent®. ﬁut

he who does not uncerstand the comcept of "®ime" does not,



therefore, understand what '"duration of movement™ rieans and
whut the concept of duration is. an example of the seccnd

is the stutement that whiteness '

is the opposite of blackness, making the thing known by its
opposite. 3Sut when the thing is unknown its o;posite is
unknown, Ior its opposite i1s &s unknown as the thing itsclr.
Defining whiteness by blacknes: Tirst is no clearsr thun def-
ining blackness by its opposit=. an.ezample of the third is
the stutenent when defining "fire," thut i is Sthe element
which is similar to the soul", Aas is well known, the concept
of "soul® Is more obscure than that of "fire"; zumm, mmax

how, then, can the latter be known through the formerg an
example of the fourth is the definition of snmatﬁing by what

is made kno'n only by it. Zor axample, the definition of "sun":
A star which shines during the day. }The word *daur is ment~-
ioned in defining "sun", though it is understood only after
understanding the word "sun®, For the real definizicn of

"day" is; the time during which ths sun is over the ezrth.

iWe zmust be careful of these importaat things in our definitions.
From what has been said above, it followsthat the essential is
divided into three classss: genus, specles and difference; znd
the accldentel into two classes: »roperty and generul
characteristics. It 1s thus established thut the parts of the
incomplex universals are five in number and are culled the five
incomplex ‘taris, They are: genus, species, differencs,

accident and »roperty.

THE THIRD CRAPTER~--~-CONCERRING THE combining of the
incomplex and the kinds of ;ropositions: Incomplex words may



¥x combine to form sentences. e shall be concerned only with
one kind of sentence - that which makes a statement. IV 1s
called & proposition or an enunciative scnteace, truth and
fulsity being appliceble to it. The stutamegt nThe world

was created”, may bs true, and the statement "Men ls a stons”
nay bé fuiso. Or when you say "if the sun rises” then the
stafamnnt nmthe stars are invisible" is true, and the statement
"The stars are visible", following the suzme condition, fs false.
The stetement "The world either was created or is sternal” is
true. Eut the statement "Reuben is either in 3Jedersh or in
Narbonne" is false because he may be in Montpelllier. These
are kinds of propositions. But the gtataments nexplain a problem
to me", or "will you join me in a journsy to Meccal™ cannot

be either true.
or felse, This is the subject matter of the proposition.

It will be explained when we discuss the kinds (in Getall),

FIRST SECTICN: Ths propositionx mey be divided into the

estegorical, e.g., "The world was crected”; the conditiocnal,
e.g8., "If the sun shines then it 1s day"; and the
disjunctive, e;g., "The world is either eternsl, or was
created.” The first, the cut:.gorical, consists of two terms:
One is the subject. It is that about which - e.g.v*The
world” - samething is stauted. The sacond is the predicute,
It is that which is stated, e.g., 'created', in the statenent
"The world was created.” Somstimes both predicuate and
subject are incomplex words, as we have stated, and sometimes
they are complex words, though they may also ba expressed by
incomplex words - e.g., "The rational animal goes on foot.”

Now "rational animal™ is the subject, it takes the place



of the word "man" which is incamplex; "goes on foot" is the
predicate and tekes the plare of the word "goes™. The

conditional
also conslists of two parts, but each one conteins a proposition.

The first part, e.g., "if the sun rises™, iz callesd the protasis.
And even though the conditionel particle, i.@., "if" may be missing,
"the sun rises,” which 15 a proposition, remains., 3Sut the
conditional particle burs it from being n‘proposition subject to
truth or falsity. The secand part "then the stars are invisible,»
is called the apodosés. EEven though the apodictic perticle,

which is the Arabic fa and the Mebrew hinne, may be missing, "the
stars are visible,” which is a proposition, remains. The difference
between thls proposition and the cuteéorieal is appurent in two
ways. One is that the two purts of which a conditionul is composed
are each of them s:ntances, it heing'impcssible %o ex ress each
part by an iacomplex word, whereas the two parts of which =
caetegorical vropesition is composed, arc terms. The second is

that in a categorical dyroposition, it is possible to ask of the
subjsct if the -redicate is its essence. For we sar, "Man 15 an
animal™ and we pay ask, "Is man an animel"? But the apodosis

is not the essence of the vrotasis. The apodosis may be other

than the protasis, except that it is
necessarily connscted with the latter and its existence

follows fram.tha existence of the latter. The ponditianal

differs from the disjunctive in two ways. One is that the
dlsjunctive consists of two parts, each one being a proposition
even when the disjunctive particle is nissing. But there is

no fixed order between the two parts outside of the order of the
statement itself. For if you had changed the statement "The world

was either cresated or is etéernal™ to "is elther eternal or was



created” the mesning is not altered. But in the conditional if
the apodosis is put in place of the protszsis the meuning is
altered; so that while in the propyer order it may bde frus, in
the reverse order it may be false. The second distinetion is
that ﬁhs apodosis agrses with tﬁa protasis, in the sense thut
it is connected with it, 1s necessary to it and doces not
contradict it; while one of the two jarts of the disjunctive
contradicts the other and is distiact from it. Yor the

existence of one of them requiteqﬁhé non-existenceof the other.

ANOTHER SEZCTION: The proposition, from the standpoint of
its predicatex '
may be divided into the affirmative, e.g., "The world was c;eatsd"

and into the negative, e.g., "The world was not created". "Not»

is & negative particle. Negaution 1n the conditional negates the
conjunction (between protasis and apodosis) e.g., "not" in (the
sentence) 'If the sun rises, it is not night'. Negation in the

~ disjunctive negates the disjunction, e.g. "not" in the sentence
#The asgs is not either male or hlaék, tut either male or female™.
Or "The world is not either eternal or material but either eternpal
or created". The protasis and azodosls may negate, theﬁ the
condition composed of them affirms, e.g., "If the sun dGoes no%l
rise then it will not be day". This proposition is affirmative,
since we have affirmed the conjunction of the non-existence of

the day with the non-axisténcu of the sun's rising. That is the
meaning of affirmetion in this prﬁposition. This is a stumbling
block., In like mannsr one may err in a categuricel proposition
and think that the ss3ntence, "Zald is non-voyant® is negutive,
though it actually is affirmative, because 1ts meaning is that

he is blind. We may say, in Arabic,; "Zaid is nonvvoyanti" eand



think it negutive though it is af:irmative, "non~-voyant" being
8 term signifying blindness. It is a predicate which may be
.ither affirmed or_negatod. For examzle, "Zaid is not
non~-voyant.® This negutes the "non-voyant" of Zaid. This kind
of proposition is called e:uilibrated, i.e., it is in reality
affimative though negative in form. It indicates that a
negation may be true of a non-sxistent thing. '¥e may say "The
companion of God, Blessed Be He, does not ses", and ztwww "the
absurd is not knowledge.” But we may not say "the companion
of God is non-voyant" Just as it is 1mpdsaib1e to say "The
companion of God is blind," for that affims the existence of

God's companion. This is even more apparent in Persian.

ANCTHIR SECTION: The proposition, from the stam point

of its subject, may be divided into the s;ngular, e.g. "Zald
knows" and into the non-singular; the latter being divided into
the ipdefinite and the cuantified. The indefinite is that to
which nc sign is attached indicuting that the proposition is
predicated of all or part of the subject, e.g., "Men are
righteous™ because it also admits of meuning "scame". The
quantified is that in which the sign is stcted. Thers ars four
quantifications: universal arfirmative, e.g., "Every men ia‘an
animal®; universal negutive, e.g., "No man isk stone;
particular affirmative, e.g., "Some mea write"; particular
negative, e€.g., "Not every man writes" or "Som2 nen do not
write®, Prom this stendpoint there are eight kinds of
propositions, (the four mentioned and

and the following four); singular negative, singular affirmative,
indefinite negative, indefinite affimative. These four are not
employed in the sciences because the problem of the particular



individual is not investiguted in the sciences. It is aot the
problem of Zaid thut is lavestiguted, but rather the sroblem of
men. The force of the indefinite is thet of the particular,

since at the very least it deals with the particulur. Its
universality is a metter of duubt becausz it may be reduced to less.
Therefore, it nust be rejected in the sciences. 'There remain the
four quantifications: universal afiirmative, particular affirmative,
universal negutive, particular aegutive, The conditional mary also
be divided into a univ:rsal, s.g., "Whenever the sun rises it is
day." and into & particular, e.3., "Scmatinas when the sun rises,

it is day.m” In the disjunctivs, too, there is a universal,
e.g., "Every material substance is »ithar in motion or at rest,”

and & perticular, e.g., "The man is eithsr on the ship or drowned
in the sea.” This slternative is spplicable to man only ut certain
times, e.g., when he is at sea and not on land., /e nust =lso add
ean example of the particular negative and the universal nsgutive

of the condltional and disjunctive. |

FOURTH SECTICN: The proposition, from the standpoint of

the reletion of its predicate to its subject, " is divided

into the possible, e.g. "Man writes,” "Man does not write;"

the impossible, e.g., 'Men is a stone' ‘'Man is not a stone;*

end the necessary, e.g., "Man is an animel,” "Man is 20t &n animal.”
Ths relatiopn of writing to man is a possible relation. e do not
take into consideration the difference effected by the negutive
and affirmative expressions. 7For that which is negated is as much
a predicate in a negutive proposition as that which is alfirned

18 8 predicete in un affirmative proposition. The relation of stone
to man is an impossible relaticn, while the relation of animal to

men is a necessary relation. The possidle is anr equivqcul with



two meanings, because it pay mean whatever is not inpossible, so0
that it elso inciudes the secessary. Fram this standpoint,
prosositions are of t:0 classes: possible and imoossible. It may
also m3an what may be existing at a certain timé or may be noa-
existing. This is the particulur usage. From this standpoint,
there are three classes; necessary, possible and inpossible. 1Ia
this case the necessary is not 1nc-ludad in the possible, but in
the first cuse it is included in the possibl.. TIowever, the
possible in the first case does not zecessarily imply the possibility
of noneexistence. But sometimes nun-existence is im.ossible, like
the necessary, which is impossible. So the possible in this case
only means that it is not impossible. The possible, then 1s only

san expression for the not impossible.

FIFTH SECTION: Every proposition may have an apparent contra-
dictory, which disagrees with it either in the affirmetive or in
the megative. But
if the true and thes false ax involved in it they are called
contredictory and we say one of them is the contrgdictory of the
other, which means ttat it is false when the proposition is tmwue,
and true when 1t is false. The oontradiction is true only
under five conditioms. First: the sudbject of both should be
the seme in reality as it is in name, if not, thers will be no
contradiction, For we say, "The dog will die;"™ "The Dog will
not die", meaning by the latter the dog-star, so that there will
be no contradiection, or we say "The ram will be slaughtered and
fried", "The Ram will not be slaughtered or fried", meaning by the
iatter the constellatim, Aries. Second: their predicate
should be the same, if not there will be no contraediotion, ©.8.,

"Phe fire consumes", "The fire does not comsume®™. The first



denctes perishidbility, the second, eating, Since the word shilah
is a homonym there is no contradiction, like the word "dog",
above. Third: the whole and the part should not be interchanged,
for when we say, "Someons's eye is black™, by which we mm&x mean
.the pupil of the eye, then saying "His eye is not blaok" wll
bs no ccntradiction, if we mean the absence of black coloring from
the whole y eye. Fourth: the potential and the actual should not
be interchenged, For when we say, "The wine in the barrel is
intoxicating” and we mean

that potentially 1t intoxicates, saying, "The wine in the barrel
is pnot intoxicating™ will be no contradiction becauss what is
meant by the latter is the absence of actual intoxication, Fifth:
they should bear the same relation éo all their correlatives.
Thus, our saying "Ten is half" does not contradict saying "Ten 1is
not half", "it is half" in relation to twenty and "it ia not
half" in relation to thirty, ete. The two statements "Zald
begets™, "Zaid does not begct™, are true in relatién to two
different people. (Sixth: they should be the seme in time and
place) | In g=nsexral, the two propositions should differ only

in negation and affirmetion. One proposition should negute of
the subject what the othsr affirms of the sw:me subject in the
seme manner, without change. If the subject is universal and not
singuler, 2 sixth condition is added, namely: <they must differ
quantatively, in so far as one of them is universal and the

other sarticular. PFor if both are particular, both mey be right
in the po:sible mode, e.g., "Somé men write™, "Some men do not
write.” If both are gniversals they may both be false in the

possible noue, 8.g., "All men writem, "All men do not woite.n

SIXTHE SECTION: Every provosition is apparently convertible,




Conversions are divided into thoss whose truths necessarily

follow from the truth of the originul proposition, and into those
whes € truths do not necessarily follow, and Are -rﬁlsa. BY
conversion is meant the transposing of pradicatélann subject.

If the truth remains the same, we say this proyosition is convertible,
IT 1t does not necessarily follow, we say that it is not convsertible.
We have already s#atad that there are four yuantified propositions:
universal negative,which is convertilis per se, as a universal
negative. For if the statement "No men is & stone,” is true,

the statement "No stone is a men" 1is also true. If it were not
true, its contradictory would be trus, i.e., "Some stones

are men” and this "some"™ would refer to "men” and "stones." But
this coniradicts the statement "No man

is a stone", which is the proposition we assumed to be true in the
first place. This shows that the uhivarsal negative 1is coavertible
per se. The particular negative, however, is not coavertible at
all. For while the stutement "Not some men write" is true, it

does not necessarily follow that the stutement "Soms who write

are not nen" 1s true. Tie universal affirmetive is convertible
into the particular affirmative but not inte the universal. For
it EEVer.man is an enimsl® is true, "Some animsls are nen" is
certainly true and "Every animal is a wan" 1s not true. The
particular affirmative is also convertible per se. For Just as
"Some animals are men™ is true, "Some men are animels™ 1is also

true. This is th- enquiry concerning kinds of propositions.

THZ FOURTH CHAPTZR: Concerning thetomposition of rropo-

sitions to form a syllogism. This is the purpose of the entire

en;uiry. But



first in thought is last in deed. The investigation of the
syllogism consists of two parfs, xxt mxikkt form and matter.

The first principle concerns the form of the syllogism. It has x
already béﬁn.nuntioned that knowledge is elther conception or~
judgement. Conception is arrived at through definition, and
judgement through argumsntation. Argumentetion may sither be
syllogistic or by means of #mduction or analogy. The
investigation of the unknown by the known is called analogy.

All thess are employed in argumanﬁation, especially the syllogism,
particularly the demonstrative syllogism. Ve must, howev:ir,
first give a general definition of the syliogism, which will Dbe
divided into the demonstrutive and the non-demonstrative. The
syllogism is a term us:d for propcositions so combized that from
their essential assumption a third p.oposition (e.g., that "The
world was created”) necessarily follows. Emé sane is trus il
only one of them is a necessary proposition. For example,

"The world has form" and "Zverything that has Iorm wus crssted.”
From the assumption of these two combined propositions, a third
proposition, ®.g., that "the world was created", necessurily
follows. Similarly, when we say, "If the world has form, then
it was created,” and "It has form," the conclusion "The world
was creeted” results from the assumption of the two premises.
Similarly, when we say "The world was either created or is
eternal,” but, "It is not eternﬁl,” the necessary conclusion 1is
that "it wes creasted." The syllogism 1s divided into that

which is called categorical and into thet which is called
hypothetical. The categoricéal combines two propositions, waleh
have one common term. Jor every proposition necessarily contelins

a subject and predicate. and the two propusitions include

four elements. Had they not one element in comion no conclusion



statement, "The world was formed" and the stetement, "The soul
is a substance.™ But if the (second) proposition were comnected
to the first by one of its parts, e.g., "The world haé form",
and "Every form was created", then the sum of the parts of the
proposition is reduced to three, ualied terms, Thus, the syl-
logism a'bdvo is concerned with three terms, "world"™, "formed" and
"oreated®. What the two propositions mention twice, and have

in oommon, is ¢alled the middle term. The subject of the con=-
elusion, "world" is celled the minor temm, and the predicate

" oreated”, is called the major term. "The world was created”
is the concluasion resulting from the syllogism. When the proposi-
tion is made part of the syllogism it is called a premige, The
proposition which mowisgix contains the minor temm is callad the
minor premise. That which contains the major term is called the
major premise. Neither premise can be designed by the middle
term, because 1% 1s found in both premises. The minor term is
contained in only one of them as is the ma jor. The resultant

of the syllogism is called & conclusion after it has become a
resultant, and is oallsd a poatﬁl&te before that. The relation-
ship of the two premises is callsd combinatim and the form of
the combination is called figure. Three figures result: the
middle term may be the predicate of ons of the two premises and
tho subject of the other 1s then called the first figure; it may
be the predicate of both, and is then called the second figure;
1t may be the subject of both, am is then called the third
figure. The rule for antecedent and ecnsequent in the conditional
is the seme ® as the rule for subject and predicate

in the cutegorical in that the conditionel is divided into

thesu figures., The three figures are similer in thut no



syllogism can result from eith.r two negutives, or two
particulars, nor cxn the ninor premiss be negutive with the
major premise particular. 3Ivery figure will be delinsd by

the characvteristics we have mentloned.

TTE FIRST FIGUAR: This figure differs fram the other two

in two ways. Cne is that in yeildinag itsponclusion, it need

not be reduced to another figure, while the other rigures are
reducible to this figure to make the necessary conclusion

appear - It 1s therefore callel the first figure. The other is
that 1t yblds the four quantified propositions, univstdal and
rarticular affirmative, universel and particular negstive, as
conclusions.

The coneclusion of the second figure can never be aflirmative, and
theconclusion of the third figure cuan never de universel. Tae
first figure, to be conclusive, is subjlect to two conditions:

the minor premise nmust be aflirmetive and the major, univarsal,
If (one of) these two conditions is wunting then, though

the premises may be true, no coaclusion will rosﬁlt from

pes tulating their truth. It follows from this figure thet when
you have postulated an afiirmative propositicn

which 1s true, then whatever is asserted es trus of the predicate
is necessarily true of the subject. It cennot be otherwise. It
is the same whether what is as.erted as'trua of the predicate is
negative or positive, or whether the subject is universal or
particular. From thils, four coaclusive noods result, and the
necessity of this coneclusion is apparent. For if "len are animals*”
is true, then everything which is truly asserted of animals -

which is the predicate - their being sentient, or their not being
stone, must be true o "men™ since "men" are necessarily included



in "animals." And if the prososition obncerning all Enimals is
true, then it is necessarily true of some. This follows from the
first figure. Ve shall now state the four different moods: <the
first contains two universal affirmetives e.g. "All matter is
composite,” and "Everything composité'waa created.” Therefore, of
necessity, "All matier was created.” The second nood contains

two universals, the major premise being negutive. It is essentially
like the first, except that it subs titutes "is not eternal™ for
the word "ereated" so that it becomes negative, e.g., "All matter
ls compositer, "Nothing composite is eternsl.” Its coaclusion

is, that "No matter is eternal.” The third mood is essentially
like the first, except thut we maka the subject of the first
prenise particular. This does not necessitate a conversion of

the proposition, because each particular is universal in relution
to itself and whatever is asserted of the predicate of the
particular is true of that particular, TFor example, we say "Scme
belngs are composite", and "Everything composite was created.n
Therefore, the necessary conclﬁ#ion is, "Same beings were created.”
This has been constructed from two arfirmafivaa, the zinor premise

belng particuler. The fourth mood is essentially like the third,

except that we meke the major premise negutive, thus substituting

e.g., "Some beings are composite", "Nothing composite 1s
eternal.” The conclusion is that, "Not all are eterpeal.”

This haus been constructed from & minor particuler afiirmative
cremise and & major universal negative premise. There are twelve
cther combinations, which do not vield conclusions, making
sixteen combinaxionslin each figurs. The minor prenise nmay be

e universal or particular affirmative, or a universal or

particular negutive, meking four. To each one of these



four major premises are added. NMultiplying four by four,

sixteen (moods) are obtained. Since we have laid down the
conditlon that the minor premise nust be affirmative, two

negutives and thelr conclusious are excluded., Thus eight

are invalld and two arfirmatives remain. But four s jor

premises are added to the minor universal affirmetive premise;

Two of the fommer necessarily being particulars, and these

two ure invalidated, since we have laid down the condéition that

the major premise in this figure :ust be & universal. Thus,

the number of moods is reduced to six. But naither the particular
neg.tive, nor affirmetive, of the major premiss may be combinad with
the particular affirmative of the minor premise, or nc syllogism
is possible from two particulars, Two more combinitions, of the
rermalning six, are eliminsted, leaving four. This iz how the table
no# appears: When the minpr arenlse is?univaraal affirmetive,
"Every C is B" and "Zvery B is A" it ySelds a2 conclusion. If the
major premise is a universal negu=tive, "No B is A", imyields

a conclusion. But if the major premise is a particuler affimative,
"Some B 1s A" 1t does not yield a conclusion because the major
premisa is a particular. So, too, if the major prenisc is a
particular negativ:, "Not every B is A" it does not yield a conc-
lusion. ihen the minor premise is a particular affirmetive, if the
major premise is a univarsal affirmetive, "Some C % B" and "Every
B is A", it yislds a conclusion. But if the nejor »remise is a
particular nagutive, "Not every B is E" it does not yizld e
conclusion, because the major premise is purticular. Thus we

have doﬁbinéd vith every minor universal affirmative premise

and minor particular effirmetive premise

But the negative predicate is dissimilar from the subject, and



what is asserted of it cannot be carried over to the dissimilar
subject. So if we say, "Men is not & stone,” and then meke an
assertion, whether negative or positive, with regard to "Stonen
that assartion does not carry cver to "Man". For you have cleurly
marked out the dissimilarity betwsen "stone™ and "man" by the
negetive. This is the reason for the conditions we have laid down,
and the reason that the conclusion is limited to four out of the
sixteen moods.

IIE SICOND FIGUW™: The niddle term is the predicate of both
Premisas. It follows  that every promise thet usszeirts of its
predicete whut may not be found in its subject is a negative ana
not an affirnutive prenise. Por if it wers affirmative then what
1s asserted of the predicate would be asserted of the subiect, as
in the first figure. e sald that whatev:r is asscrted as true
of the previcute of the afrirmative oremise is necessarily true of
the subject. Then we found that what can be asserted of it with
regerd to the predicate cummot be asserted of it uith regard to
the subject, so that we know that the proposition is negutive.,

If 1t were affimwtive the judgsment with regerd to the predicute
wculd be present in the subject. The coaditi uus which aske this
" figure conclusiwe are thut the two prenmisas shall be differe-t in

quality,
one of them being neg=tive, the other affirmativs, and that the

major pranis: shall be universal in ev:ry nmood. Thess two
concitions also reduce the coneclusive nocds to four, as in the
first figure.

THE FIOST MOOD of & minor universal af.irmatvive and & major

universal neguative: e.i., "BEvervthing materiul is divisible" and
"No soul is divisble”, therelore, "Nothing materisl is soul.”

The necessity of this conclusioa is explicabls by a reduction



to the first figure in a coavarsicn of the niajor premis:. For

it is a universal asvgstive and is convaeartea Der ., "Jothing
divisble is u soul" the 'divisible' bscoming the subject of éhe
najor pieiss which is alrzacr the predicute of ths niinor jremisc.

Thus it becormcs recucibl: to the s:zcond nood of the first Tigure.

T STCCIT IMC0D of two universwls, the ninmor premis: being a

nagative: &.g., "Nothing sternzl is comyosite;” and "all 1natt «r is
composite”, therefore, "Wothing eternal is ratt r*e This is
explicabls by convsrting the ninor prauise and thesa vaking the

na jor minor, and the minor najor, "4ll nattsr is compositen, and
"Nothing composite is eternal,” therefore, "Nothing uaterlel

is eternal,™ as &abGre in the second nmood of the first figure.
This conclusion is convsertible since it is a universal asgutive,
The result is, as we have st.ted, "Nothing eternzl is retarial.”

THE THIAD 1COD of a

minor particular affirmative end a major universal nsezgutive., This
iz similar to the first nood of this figure, except in that tae
minor is nade a particular, &.:.,, "Somne creutures are Civisibls,n
and "No soul is divisible", therefolre, "Soms creatures urs 20t
souls"”, beceuse vien we have converted tﬁa major it is reu.cidble
to thes fou th mood of the Zirst ficure.

TYT FCULTE 100D: of a minor particuler nggative and & riajor

universel affirmative; e.g., "Not ev:.r” creature .s comnosite,” and
"Everythins nateriszl is compositey™ therefore, "HNot ev-ry creatur
is meterial.” This cun.iot be reduced to the first Jigure by con=-
version. IF we were tc convert th. major aflimavive, it would
bacone varticulasr and there is no syllogism for tvo daptlculars.
But 1t can be made tirue in t.o weys, one of them being called

assunption, the oth.r azsgo.s. It is sssuadtion whun we sey



"Scrne creatires are nct composite”. This "3ome" usuuiies "Ivery";
assune that it is "Every" and we we may cx=ll it "Soue" or "Zvaryv,
Then it will confornm with the sscond mood of this figure. By
apagose 1s neant that, if, e.g., "Not every creature is retter" is
not true, then its con:iradictory, "Zvery cresture is matter®, is
true., YNow it is known that "3verything nateria. is oom;osite,”
thersfore, it necessarily follows that "Every creature is composite.”
But we havsa alrea%y assumed, in the nipor tera, that "Hot every
creature

is composite™ is true, then how cen its contradictory be true.
This (epugoge) s absurd, and what leads to it is absurd.

#hat led to it was the assumption of & fulse conclusion.

THIRD FIGUR®: the miduls term 1s the subject of both premises.

It follows thut avery silnor prenmise is afiimutive, s what is
asserted of its subject ;:ay be usscrted of pa-t of its :redicute,
whether the assertion is g tive or ar-irmative, or whathsr the
ninor prenise is particular or universal. That is perfectly
Dlain. It has two conditions: <that the ninor premise shall Le
firmative: <that one of the two vremises shall be universcl,
whether it be the minor or the najor. There msre six owaclusive

moods in this figure.

TEZ FIRST 1:00D of two universel affirmu.tives: "Zvery man is

an animal" and "Every man is rational", therefore, "Scme animsls
ere rational", since the minor premise is coaverted as a
partlicuiur. It is as though you salu, "Some animuls are ::en” andé
"Zvery man is -aticnal” therefore, "3ome animels are retiocasln.
This is similur to the third :acod of the first rigure.

THE SIZICOXND "0CD of two universals, the najor being nogative;

"Every nan:1s an animal" and "No man is a horse,” therelfors, "Not



every animal is a horse.,” This is due to the fact thut - hen the
ninor is converted it becomes a particular affirmutive. It is
thus reducible tc the fourth ::00d of the first figire.

THE THIRD }COD of two affirmatives, the minor bein: a

particular; "Some men are vwhite," YEvery man is &n animul", there-
fore, "Some, who are white, ure anim.ls". Por ths ninor
pariicular affiriative is converiible. Thusit is redueiblc to
the third mood of the first figura.

THEZ FCURTT !"0CD of two affirmatives, the major beins a

particuiar: "Zvery man is an wnime.” and "Some nen write®,
therelfore, "Some animels wirite", for when the particular najor

has been converte. and haes been mede « minor it becanes, "Some

who trite are men," and "Ivery nan is an animal™ and it necessarily
follows that "Some who write are enimuls." The conclusion is then
convertible, and 1t becores "Some animals vrite.”

THZ FIFTHE ''C0D of a minor universsl affirmetive and a najor

particulay negative: "Every man is retional”™ and ™ot every man
writes™, therefore. it necessarily follows "Not everyone who is
rationel writes." Tals is explicable by way of assumption,

THE SIXTH MCOD of a minor particular af irmative apnd a
major universal negative:
"Some animels are white,” and "No enimal is snow," therefore,
"Scme white is not snow." This is apparent in the conversion of
the minor, for it is reducible to the fourth (mood) of the rirst

figure. These are the details concerming categorical syllogisms.

CONCERNITG HPOTHITICAL 3YLLCGIIS

Hy_.othetical syllogism are of two kinds: conditional and disjunc-

tive. aAn exanmple oi the conditionel 1s, "If the world were



crezted, then it has a creator."” If we effirm the eondltion in
the antecedsnt  the conseguent followsy as it is, i.e., if we
sa}, "and it is known thut the world was creested,™ that is the
antecedent as it 1s, the consecuent as it is follows, "It has

a creaior."” But if we afilirm the contiedictory of the conseqguent
the contredictorr of the antecedent will follow, ..., when Ve
say, "It is known thet it has 10 creutor,™ it wil_. Ifoliow that

*It was not created."” But if you affirm the contradivtory ol the
antecedent, neither the conseyusnt, as 1t is, nor its comtradictory
will follow. For were we to say, "It is not created,™ this will
not yield a conclusiony, as " ‘hen we may, "If this is a pan, then
he is an animal, he is not a man,"” it does not foliow from it that
"He is an animal,™ or that "He is not am animel.” 8Similerly, if
we affirm th2 conseguent as it is, it will aot yield a conelusion.
For when we say, "And it is xnown that the world has a creatar,”
no conclusion will follow. For when we say, "If thighrayer is
accaptaﬁla, the one vho prays is Hure.” and "He is »Hure."” It
does not follow that the pruyer is accepted or tihat it is hot
accevted. O these four aflirmtions

only two yisld coxlusions, i.e,, the antecedent as it is, which
ylelds the conseguent as it is, nhd the contradictory of the
consecuent, which yields the contradietory of the « tecedant.

But the contradictory of the antecedent and the consej.ent as it
is yleld a conclusion onl” when it is established thaetr the
consequent is egual to and is not nore universsl thun the
antecedznt. In this case, the Tour affirmetions (uvlterawnts)
yield four conclusions. For we say, "If this is mattsr, it 1is
composite”, "and it is matter, therefose, it is cm)osite.”

Or, "and it is canposite, therelore, it is matter.” (r, "and



it is not matter, therefore, it is not nmatter.” t when the
conse uent is more universal then the untecedent, as "=nimel®

in relation to "man", then, “hen the nors universul uoes .0t
exist, the particular does not exist. For the non-existeance

of "animal" incluces the non-existence of "mun". 3But tie non-
exi stence of the particular does nct include the noa-exlstence
of the universsasl. for the nca-existence of "man™ does not
incluce thz non-existence of "animal". But ths existence of the
particular includes the existence of the universal. For the
existence of "man” includes the existence or "animul", Tut the

existence of "animal™ does not include the existence of "nann.

THE STCOND KIND The disjunctive: e.g. "The world is sither
eternal or was crszted.” Four argumants are constructed from thi:.
either smaller or larger. If the parts are not all incluced,
€.g. "Zaid is elther in France or Spaln or elsswhere or
*This number is either five or ten or nore, then the affirmation
hence it was creuted.” Therefore, the af.irmution of sither one,
cate; orically, will yield th: contredictory of the other, aad the
affimetion of the contradictory of either one will yield the
other categcrically. These are its conditions: the disjunctive
contains two parts. If there are three, the categorical uflirmation
of only one would yield the contradictory of the other two. TFor
example, "This number is either amaller or larger or e:ual,” and
"it 1s larger"; hence that "it is small-r or ecual” is invelid. If
the contradictory of one were aifirmed, one of the remainder would
follow, but not categorically, i.e., "And it is not eyual,” hence
it follows that it is
either smaller or larger. If the parts are not sll ineluded,

€.g. "Zald 1s elther in France or Srain or elsswhere or



"This number is either five or ten or nore, then the affirmation
of each one, categorically, would result in the falsity of

the other two. But the affirmation of the contradictory of

the one will not yield a conclusion because not el l of the
remainder is included in the cther. I These are the »rincipies
of the sylloglam. ‘e shall clmplete the treatise by stuting

the four kinds of sylloglsm: ‘apagcgic, inductive, analogical

and coambined.

The apagogic syllogism 1s also hyoothetical, siaee we

assume the contradictory br the conclusicn, aad by then,
arffirming ik in combim tion with a premise whose truth is
apparent, and then we affirn the comtradictory. Tas form

of the apagogic syllogism is such that we substunticte

Xour opinion by invalidating 1its contradictory und its
contradictory is invaliduted Dby the fact thst falsshood
follows from 1t. and that is done when we combine with it

a nremise whose truth is apparent and which yields a
ccnclusion whos'e falsity is apperent. Then we say that the
false conclusion resulis only from a sylloglsm whose oremises

contain a falsehood. and 'sinca the truth of cne cof the
two premises is spparent, the falsity is to be marked in the

second premise whioch is the opmidn of the opponent, An example

of it is when one's opponsnt wishes to assert that "Every soul

is material®”, Ya oontradiot him by fomming a 'ayllog!.amz "Bvery
sa1l i1s materiel®, "All matter is divisible.” Therefore, "Every
sml is divisible™, The felsity of this is apparent im by the
nature of the soul of man. There must be something false somewhere
in the premises for them to yleld this conclusion., But we have
said that the truth that "All matter is divisidle™ is apparent,



80 that the felsity rests in ocur saying "Bvery soul is material.”
Wher this is invalidated, it is substantiated that the soul is
not material,

INDUCTION refers to transferring the x judgement cocnceming
¥ many partioculars to the universal which contains those parti-
culars, e.g., "Bvery iniml moves its lower jaw while chewing"”.
We have seen man, the horse, the oat and other animals do so.

The refore, this is true if 1t is possible to compl te en investi-
gation of all animals. Then & syllogism in the first mood cauld

be constructed.
"Every animul is either horse or ian, ete.” "Every horse and

man, ete, moves his lower Jav while chawing;" Hence it follows
that "Every enimal noves 1is lower jaw." But if even one is
omitted - llke the crocodils, which moves its ujper jaw - the
truth will not te zffirmed. Iﬁ is not fur-Tetched to assum=
that & judgen=snt will be true ‘'in & thousand cases save ona.
Dspendence on induction is sound in matters of figh, but not
in things which require demonstretion. In matters of figh, the
more induction is based on exact investigation und the closer
its approach to completeness the more certein it is to put

opinion out of court,

IHE ANAIOGICAL -~ The jurists snd Mitekallims call the anale
ogical by the name Qiyas, which is the transference of the judge-
ment from one particular to apother which resembles it in some
respect, When one loocks 8%t & house and sees that it was created
and has form, then at the heavens and sees they have fom, he
extends his judgement to it and says, "4ll matiter that has form

was created, the heavens have form, therefors, they wWere created",



in analogy to a hause, This will not yield certain knowledge.
But it 1s suitable for scothing the mind and convineing the
lis tener in discussions and so is employed in thetoriec. By
rhetoriec is meant the discu#siona current in disputes namely:
complaints and apologles, blaming and preising something, ex-
pressing revulsion or disgust at somsthing {end things of that
gsort). 4 sick persan is told, "Drink this medicine because it
will benefit you,”™ and he asks, "Why?", ami is told "Beceause so
and so, who was sick, drank it and it 4id him good". He is,
therefore, inoclined to take it without asking thet it be demon-
strated ns' beneficial o every sick person, or that his sickness
is similar to the other's and his condition as far as age,
strength, weakness, eto., are similar to his. ind becawse the
dialecticians felt the weakness of this method they invented

a new one; they said it is clear

that in the original proposition the jJudgement was arrived at
in this way. So taey procseded to establish the (mesaxing and
the) cause in two ways. One of them was culled a proposition
of general application which may be invertea; the other,
investigatéenmuit and division. In relation to the proposicion
of general application which may be inverted, they seid it
means that "whatever has form wes created.” And "whatever
heas no form was not created." This goes back to induction

and does not yield certitude onr two counts, First, a

complete enure ration with none omktted is impossible., Second,
in the investigation, the heavens ware or were not investigated.
If they were not investigated, then a complete investigation
was not effected. And if an investigation was rede of a

thousand cases save one, it is not far-fetched to assume that



the one jgggament out of the thousand mey be different, as

we mentiomed in the cese of the crocodile. Mow, 1f the heavens

were investigated and it is kmown that they were created

because they have form, the question is already sclved, since

it was clear belcre esteblishing the truth of the premiss of

the syllogism. The syllogism is not needed to affimm it,

since it is already plein. The other method is imwestlgution

and division. We say, for example, let us lnvestigate all

the attributes of "house". It exists, is materisl, s:1f-

sufficient and has form. But it is fallacious to say that it

is created bacause it exists, or bevause it is s¢lf-sufficient,

or it is this or that, as if ever - existent thing or s«1f-
sufficient thing had to be’crautad._

Therefore, 1t is esteblished that it was createc becauss 1t has
form. 3But this is fullaclous on four grounds. FINST, it adnits

of teing sald that the judgement in the orliginel projosition was
not arrived et through ey of these causes, wiaich include more

than "house", but through a ceus2 which 1s limited to "house" and
therefore does not extend beyond it. Even irl 1t be established thut
something other than the house was created, it will be csused by

a quality that includes "house" and that thing in particuler and does
not extend to the heavens. 3XCOND, this is valid only when all
descriptive attributes of the matter under consideration are
investigsted. Now, a vomplete account and full investigation can
never be proved, some attribute may have been omitted and that might
be the cause. So the najority of dialecticisns do not consider
cafpleteness, but say, "if there be another cause, show it.” Or,
they say that if there were, you aad I would certainly have

perceived it, just as if there were an eleshant belore us we



would perceive it. If we did not perc=ive i%, we would assert

that 1t does not exist; but this is weak since the inability of
the two ccnflicting parties to percsive it immediatelr, or

however long the inability exiaté, does not lndicate non—e#istenca.
This case is not-like that of the elephant; it is not possible

for an elephant to stand before us and for us not ® see it
immediately. Yet there are many matters we have investigsted which
we could not understand 1mnadiately{hput only after some tims.

TTIRD, even 1f the investigation were completed,

if there were four attributes the imvalidating of three does

not affirm the soundness of the fou.th, since the purts in
combination are more than four. It admits of being regarded

as created Dbeceuse it 1s existent and material, or becuuse it is
existent and self-sufficient or because it is existent and has

form. aAnd it admits of being crested because it is ;mteriel

eénd self-subsisting or material and has form. and it admits of

being created because it is existent, material and self-subsisting.
And 1t edmiss of being created because it is existent, self-sufficient
and has form - or other combinatiocns, eith:r of two and two or

of three and three. SThere are many Jjudgements which cannot be
established as long as many elements are not bhrought together, like
the blackness of ink in which guall, vitriol end soot are combined
wlth water. Most judgements &are caused by elements in combination.
So that the invalidating of the sejurzte gqualities cannot sufrice

to invalidate them in cambination. FOURTH, assuming that your
investigation is complete and sound and assuming that three are
invalid, while thefnrthremains, this indicates only that the Judgement
is not caused by the three nor by anything other than the four;h,

but it does not indicate thaut it is necessarily dependent on the fourth



as a whole, It admits of the fourth being divided into two

parts and of the judgement being dependent on ons of the two parts
and not on the other. So the invalidating of the three demonstrates
that the cause is not found in aaything other th.n the fourth but
does not demonstrate that the whole fourth is the cause. This

is & stumbling block. For if it were first divided and described as
being

existent, self-sufficient, meterial and having this or that rom;
the invalidating of three will not necessitate the depepﬂenoe of

the judgemsnt on "fom" in general, but on one of the two parts of
"form", This, these dialectical proofs are clsar, But it does

not becoms a demonstrative proof as long es it is not said, "Bvery-
thing that has fom was cresated”. "The heavens were formed”,
therefore, "They were oreated". But if we divide the first state-
ment into partioulars, & universal cannot be derived from it. So
the statement of the universal, "Everything that has form was created”
mist first be established, And that cannot be established by show~-
ing one thing that has form and was "created”, not even by showing

a thausand things that have form and were created. DBut this is

the desired premise, so its valldity must be proved by two socund
premises or by one of the ways which have been mentioned, There

is no getting away from it. This 1s the analogiocal judgement,

COMPCSITE STLLCGIS!'S: Be it known that the gener:l fashion

in bcoks and  teachings 1s not to proceed bty the building of
8yllogisms in the way we have been bullding them. Ther are Iound
however, in a confused way, in books, Iei'bher with some addition
which could have besn dispensad with or with the omission of ons of
the two premises which must ajveer - both making for error. If

the confusior 1s caused by luck of order which may be resored, it



is a conclusive syllogism. 3But that which is ou.wardly constructed
in the proper order und is not acuvompunied LUy its conaitions is

not conclusive., »n example of the prover order is the first Iigure
of Buclid: when on 2 line aB we wish to ccanstruct an eguileteral
triangle and »rove that it is e.uilateral, me swy, tuke point . s
the center and place the end of the compess upon it and drew an

erc from it
to point B and complete the circle around peint A. Then, on

point B as a ceantar, 2lace ths end or the compass ana druw an

are to poiqﬁ A cumplet{ng the circle, with its centuxr at point B.
de then hav: two simlilur o relss, slince they Both huve the sane
radii and will necessar-ily interssct at some roiat, C. From the
point of intersection, & streight line procesds to 4, thus
sroducing line CA. Fraa C anothar straight line proceeds to B,
thus producing line CB. Tiis 1is the friangla of three egqual sides
which results from ABC. its gdexcnstration 1s that the two lines,
AB snd AC, ure equal, because they are arawn from the center of the
same circle tc its ¢ircwiference. The two lines iB and BC ere
egual for the seame reason. and lines 4AC end BC uare egual bectusse
they ere exactly e.:ual to the seme line, 4B. Therelore, the
conclusion is that the triangle is equilateral. This 1s the way
in which these premises are constructed. I+¢ they are properly
qus?;qgtg@,“thedecnclusion will resclly result from four camplete
;yllégisﬁs ﬁd br;miae bein: suppressed and each syllogism conslisting
of two premises., The First i1s, that the two lines, aB and AC are
ezual because they both Jroceed from the center of the c¢irclz to
its circumference, and eferr two struight lines from the center to

the circumference are eyual. Therefore, these two are e ual,

a) Text has the following diagram:



The second syllogism 1s that the twe l‘ines, AB end 3C pooceed fram
the center to the circumference, und they are also equal, as shown
in the oprevicus syllogiswm. The third syllogism is, thaat the two
lines, AC and RC, are equal, beceuss they are e ual to line .B,

and every two lines exactly e;uasl to the same thing are egual to
each other. The fourth syllogism 1s that the figure ABC is bounded
by three equal lines, ani every figure bounded by three equal lines
is an equilateral triangle. Thus, figure 4iBC, constructea on line
AB, is an equilaterel triangle. This is its proper form. Zut i: ié
easier to omit some of the prenises, This is the delinition of the

form of the sylloglism.

TIE ATTIR F 773 SYLLOGISY - The metter of the syllogism
-4 the prenises,
If they are apodictivally true, the conclusions are epodictically
true; If they are raln_o, thelir conclusions will ndt de true; if
they ere matters of opinion their conclusions will not be apodictiec,
® And just as gold is the matter of the dinar and roundness is of
its form, and just as the dinar may be spoiled either through dis-
torting its form and destroying its roundness by making it long,
80 that it is nc longer ocalled a dinar;, or by the adulteration of
its matter, it being iron or copper, so too the syllogism, It may
be invalidated because of the distortion of its form, i.e., when it



does not coinocide with one of the three above-mentioned figures,

or because ax of the invalidation of its matter, even though its
form may be sound, i.e., wWhen the premise is & matter of opinion
or is false. Gold has five degrees of purity; pure and unsdultera~
ted; conteining some dross, which is perceptible only to the keen=.
eyed; oontaining enough dross to:bo_apparqnt to the keen-eyed and
also discemable to those Who areinot keen-eyed, when their at=-
tention is called to it; aﬂnikerated with copper, but so skil-
fully counterfeited that even the keen-eyed may almost mistake it
for gold even though there iz no gold in it; so adulisrated that
its adulteration is apparent to all, Ehsnpremiaea, similarly,
heve five principles; that they be apodictically true, without

dm bt or question, o ‘

(A syllogisn so constructed is called a damonatrative'syllogism);
that they approach certainty in such a nenner éhat it is hard to
conceive o& the possibility of deception though the sossibility
arises during the investigatfan. {The ayllogism'constructed from
them is called dielectic); that the premises are consicered the
prevaiiins opinion btut the soul is eware of their contradictionms,
which expand “ith the awareness of their decepticn, (¥he syllogism
%x so composed is called rhetorical); that the form 1s decectively
1ike the apodictic, (the syllogism which results freom 1t is celled
deceptive or sophistic); thut it be known that it is fulss, but
the soul is inclined to it, by a kind of faucy, (the syllogisn
resulting from this is called poetic). aAll these prenises need
exrlapation. Premisesout of wilch the syllogism is coastructed,
which were not established through urgumentation but are assunsd
becaus® they are accepted as admltted ure limited to thirteen kinds

of judgements: "first principles®: Jjudgements of paréeption:



judgements of expsrience; opinions genarally accepted; propositions
whose middle terns are not negated by the intellect nor by thelir
syllogism; estinmative oziniocns; customary beliefs; wuuthoritative
statenents; admissions;. senblances; |
opinions which appear to be generally accepted; presumptions sl
imagined things.

FIRST PRINCIPLES are judgements which are made necessary by
the very nature of the mind as pure intelligence, as when we say
that two is more than one; that the Whole is greater than the
part; and that things squal to the same thing are equal to each
other. For he who supposes he was born & thinker and that he
leams oply through the abstractness of the intellect, and does
not know how to distinguish quantity and difference in nature
x but imegines that he X was created & thinker all at once and
that these judgements occured tc him and that he himselfl formed
their oconcepts after having conceived the meaning of the whole
and the meaning of the part, and the meaning of the lasser and
the mxre, surely, it would be impossible for him not to say
correctly that the whole is greater then thé part., This is true
of every "whole", whatever it mxy be. It does not come from the
senses, for the senses grasp &x only one or iIwe particulars or a
1imited number of things, but this judgement is established in
the intellset &s & universal and it is impossible for the intel-
laot ever to be separated fr‘bm it

 JUDGEMENT OF PIRCEPTION: when we say that the sun shines and
sets, and that the light of the moon increases and decreases, atc.

ZEDERNENT OF EXPERTENCE: that.which results from the combination
of the intellect and the senses, as when we say that fire bnrns and



that cathartic i1s a laxative and that wine intoxicates. For the
senses perceive thet xiwm drunkenness is a consequence of drinking
wine repeatedly, so that the intellect taxes note of it as involving
a necessary consejuence. For if it were accidental it would not
consistently follow. Thus, a knowledge of that about which it is
quite sure, is engraved on the mind.

OPINIONS GENERALLY ACCEPTED: those which are kaown through
the information of many pecple, as our knowinglof the existence of

Mecca and Egypt, even though we have not seen them. And when doubt
cunlcerning them ceases, they are called generally accevted belliefs.
But it is impossible to infer one from encther and to say © one
who Goubts the miracles of a prophet th:t he should believe in
them becauss the information about them is as persistent as is that
about the existence of the prophet, because he will say, "I cunnot
doubt the prophet's existence, but I can doubt the miracles. Fad
they been as evident to me as that, I would certainly not have
ba.en able to doubt tham."™ Therefore, he must wait until it becomes
an acknowledged fact for him. Them, doubht will cease.

PROPOSITIONS CONTAINING IN TTRMSILVES SYLLOGISIS BY THIIR VIRY
NATRE

ars propositions which a re not estadlished in the soul, tut in
their middle terms, thaigh the middla term is not foreign to,
that is, it is not separated from, the intellect. Therefors,
people think that it is a ma jor premise which is kpown m withm t
a middle (term), while in truth the proposition is known only
through the middle term. We have but to find the middle term of
the syllogism. The major and the minor terms are already found
in the theasis itself, e.g., We know immediately that two is half
of four. But we know this only through the middle term, &s in



the following syllogism: ™Iwo of four parts is one of the two
equal parts of a whole", "One of two equal parts of a whole is
a half", Therefore, "Two of four parts 1s e half". The proof

is that if we ware @sked what part of thifty—tmr is seven-
teen we would not immediately know that it is half, but would
have to divide thirty-four into tw equal parts and then examine
each part to £ind that esch is seventeen. Then Wwe would know that
it is a half. If this also is present in the intellesct, test
with meny numbers, or ohange the half to one-tenth or ome-sixth
of something else. That is the point of the example, It 18 not
strange that the propositim is derived from the middle term, and
yet the intellect does not notice that it derived it from the

middle term of a syilpgism.
Though one may achleve knowledge in a particular way he mey not be
aware o that way. For establishing knowledse of a thing is one
thing, end ewareness of how that knowledge was arrived at is another,
ESTIMATIVE OPINIONS are vremises which are invalid, but have
been established in the soul with sufficient strength tc prevent the
possibllity of doubt in them because of the judgemsnt of the estima-
tive faculty concerning things which are derived from sense objects.
For the estimative faculty accepts as true only what hebitually |
agrees with sense objects, as for example, the Judgement of the
estimative faculty that "Everythi:g that has no plaee, either in the
world or outside of it, is impossible;" or the judgement of the
estimative faculty that "Everything will eitherm perish or continue
to exist,” i.e., outside of the world, or the judgenent that matter
does not inc¢rease, nor become larger of itself, but only when
increase is added to it fram the outside., The cause of the judgement
of the estimative faculty lies in the fuct that these matters do



not agree with perceptiomns and ar< not cconceived of by estimative
faculty. Their falsity is known from the fact that ir everything
which is not conceived of by the estimitive faculty wers false, then
the estimutive faculty itself would be felse, for the estimative
faculty 1tself is not conceived of by the estimetivs faculty; only
knowledge and potential knowledge are. Now, any attribute which is
not grasped by the five semses is not grasped by the estimative
Taculty. Its error, in these specific guestions, is apparent in so
far as they are the necessary results of

syllogisms constructed from first principles, which the estimative
faculty accepts. and we will admit that when the prenises of the
syllogisme are constructed from first principles tae conclusion is
true, Therefore, when after we arrive at the conclusion the
estimetive faculty still refuses to accept if, we know that its
refusal is due to 1ts nature, which refuses to accept what is not
derived from sense objects.

CUSTOMARY BILIZFS are propositions which arsz believed in
because of popular belief alone. The masses anu the nseudowise
consider them to be necessary first princ iples of the pure intellset,
€.{ ., "Falsehood is improper"; "The pious man ought not téispeak
falssly, nor to znter the bathhouse without his cloek in & way that
would reveal his privy parts", "Justice 1s necessary and injustice
inproper", ete, These notions have been multiplied in oe 's hearing
since youth, and people agree to them in order to improve their
lives. The soul hastens to accept them, through hadbit, They ma- be
strengthened by the gentle virtues. But if one could suppose that
he was born a thinker and was not trained to gcodness nor attached
to virtue nor accustomed to be friendly, and these propositd ons
were brought to his intellect, it night be possitle ror_him to

refrain from accepting them. It is not like our saying tvo is



more than one., Some of these premises nay be true, but only

on the grounds of close examime tion or of evident truth, though
people think they are absslutely true, as they think the
statement "God 1s omnipotent® is true. That is a customary belief
and its denial is unworthy, but it is not absolutely true, for
He cannot create one like Fimsalf. What one should say is

that He .s able to do emwerything that it 1s possible for Him to
do. So,t00, our saying "He is bmniscient®™ when We is not
omniscient, for He does not know of another Existence like
Rimsslf. These customary bellefs may vary in strangtp_and weak-
ness accordiné to the varied customary beliefs, customs ané
habits, They may vary in different countries and anong dif-
ferent professions. A customary belief emong phvsicians 1s not
the same as among carpenters, and vice versa. A ocustonary
belief does not contradict falsehood, it comtiradicts the improper,
while truth contradicts falsehood. 'fruth may be improper and
falsehood pay be a popular customery belief. There is no

doubt that first principles and some judgements of percepticn,
opinions yenerally accested all, and judgerent of experieézcs

are customary beliefs. But we are dealing here only with
beliefs bused on custonm. .

AUTHORITATIVI STATEITNTS are judgements recelived fron

axcellsnt

men, the greatest in wisdom, end froam elders of (ancient)
times. '7hen these, recelved from them through tlieir books
and repeuted, aure combined with sound judgement, they beconme

esthblished in the soul.

IORS are those w:iich are adnitted by the opponent

or are acceptad as conventions by the two oppoaents alone.



For it 1s used only aguinst an oppon=nt but not againsi anyone
else., adnissions and custcmary beliefs differ as tc thelr
being universal or particular. Tor the latier are ad: itted

by all, while an admission is sdmitted by the opponent &alone.

STRLAICSS are those which are confused with first
orinciples or with juc‘:genenﬁs of experiexnce, or with c.stomar-
beliefs because of their senblance, but in truth they ere
onlr outwardlv sinilar,

OPINICYS VIICH APP34R TO BY GINIRLLIY ACCIFTID are those

which are accapted by whoever hears them eand i1s satisfled
with a first view and a cursory glance, tut when he investi-
gates them more thoroughly e finds them unaccedtuble and
perceives that thes a.e Tulse, liks the statemsnt "Help your
brother the robber or the robbed.” The s.ul ut first accepts
it, then inv3stigates and only then r.slizes that to help
the robber is not & logical consequence.

PREQUMPTIONS are ac.uired by opinion,

but allow for the possibility of thelr contradicetion, as it is
said of him who goes out at night that he is a robber, for if
he were not a robber he would not go uui at night; or "If = me-
one has saved our enemy, he too is ot enemy,™ . even though
it admits the interpretation of his having saved him through the
trickery and strategem of cne of our rriends..

DASGTIED THINGS are premises which are known to be false
but influence the soul to desire to antipathy. like ocalling
sweetness wormmwood, provoking the soul to rejoct. it wkiw as
knowing it to be false.

We shall now discuss the manner in which they are employed.



The firat five are suitable for demonstrative syllogisms.  They
are: first principls judgements, perception, judgements of ex-
periencs, opinions generally accepted, propositions containing
in themselves syllogisms by their very nature; The velue of
proof is that 1t is used to reveal the truth and to achieve
sertainty. Customary beliefs and admissions are

premises of the dialectical syllogism. iWere the first
principles and ths others of the five and those which
accompany them usad in dialectic, it would have been stronger.
But only i stomary bellefs and admissions ure employed in
dialectic becauaé they are popular admissions. For the art

of dialectic does not require stronger arguments than thess.
The advantages of dialectic are four in number.

EXPCIITION OF THE FOUR ADVAITAGES OF DIALECTIC: First,

to train every beginner end everyone who does not proceed in

the way of %ruth and whose understanding of the nsthed of
proving truth by demons ration is insufficlent. They therefore
turn him towards customary beliefs which he accspts as being
e cessarily true. 4nd thus his false opinion is disproved
by dialectic. Second, he who wishes to understand truth, and
is intellectually superior to ordinary people and cannot be
satisfied by mere rhetoric and persuasion, but yet cannot
grasp the method of judgement, to be able to grasp the con-
ditions of demonstration, may neve.theless acquire truth by
means of dialectical syllogisms. This is the method of most
Jurists who seek knowledge. Third, it is impossible rér
students to knuw, through demonss$ration, the prenises and
principles of the doctrines of a particular scieace like

medicine, geometry, etc., at the very bveginning. Were they



to begin with thasalpramisea it would not be easy for them to
gras; them. Therefore, they are suited to

dialectical syllogisms constructed of premises which are common-
1y held opinions until it is possible to teach them by demonastra-
tion. Farrth; ti» npature of dialeotical syllogisms makes it
possible for the :|.ms’t1_§|.tor to arrive at two contrary con-
elusions in one thesis. If he does so, and investigates the
place of error, he may discover the truth through this investi-
gation. This consideration of the art of dialectic will suffice.
If 1t does not, there is & separate book dealing with it; Mur-
.thur precsoupation with this ezﬁoaition is unnecessary.

are premises of

sophistic syllogisms, they are of no use whatacever. We must
knor them to avoid them. Sometimes they are employed to test
wrether one’s knowledge iz defective or perfect. Thersfore,

it 18 called a teating syllogism. It '15 sometimes semployed to
reveal the disgracfulness of one who pretends kk befors the
masges that he is wise and tms seeks to attradt them. For he
can be refuted by these premises and his ignorance revealed.
After they truly know how he has erred and recognize his lack
of knowledge they Will not pey him eny heed, This is ocalled an

elimindting syllogi

or rhetoricel

end juridical syllogiems and wherever certitude is not sought.

- The advantage of vrhotaﬁo in influencing man's soul to desire
truth and reject falsehood is well known; The seame is true of
the sdvantage of figh: The exposition of rhetorie is & book in



itself, There is no need for its exposition:

JMAGINED THINGS are premises of the poeiic syllogism, First
prineiples, like the premises that are usually employed in
rhetorie or poetry, am used only by way of postry and imitation.
Fimt §5 other than that; their apodictic character, is not needed
sxoept ror.innstigstion in the demonstrative syllogism and the
avoidencs of error in the sophistic syllogism. We shall make 1ts

expesiticn brief.

rL.IO0GISM: we shall

now mention the places of error concerning which we mst be

cautious., They are ten in mumbers

FIRST: dialectical arguments come in confused form and many

an errcr arises from them. It is proper for the student to
become accustomed to arrunge them in the above stated arder

g0 that he may .- know whether it is a syliogism or nct.

If 1% 1s, then of what type, of what figure of the type,

and of what mood of the figure. until the plaeel of error is
revealed, should there be one. SECOND: the middle tem must

be understood and studled sufficiently to dencte the same thirmg
in both rremises. Por if it should be even slightly changed

by some addition or subtraction the syllogism would be destroyed
and would result in error. e have mentioned an example of
this, when the universal negative 1s converted per se, If the
statement "No Jug contains wine» I.ta true, then its conversas,
"No wine 1s in a Jug", is not true, because the coanllttions

of conversion are not understood. The conversion of the
proposition, "No jug contains wine® should btz "Nothinz that
conteins wine is & jug". This, too; is true. The place of error



in the false conversion lies in the fact that the predicate of
the original propositicon is the word "contains wlina" and not
simply "wine". The entire predicate should become the suﬁ;]acf.
of the conversion. ’.’ﬂun you understand its comiitions, the
conversion will be true. THIRD: the minor

and ma jor terms must be understood so there should be no

change in meaning between them apd the two extremes of the
comclusion. For the syllogism requires the bringing together
of the two terms with no change in meaning. This is made

clear by what we have stated concerning the conditions of the
contradictory. FOURTH: the three texms eand the two extremes
constituting the conclusion must ve imwestigated so that they
do not contain a homonym. For freguently the term is one and
the meanings many, and so the syllogism would not be a true
one. This, too, has been made clear by the condition & the
contradictory. FIFTH:ZRNEEEX murkxEkxrxansidered the pronominal
particles must be considered very carefully, for the direction
of their predicate may change and cause error. Were we to say,
"yhatever the knowesr knows hu 1s like what he knpew," our
saying hu may refer to the knower or %o the known, since we
might say, what ne already knew was the stone. Therefore, hu
refers to stone. SIXTH:indefinite premises should not be
considerad to be true universally. Were they consldered
universal, the intellect would recognize their falsity. Thus,
when it is said, "Men are in Egypt," the intellesct accepts

and believes 1t. But when this proposition is nade universal,
@.g.,, "All men are undoubtedly in Igypt, the intellect

recognizes the fact that the proposition
is not necessarily a universael. Vhen it is said, "The friend



of your enemy is also yowr enemy”, the intellect accepts it.

But when it is mede universal, e.g. "Everyone who loves your
enemy must also be yow enemy”, then the intellect recognizes

the fact that the proposition is not necessarily & universal.
SEVENTH: when we assert the truth of the premise of a syllogism
and the reason for the truth of the assertion is that we scught

a contradictory for it and did not find it, this will not am
necessarily affirm the truth o the essertion. It will be true
only when we know that the thing itself has a contradictory

that is true, not that we could not find it, for it may exist
‘even thought we cannot fiad it immediately, as the assertion of
the statenient that "God is omnipotent." For it would not occur
to us that there might be something over which e did not have
power until we reelized that He could not create ancther like
Himself. Then we became aware of the error ol xour asser.ion.
But the true assertion is that "He is sble to do everything that
it is possible for Jim to do." This has no contradictory that
is true. _.."!‘.IGETH:tm mrenise should be outside oi the conclusion,
80 that the thesis should not be put as a premise o the syllogism,
in which case we would be beggiﬁg the question. It would be like
saying that the proof of the statement, "Ivery novement reguires
a mover™, is that nothing moves by itself. But this is

the very point of the elaim. He only changed the wording end
made it sppear as proof. m: a thing should not be, proved

by something else whose proof depends on the very thing you

want to prove, as when it is said"The oﬁzl is immortal beczuse

ii is eternally unﬂrp*-; We cannot kpnow that the smld is
sternally active as long as we do not know that it is immortal.
For 1t is only through its being immortal theat we can establish



that 1t is eternelly aotive. TENTH: to guard against imagined
things, common opinions and semblemnces and to regard as trm only
first principles, judgemesnt of perception and their like, When
we have observed tmse conditims, our syllogism u‘n,. without
dubt, ﬂold & true conclision and we will attain certainty.
Then, even should Wwe wish to doubt this being true, we should be

unable to 4o 30,
to adduce three examples of fallacious reesoning by which =
very wise Roman tested me, and I shall bring their solution
as he taught me. He sald to ne, "You ate what you bought.”
"Yhat you bought is a live fish.," Therefore, "Jou ate a
live fish." The two premises are correct, yet the coamclusion
is wrong. The solution is as follows: "iJhat you bougit"
refers to substance only, while "liver is alquulity. Therzfore,
this syllogism is a fallacy of the sscond ty:e. Be further
said, "You gave only one plein coin." "Whet you gave was
yours."” Therefors, "Only one plein coln was ycurs." The
sclution is as follows: ™"plain coin is thz subject of the
minor premise, as "only one" is of the iddle term, which
is suppressed in the major premise. 3So that he night have
had a million gold colns. This, too, is a fallacy of the
second trype. He further said, "If time ceases now, it will
not be day." "Jhenever it Is not day it is night.® Therefore,
"Now that time has ceas2d it is night.” The repeated middle:
term "It is not day” does not have the seme weening in both
premises. In the first premise it means absolute absence of
time while in the second premise it means Gifferent Yeriods
in time. This syllogism 1s a fullacs of the fourth tvpe.
FIFTY SECTICN OF M3 BCOK CONCERIING the derivation of




the syllogism and demonstration. There are Ifour chapters.

BS] 4 oomming the scientifio problems to be investi-
gated and their d—:lﬂ,sion'a:. we Tefer to the questions which my
oecur in the schiences. ~ T re are four, The first problem,
"shéther* concems the sx.‘lsten:.o of the thing; the second, "what®,
concerns the exsence of the thing; the third "which™, conceras
what differentiates the thing from others which are inoluded in

the sams genus; the fourth, "why", is the question of cause. The
problem "whether® is two-fold in character. Pert concerns the
very fact of existence, as whan we say, "Does God exist?", "Does
the void exi ﬁt?“; and part concerns the mode of existence, &s

when we say, "Does God will?®, "Was the worldd created?" The
problem "What" is also of a tw-fold charesters first, 1t trans-
mits the mesning of the 9 eaker by glving his words the meaning

he % intendsd, e.g., wheax he said "gheres™and was asked "What

do you mean by 1%%", and said "The sun®, Second, the question
1s asked concerning the essence of the thing, e.g., "What is wine?"
anml the answer is "It i= an intoxicating drink pressed from grapes®.
The problem "what" in the first sense hes precedence over the
problem *whether"., Pa he who does not know wimt thing is meant

| ocannot ask about its eziitunoos But in the second sense 1t must
come after the problem "whether®, because as long as the fact of
the exlstence of a thihg is not known the question of its essence
gannot be rai‘sed. The problem "which" is a question concerning

& frerential or distinguishing properties. The problem Twhy*

is two-£old in o

csharseter. Part concerns the cmse of existemse, as whem we

say, "Why was this olosk burned?” snd we answer "because it

% fell into the fire™, Part is & question conoerning the cause



of the assertion, e.g:, thet we ask "Why did you say that the
ecloak fell into the fire?" You answer "Because I found it
turnt®. The problems “win t" and “which"™ refer to conceptions.
The problems "whether™ and "why™ refer to judgements,

R concerning the demonstrative syliogiam

1 Sivided Into Whes whioh beveads he. oeuss of Fhe exiFtenss of
. the concln sion and that 'thioh reveals the cause of the Judge-
ment oomcerning the existence of the conclusion, The first is
called the demonstration of the cause of the fact, the second
the demonstretic of the cause of the judgement, For example,
one who asserted that tere is smoke in a certain place, and
when he was asked, "why did you say that in thet place there is
smoke?" said, "Bcome in that plaae there is rm, and wherever
tere in fire thtre is  smoke,. thnretore, in that plaea there is

smoke™, So this dnmmm‘him has rsvealed

thn mo of the :l:o.et tha:la "In tiat place them is smoke™, and
thx oause of the c:d.stenoa of the amke. But when he said, "l'h
tiat placs there is fire", and he was asked, "Why (did you say
thé. ,5 and he answered, ‘?chu':ln that plaice tl= re iz smoke"™,
an&"Wherever there is smoke there is fire,” therefore, "In thet
place thers is fire®, - - he revealed the cause of his judgement
concerning the existencs of the fire. But 1t does not reveal the
‘oeuse of the existence of the fire, nor what caused it to reach
tmt plaoa.‘ In gsnenl; the sffect indicates the omu,' and the
cause also indicates the effect. But the effect does not neces-
sitate the cause, While the cause nscessitates the effect. This
is the point., Ome of the two effects may indicate the other when
their inseparable connection is established, both being the £ ef-



foata of one cause. In the demonstration of the cause of the fact
(the middle term) doesx not have to be the cause of the existence
of the entire major temm. If 1i is the eauaelor the connection
between minor and mnjor'ta;ma, it is anﬁﬁgh that the middle term
dhgnid'euula,tha mﬁjor term %o be in the minor premise. Therefore,
when you say, "All men are m_ini-:n’n_la', )md *A1l animals are matter”,
therefore, "All men are matter”, this is @ demonstration of the
omse of the fact beceusé the middle term is the cause of the in-
herence of the major term ¥m in the minor. For man is matter be-
ocause he is an animal, 8:ige; "metter” is en essential attribute of
"animal”. It follows that mem is matter because he is en animal,
not because of a m genml attribute, ug., his existing, and
not boouuna of e more partiuultr attribute, a.g. his writing, or
baing.tall. ' o 7_ "

IHE THIRD CHAPTER concerning things araind which the demon-
atrative aniohoes revolve; . There are four: subjects, essential
accidents. theses and axloma,

ggggxgzgl By this 1s meant the aubjeutl‘whnap Judgements
are 1nvestigatcd in the | a,e;pn_ua_s, for every soience without ex-
seption has & subjeot matter which is imvestigated: And we
inquire as to the Jﬁdgpman$s_infthat sci@npa,’y,g.; men's body
iﬁ‘ialﬁtibn.to msdicing, magnitude in ralatﬁoﬁrto 5;0mefry§
nunber in relation to aritimetic, melody in relation to nusic
and the actions of responsible beings in relatioca to juris-
prudence. (In each one of these scienees) it is not incumbent
on the one occupying himself therewith to prove the existence
of these subjdcts (in his science). The jurist does not have
to prove that man acts, nor do the geom:ters huvs to prove

that magnitude is an accident which exists. The proof of this



is attempted in another science. It is {iacumbent unon him to

understand these subjects with their limits by way of conception.

THE BSSTYTIAL ACCIDINTS: By this is meant the dist inguishing
properti:s which occur ia the subjects of that science bul do not

occur outside of it, like the triangle an¢ the quaarilatveral in
certain nagnitudes, the curved anu ti2 streight in others.

These are essentizl accidents of the subjects of z20metrr, as
even &nd odd are of number,

and harmony end m disharmony of mslody, thet is, relation {of
sounds], and sickness and health of the animel. But it is neces-
Qar; at the beginning of the investigetl on of svery sciencs to
understand theas essential acecidsnts, with their limits, by way
of conception, Thelr existence in the subjects only follows the
denon:'tration of thet soience. For the purposes of the science
is to demonstrate their existence in it.

w "Thesis"is an expression for the combination of
these essential accidents with the subjeots. They are %the
probllem of each solence. Questime in it are asked concermning
them, and in go far as qQueatim s are asked concerning them, they
are oalled theses of that soience., In so far as they are investi-
gated, they &re cl.r.lled problems, A4nd in io fer as they are con-
clusions of & demonstrative syllogism, they are called conclnsions,
But whatever the nams, all refer to the same thing. These names
chenge with the ohange of the viawpoint. The subject of every
demonstrated thesis in science will be either the subject of the
dcience or som® of the essential ascidents of the subjsct of tha
solences If its subject i1s the subject of the sclence it .may be
the subjeot ig¢self, as it ia said in mathematics, every magnitude
is wt either commensurete with another magnitude which is homo-



geneous with it, or is not commensurate with it, This is the
thesis investigated: 4s it is said in arithmetlic every number
will be a half of another number 1f it is equidistant from the
two x ends of the other mumber, e.g., five is half of the sum

of six and raur,-anﬂ thres and seven, anﬁ eight and.t;o, and one
and nine. Or the subject will be the subject of the science with
an sssential desoription, |

i.e. an essential accident, As it 1s said in geometry, the
megnitude incomnensurate to a thing is incomneusurate to evary
megnitude which is comnensurate with it. 3o what vas teliin wes
the incommensurate magnifude,- not mere nugnituce, seeing thet the
1ncanmensurate"ia an ess=ntial af.tributa'or the sugnitude.

and as we say in-arithmetic, if vou multinly one-hulf of &
pumb. T - which is divisible iato halves - by the other halfl,

the product will be cne-~fourth or‘the s:wr: of thé number. Fere
we tuke a divisible nunber, not number in gsnerzl. Cr the subject
will be ons of the species of the subject of the sclence,

as it is said in arit'metic, 7six", and "six" is a s_ eciass ol
number. Or th2 subject will be one of the sjeciss of the

subject of science with a description of an ess2antiul accluent,
as e say in ;eometry, a stral.ht line drawn to eaoth2r siralzht
line will yield two angles whose stn is e uul to two righ: angles.
me line is a species of nmegnitude which 1s the subject of the
science, and straizht is an ess2atliszl aceldsnt in it. Or the
subject will be only description, as 7ou say in gaometsy, the
angles of every tciangle are gi.ual to t o right angles.

for triungles are essential accidants in some =m=gnitudes. There-
fore, the subject of the denonstreted thesss 1n the sciences riust

ve one of these five. But their predic.tes are sartlcular



essential attributes ia thaet subject.

AXIOMS: By this 1s mesnt the admited premises ln that scisnce
by whth theses are demonstruted. These preamises ure not denon-
streted in that science. Zither they are first principrles, which
are callad axioms, &s it suys in the baiginning cof Tuelid, if
eguals are tsken from equals o. added to eguals squuls remalin.

Or if they are not first srineiples but admissions of fha studznt
of that science, thzn if the stucent admits then and is
sutisfied, they arc ¢.llad hypothasss, I sae doubt remains in
his scul they are czlliea zostuwlautes. He will sduit then (tc the
one who advances then) only waen they zie denonstruted to hin
by another science, so that ia the naantiua‘he can build his
proof on them =as it is said #&n the beginning of JTuelid, that
we rust adnit that every ypoint nay becaie the c:ater of 2 clrecle

sgc 12 deny ths concertion

™,

to be drawn around it, thougn soie
of & circle, 1.e., tast the raiii Irom ths ceanter to the circun-
foreace are egual. But it is adnittsd &t th: L:cianing of ths

sciencz,

POURTT CIIAPTZR concerning the conditions of the prenises of
demonstration=, There are fuur conditions: T-ey :wust be true,
n.cessury, immediats and ess:ntiul. By true is newunt the csrialn,
as for exumple first srinciples, perceptions awnda their like. This
concition has already bean mentioned. 3y necessury we nesn thet
the relation between subjsct and predicute should b: & necessary
one, like the relstion of "animel® to "man", not 1like the
relaticn of "writing"” to "man" whenever 2 necessurs conclusion
is being s-ught. For if the premisse is not necessury it will not
compel the thinker to assart the necess’ty of the conclusion.

By immediate we r:ean that the yredic.te cf the prenise should



exist in the sublect bescause of the subject, 2.g., when you say
mnavery animal is corporeal” it means thet it 1Is cor:oreal because
it is an animal «nd not bescause ¢ & nore unlversal atfribute,
not as vhen 7ou say (in the conclusion) "lun is corsoieal™. For
"Hs is corpor<ul" not bacause hLe 1s a man but bscaise he is ean
animal,  "iich is nore univirsul. alter we Know thut he is an
enimal we kno that he 1s corporeal, Corporeality is f{irst
assertzd of animels then through thae wnimael 1% is extended to manm,
and it is corporeal not becuusz of a more purticular attridbute
than it, e.y., "enimals ~rite™, It urites not tecausz it is an
enimal but hecause it is men. and man is & particuler animal.

So the first tern is thet predicete which has no niddle ternm
between it and its subject. Trer:fors, thet predicate will be
immedietely true of that nmiddle term. Then this idea will be
extended by means of the :iiddle term to the subject., This is
the condition of the sajor premise. This condition cdoes not

hold in Jremises which are conclusions

of other syllogisms end are :nade yremises of a new syllogism.

But they nmust bs nocessarr and essentiel. The essentlal guards
sgainst irrelevant accidents, for the seiences do not dewl ith
irrelevant accidents. It 1s of no concern to ths geometsr vwhether
the struight line or the circle is mors bsautiful, or nhathsr =x
roundness is the contrary of straightnesz, because bzautiful and
its opposite are irrelevant to the subject of his science, i.e.,
magnitude. These attridutes follow from magnitude not becvause
they are :ugnitude but becauss of an sttribute which is nore
universal than megnitude, i.e., becauss it exists atec. The
chysicien does not inguire whether or not tha wound is circular

or not, for rcuadnsss is not characteristic of the wound because



1t is & wound but bscuause of somathing more universal thun the
wound. ..nd when the physician sars thls wound is slow 1n hsaaling
becauss it is circulur and circles ar . the widest of Jigures he
is not stuting (anything in) the science of the zhrsician and it
does not testify to nis kaowiedge of medicine but of gemmetiry.
Therefore, the predicste must be esssatiul in the thesis of the
sciences and in the preanises.

But there is a slight difference between them, namely, that

the essential is appliad in two meanings, Cne of them is thut
the predicats is a part ol the delinition cof the sub ect, e.g.,
"Man is an snimal®., For ths predicata "unimal™ is essential
bzcause it is included in the definition "men™, since the meuning
of "man® is thot he is an gnimul with certuin attributes. (The
second 1ls that the subject is part of the definition of the
xuk¥mx predicate, and the predicate is not »ert of the definition
of the subject) e.g., the crookedness of the nose, and the
straightness of a line. For the crookedness of the pose is an
expression used for the vossessor of the ncse with the specisal
attribute "crocoked". The nose is part of the delinition without
a doubt. The essentiel in the first sense cannot become the
predicate of the conclusion in theses which a.e iavestigated in
the sciences beceuse the subject is kaown only by it, and the
knovledge of it precedes the knowledye of the subject. Then how
would 1ts existencs in the subject be investigated? TFor he

who has no conception of the triangle as it 1s defined will not
investigute its laws. After he knows that he may investigate
whether or not its angles are egual to two right angles. -But ke
cannot investigut: whether or not a trisngle 1s a figure because
he rmust Jirst understand what a figure is, and tlen he nmust

understand that it may be divided into a figure bounded by tiaree



sides, i1.e., a triangle, or by four sices, i.e., a guadrilateral.
So the knowledge of the figure precedes the.kncwledge of the
triangle,

PrIMISES: ‘The predica;as of the premises, too, must be
essential. The predicutes of both premises may be essentiml in
the second sense, wut may not be essentiel in both premises
in the first sense, For the conclusion then will be known b:fore
the premise because the essential is the vsry essence of that
subject. e ocwnnot suy "Every wman is an animain and "3Ivery
animal is corporsal®™, "Therefore every nwa is corjor.al®, so that
this should be a problem to be investigated ror the knowledge of
corporeslity precedes the kncwleuge of bein. a wuan. and since
the subject of the guestion is "man® we rust first have .
concextion of him before we investigeate the laws about him. Tae
conception of man 1s necessarily precedzc¢ by the conesption of
animal and matter. Since we Xnow matter, we know that it is
divided into animal end noa-animal, 2nc thet animal is Givided
into rational and non-rationsl. =ut the predicate of the minor
vremise may be essantisl in the first seanse and the predicateofl
the major p.emiss esseatial in the sicond senss, and 7icelyﬁraa.
This is what we wished to ex lain about the rules of logi(c‘.;J

and pruiss b2 to Jod alons. 4he science of .etu lrsics fellows.



