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iii.1 On mixed syllogisms with absolute and n"ecessary 125.5
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[3.1.1] We have already spoken about these syllogisms when they con- 125.6
sist of absoluteness propositions and when they consist of necessity propo-

sitions.
{Prior Anal i.9, 30a15.}
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Among the remaining cases there are the syllogisms that consist of a mix-

ture of the two kinds of proposition. So let us talk about the mixed syllo-
gisms where
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one of the premises is an absoluteness proposition and the other is a neces-
sity proposition.
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[3.1.2] Let us begin with the first mood in 125.8
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15

tirst figure, which has two universally quantified affirmative premises, with
the minor premise an absoluteness proposition and the major premise a ne-
cessity proposition. For example:

Every C'is a B, i.e. with absoluteness;
(1) and every B is an A with necessity.
Then we say: Every C'is an A with necessity.
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[3.1.3] Our first comment is that we have been taking ‘absolute propo-
sition” in the above as including both necessary propositions and
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propositions that are not necessary. When we take them like that now, they
form mixtures. Some of them correspond to necessary matter;
{So what does an absoluteness proposition say? }
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these are the ones whose content is necessary. Some of them correspond to
non-necessary matter; these are different.

By ‘absolute” let us mean here those absolute propositions that are not ne-
cessity propositions. When the mixture of an absoluteness proposition with
a necessity one

Transcription checked 21 Jan 10. Readings checked 17 Oct 12.
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entails a necessary conclusion, you know that the mixture is tantamount to
the mixture of a necessity proposition and a general absoluteness proposi-
tion.
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In the case where it entails an absolute conclusion, you know that if you
take [the premises] as general [absoluteness] propositions, then what fol-
lows is a general absoluteness proposition,
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and no necessity proposition follows. [In each case] tie distance [travelled
by the syllogism] will be minimal. In fact if a general absoluteness premise
entails [with the other premise] a
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nece551ty proposition, then each individual instance of it is true, and so
each special case [of the conclusion] holds as
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an individual case under the general.
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[3.1.4] We say: People have been surprised that this conclusion is a ne-
cessity proposition
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and they have regarded this way of féasoning as implausible. There is just
one thing that misleads them, namely that they reckon that
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the necessary in this case is anything that is necessary for so long as the
essence of the subject individual continues to be satisfied,

{Here Ibn Sina gives evidence for what he says at Burhan 123.14ff and else-
where, that essential and descriptional propositions are counted as abso-
lute in Qiyas but necessary in Burhan. The point here is that descriptional
propositions don’t behave like necessary ones in this kind of argument. It’s
not clear what he has against essential propositions here. A common view
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15

today is that the temptation to reject this mixed mood comes from reading
the modalities as de dicto. But Ibn Sina is emphatic that de dicto modali-
ties should not be mentioned in the same breath as the Aristotelian modal
syllogisms, e.g. Qiyas 142.13f. A further point: his complaint is in part that
people don’t distinguish the essential from the descriptional, cf. 126.14ff be-
low. This confirms that Theophrastus, Themistius etc. had an ambiguous
formulation. }
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or that is necessary for so long as the subject individual continues to fit the
description given for it. So when it is said that

Every white thing has with necessity a colour that opens out to

@) the eye.

they reckon it is a genuine necessity proposition. And likewise when it is
said:
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(3)  With necessity nothing white is black.
they reckon it is a genuine necessity proposition. But when
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they say

Zayd is white;
(4) and everything white is necessarily of a colour that opens out to
the eye.

it doesn’t entail
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for them that

(5) Zayd is of a colour that opens out to the eye, with necessity.

since that would say that Zayd is white with necessity.
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15

So likewise for them it would just follow from (3) [and the necessity of the
conclusion of this mood] that

(6)  Zayd is not black, with necessity.
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All this is because they don’t take the trouble to establish the facts about
universally quantified propositions that are necessity propositions.

pad) Srie 09 93 8,5 fall s Ganl WS Op AN Iplaty G-
[If they did,] they would realise the difference between [two meanings of]
the sentence

Everything white is, with necessity, of a colour that opens out to

@ the eye.

Sls ol b b pay] Sl oy a8 pan) Sl hos boolas )

¢ ‘J 3 90
[The first case is] when its meaning is that whatever thing fits the descrip-
tion ‘white’, regardless of how that description is given, and so long as the
essence of the thing continues to be satisfied,
{NB Explication by expansion. }
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and regardless of whether or not it is white [at the time], that thing has a
colour that opens out to the eye. The other [meaning is that] everything
that fits the description ‘white’

Transcription checked 22 Jan 10. Readings checked 18 Oct 12.
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in any way, for as long as it remains white, has with necessity a colour
which opens out to the eye; or [that every such thing, for as long as it re-
mains white,] is with necessity
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not black. You know from the discussion above that you can tell the two
interpretations apart by the obvious fact that the first of them
{At “Ibara 115.11 Ibn Sina describes a criterion for distinguishing interpreta-
tions (viz. one of them can be doubted but the other can’t). But this criterion
wasn’t used to distinguish necessary from wasfy-with-necessary-predicate
as here. }

o35
is false.
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[3.1.5] If they had made their major premise 127.3

Everything that is white with necessity, that thing has a colour
which opens out to the eye with necessity.

(8)
{NB Quantification over modalised subject; the mode is necessity. }
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then that too would be true. But the middle term in that case is not
{I can’t interpret the "Ihg. Is it ‘the truth’ or “attached’? }
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common [to the two premises], because what is predicated of Zayd [in the 127.5
minor premise] is not ‘white with necessity” but ‘white
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without necessity” or ‘white” without any condition. If they suppressed this
addition
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15

the major premise would be false, because you can’t say that

Everything that with or without necessity is white has a colour
that opens out to the eye with necessity.

©)
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When you say ‘Every white thing’, that includes both [things that are nec-
essarily white and things that are white without necessity]
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together, so we can’t say

Every white thing has with necessity a colour which opens out

(10) to the eye.
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But the custom of using words in extended seﬁses 1s what causes the error. 127.10

{Cf. ¢Ibara 101.7 on the “adatu l-majaziyya and Aristotle’s attitude to it. Also
Qiyas 67.9 on extended senses of ‘necessary’. }
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[3.1.6] So when we say 127.10
(11) EveryCisaB.

and then we say
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Everything that is either with necessity or without necessity a B,
(12) given that it is a B, regardless of whether that is temporarily or
permanently, is an A with necessity and permanently.
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then [it follows that] C is included in whatever is said of every [B]. Like-
wise when we say

(13) Every B[isa C].



QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15
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as an absoluteness proposition which includes both cases together, then it
has to be that

(14) Every C'is an A with necessity.
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[3.1.7] The second mood is the same [as the first], except that the major 127.14
premise is the one that is an absoluteness premise, and it entails an abso-
luteness conclusion. An example is

Every C'is a B with necessity;
(15) and every B is an A with absoluteness;
so every C'is an A with absoluteness.
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Transcription checked 22 Jan 10. Readings checked 18 Oct 12.
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This is because it is given that everything that is a B is with absoluteness
an A, regardless of whether it is a B with or without necessity. So
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every C is an A with absoluteness.
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[3.1.8] It is not correct that the meaning of the absoluteness premise is
that everything that is a B is an A with absoluteness
{In this paragraph he examines various possible refinements of the mood
just stated. They take the form of narrowing the major premise; since the
mood is valid, they will therefore be valid too. I don’t know why he doesn’t
just say this. Odd also that the rest of the paragraph seems to be based on
the assumption that the major premise is a descriptional, which is certainly
not required for validity. }
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but only for as long as it is a B, not permanently. That is because not ev-
erything thatisa B
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fails to be a B permanently. In fact we have said [in the minor premise] that
something that is a B, namely whatisa C,isa B
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with necessity and permanently. In the light of this it is not correct for us to  128.5
say

Everything that fits the description B is an A at some time,

(16) namely the time during which it fits the description B.
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In fact [given the minor premise,] some of what fits the description
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B fits that description permanently. It can be that this [major] premise is
true absolutely, with the kind of absoluteness that
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allows the premise to be either a necessary truth or not one. Thus when we
say

(17)  Everything that moves changes.

it is not correct
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for us to say

[Everything that moves] changes with necessity, not while it con-
(18) tinues to move, nor permanently, but for the non-permanent
amount of time during which it does move.
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This is because some moving things have a permanently moving essence 128.10
and some
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don’t. Likewise some moving things change with necessity, and some mov-
ing things change but not with necessity. Nor is it correct

B 45, el Y 3 NG Y 85l S 1) i s

for us to say

(19)  Everything that moves changes with necessity.

nor

(20)  Everything that moves changes without necessity.

Instead we should say that the premise holds
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absolutely; this is an example of broad absoluteness. But then if this premise
is true when read as a broad absoluteness proposition,

10



QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15

T o il 2o e gl e e UYL T sa L 70K
so that every B is an A with this kind of absoluteness, the conclusion fol-
lows, and moreover it is
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necessarily an absoluteness proposition. This is because this conclusion
will hold as the same kind of absolute as the major premise, i.e. broad ab-
solute.

{Appalling exegesis to use dariiriyyatan this way, if my translation is cor-
rect.}
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Thus every C will be an A so long as it continues to fit the description B.
But [by the minor premise] it permanently fits the description B, so it is
permanently

Transcription checked 22 Jan 10. Readings checked 3 Sep 12.
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an A. An example of this is:

Snow is white with necessity;

and everything white is coloured with a colour which opens out
(21)  to the eye, with the absoluteness that we said;

so all snow is coloured with a colour that opens out to the eye,

permanently.
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{NB Here he uses ‘permanently’ and ‘with necessity” as synonyms. }
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Anyone who is surprised at getting a necessity conclusion from an abso-
luteness minor premise and a necessity major premise should take a close
look at this.
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He will find a necessity proposition derived from an absoluteness major
premise when the minor premise is a necessity proposition.
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[3.1.9] The third mood: Its minor premise is a universally quantified 129.5
affirmative absoluteness proposition and its major premise is a universally
quantified negative necessity proposition.
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For example:

Every C'is a B with absoluteness;
(22) and no B is an A, with necessity.
It follows that with necessity no C'is an A.
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[It behaves] as you have already learned.
{IL.e. for the first mood. }
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal 1.9, 30a15
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[3.1.10] The fourth mood is the same but with the necessity and the
absoluteness the other way round:

Every C'is a B with necessity;
(23) and no B is an A, with absoluteness.
It entails: No C is an A.
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It behaves as you have learned

for the second mood.
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[3.1.11] The fifth mood: its minor premise is an existentially quantified

affirmative absoluteness proposition, and its major premise is a universally
quantified affirmative necessity proposition.

Oy 89 pall 3 LaSe esldly
[3.1.12] The sixth mood is the same but with the necessity and the abso-
luteness the other way round.

[3.1.13] The seventh mood: its minor premise is an existentially quan-

tified affirmative absoluteness proposition, and its major is a negative uni-
versally quantified necessity proposition.
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[3.1.14] The eighth mood is the same but with the "necessity and the
absoluteness the other way round. Its conclusions take their form from the
major premise.

Transcription checked 22 Jan 10. Readings checked 19 Oct 12.
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[3.1.15] Know that an existentially quantified absoluteness proposition

doesn’t say that [its content] is not necessary, and an existentially quantified
necessity proposition doesn’t say that [its content] is not absolute.
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In fact, given that neither the negative nor the affirmative existentially quan-

tified propositions place such a restriction, how can we suppose that when
they don’t place such a restriction

W o el g Sl aall e aieg (BN 55 Nl 4

either when they are necessity propositions or when they are absoluteness
propositions, they still deny that [their content] has the the meaning re-
ferred to in our discussion of the second mood?
{I take him to be saying that the existentially quantified propositions are
compatible with the descriptional reading, and using as evidence the fact
already discussed, that they are compatible with the content being absolute
and with its being necessary. This requires adding a /4 in line 130.2 without
ms evidence, but noting that one ms omits the earlier /7 in the same context
earlier in the line. }

[Second figure]
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[3.1.16] We consider the second figure. The truth about it is that when
the two propositions differ in that one is a necessity proposition and the
other is a narrow absoluteness

{Prior Anal i.10, 30b7. But he starts with new material and picks up Aristo-
tle only at 131.7. }
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proposition, and they are both universally quantified, then the middle term
is applied, with necessity, to all the individuals under one of the extreme
terms,
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and then it is applied to all the individuals under the other extreme term

14
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal i.10, 30b7

but not with necessity, according to what was allowed by a person given to
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detailed analysis. So for one of the two extreme terms, the content of the
middle term applies to everything that satisfies the extreme term, and it
applies to it
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permanently; and for the other extreme term, the middle term applies to
[each thing that satisfies the extreme term], but in each case it doesn’t apply
permanently.

{So he says. But does he mean it is not asserted to apply permanently? }
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The content can be either denied or affirmed. In fact the extreme terms are
disjoint from each other, and each of them has to be denied of
{NB He is confused about whether the hukm includes the quality. In 130.7
the hukm was ‘the hukm of the middle term’, but now the hukm is either a
denial or an affirmation.}
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the other. And likewise if the minor premise is existentially quantified, then
the ‘some” which is in the minor premise is denied of

SR 3l el s O3] ) O
the major extreme term, because this some and the major term are incom-
patible with respect to the content [in the middle term].
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[3.1.17] If you count
{NB Counting the modality as part of the predicate so as to form a syllo-
gism. Why? In any case it won’t work if the modalities in the two premises
are different (this being in second figure). }
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the permanence or non-permanence as a part of the predicate, it forms a
premise-pair, as when you say

Every C'is a B with necessity;
and every A is a B with necessity.

(24)

15
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal i.10, 30b7

{Curious he chooses a non-productive premise-pair, twice. I suspect he
was careless about the negations. }
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or
With necessity no C'is a B;
(25) and no A is a B, where the negation applies to each individual
but not with necessity.
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If you do this, you could say
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Everything which satisfies the phrase A has predicated of it that
it is permanently a B;

and nothing which satisfies the phrase C has predicated of it that
it is permanently a B; This entails that no C'is an A.

(26)

130.15
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And likewise if you said

Everything which satisfies the phrase C'is a thing of which it is
permanently denied that itis a B;

(27)  and nothing which satisfies the phrase A is a thing of which it is
permanently denied that it is a B; it follows that no A is a B, and
that is with necessity.

{NB $ay” here seems to be a concrete individual, but I guess this is a
straight quantifier usage. }

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 19 Oct 12.
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Then you can put a single noun in place of the phrase ‘thing of which it is

denied etc.”.
{NB Using a single noun as short for a phrase.}
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In this way you can add the modality of necessity in all of this, and it entails
a necessity proposition.
{Presumably he is describing how modalities can be thought of as being
added to assertoric syllogisms. ?? }
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[3.1.18] When you take a general absoluteness proposition [as premise],

the syllogism with two affirmative premises or two negative premises shouldn’t

be productive, because

{Read al-mutlagata I-“ammata with one ms. Very possibly Ibn Sina intended
this but wrote carelessly. The paragraph frankly looks like an unfinished
note to himself. }
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that kind of absoluteness proposition can be true with a content that is

necessarily true, and with that matter [in the absoluteness premise] there
doesn’t have to be
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a conclusion. And this means that the syllogism is not productive.

[3.1.19] Let us review precisely what is the the standard position about
[the second] figure.
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The first mood of the figure is:

17
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QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal i.10, 30b7

Every C is a B with absoluteness;

(28) and with necessity no Ais a B.

{Cesare. Proved as assertoric case, by converting major premise so as to
get Celarent. }
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It converts to the first figure, and thus it entails

(29) NoCisan A.
{The conversion

ad ol Y
This is uncontroversial.
{Le. given the controversial position that ‘No B is an A, with necessity’
converts. }
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[3.1.20] The second mood is where you put the negative necessity propo- 131.10
sition as the minor premise.
{Camestres, proved like the assertoric case by converting the minor premise
to get Celarent. }

BN o 1 e st Vs iy el o 7 FiWss Jé Wl G
[3.1.21] The third mood takes the form 131.11

Every C'is a B with necessity;

(30) and no A is a B, with the absoluteness which excludes necessity.

{Cesare again, but with necessity on the affirmative premise we can get a
necessity conclusion. }
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Suppose [the major premise] is convertible, so that the premise and its con-
verse are completely parallel.
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Among non-necessary propositions, a proposition that converts can only
be a kind of pure absolute, or its meaning is

18



QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal i.10, 30b7

that something was the case at some particular time, so that it converts in

the way that was said.
{Reference back to ii.1, but I haven’t yet sorted out exactly where. }
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[3.1.22] When the major premise is absolute in the first meaning, it was
already known that when it converts, it becomes

31) No B is an A at any time while it continues to fit the description
B.

But [in (30)] every C'is a B permanently, and so as you know, the syllogism
entails

L Bacd
a necessity conclusion.

{This is another example of the descriptional argument, though did he ac-
tually mention descriptional Celarent? }

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 19 Oct 12.
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[3.1.23] We turn to the second klnd of convertible absolute proposition. 132.1
The essence of the composed syllogism in this case is

Everything that in any point or interval of time is a C' fits the

description B permanently for as long as its essence continues
(32) to be satisfied, not just for as long as it continues to satisfy the

description B;

and nothing that satisfies A at a certain time has B true of it.
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This is supposed to prevent there being any C which is an A under the
assumption that the negative proposition is

KV ch o o4 do g &1 4 e g Oloj J(J O ‘}Hjum?j,o
factually true. Otherwise [there is such a C, and] at every time in which its 132.5
essence is satisfied, it satisfies B, and this includes
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the time in question. But it is fair to say that it would not win approval if
we were to convert this premise so as to compose

Ogoge w\.e QKL_QA{Cf Je U“-Pfdjw uﬁ“‘“ U«Lsu

a syllogism in the first figure along the lines

Everything that is a C, under any circumstances, fits the descrip-
tion B permanently;

and nothing that is a B, under any circumstances, has A false of
it at the given time.

(33)

A 6 Lcagl lim 31 aie Uyl 0 a0 Ty Wy o &L
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The major premise

s
in (33), on my reckoning, isn’t an absolute of either of the two types [that
we are considering]. [For an absolute major premise] one would have to

say

Jo o ot ¥ A T s Lgbs 3l 1 3 sgm g0 o0 FF

(34) Every B which exists at the given time has A false of it.

But it doesn’t follow from this that the class C is included in
{I think he probably means ‘Everything that exists and is a B at the given
time’. }

SN RERIC NI g S bgoss 7 oK JWp oo o
[the subject class of the major premise], since it could be that the individual
C doesn’t fit the description B at the given time, because its essence is not
{For “the subject ... major premise’ the text has ‘B’. This is probably Ibn
Sina writing carelessly. }

& - ! ..."..,l‘ Qjﬁ Y _ .;." _ ,_.."JL J‘..B .g:,\;j,” ‘.}sb 3 ‘Dﬁy
bt

satisfied at that time. So if we did follow them in this line of reasoning, the

conclusion would not be absolute, [because of the required] condition

ST s s cagdl s 3 lhe> g0 E OF O] o .Cyjl! Se> 9
about the existence of the subject individual. Granted, if the C exists at the
given time then it is not

{NB Here it’s explicit that he is discussing syllogisms with conditions added.

In this line he seems to be returning to the form in 132.1, abandoning the
pseudo-converse suggested in 132.10. }

OF 18] Ses By 75w g OF oo Vs el s g |
an A at that time, but it doesn’t follow that A is false of it at every time. For
example if

21
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the C'is permanently white, and it happens to be true at a certain time that 132.15
nothing that is moving (i.e.

B J sLu g_,d)” BIE d J?).“ Cuo ‘wa N ..\~\.> Q)g.d ua.u‘ uhU‘
an A) is white, then in th1s case no C Wthh exists at the given time is an A
‘at that

{Correcting the two Bs to As as required by the context. This could be Ibn
Sina’s slip since he swapped A and B around a little earlier. }

LY NJL@...:.W;UA s dalks ) O K5 3y 7 3 Y sl

time” — not ‘at all times’. So the conclusion is absolute, [but only] accord-
ing to their usage of the word “absolute’.
{NB There is something not being said here. If we can take ‘A that exists
at time t” as a single term, then we have a straightforward Camestres and
there is no need to examine the form of the condition. Consider in con-
nection with the question where the line between core and adjunction is
drawn. }

[3.1.24] So 1f all these thlngs happen then when they happen they entail 132.18
this conclusion. But the facts of the matter don’t necessarily

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 21 Oct 12.
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133
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happen like that. Thus if we say:

(35) Every colour in the shade is with necessity a black colour.

{NB Because of the truth of the sentence, the quantification is over a sin-
gleton? No, because for Ibn Sina a ‘colour” can be an instance of a colour.

}

ool oL Ol e et o L 0] 2By g G o ol 55,0
Then it happens that

(36) At a certain time, no colour of the heavenly bodies is a black
colour.

Syl g O lia e o2, Legopms Gl oda fe Vs 3] bl
and this proposition in the form that it has is an impermanent proposition.
But ‘black” doesn’t have to be false
{The ms that reads wa- for id clearly has a point, though Ibn Sina is quite
capable of writing "id. }

SRS Egm s Lalll 05 (S 3l § Baem ol) g e
of things in the shade which exist at the given time in order for the proposi-
tion [(36)] to be true. In fact it could be that there are no things in the shade
[at that time]
{Reading mawjiidatan for wujidiyyatan; no ms support but I think the sense
requires it, and one can see how a copyist retained wu;jiidi from the previous
line. }

s Koy ol o ) Laly ke Gl S Bagm g0 S guS
for ‘black’ to be false of. Also (36) doesn’t have to convert to the form
{NB Again the obstacle to converting lies in the choice of where to draw
the line between core and condition. Reducing the core allows more kinds
of inference but it may run into difficulties with inference types not recog-
nised by Ibn Sina. }

:@Wﬁgﬁj.&ﬂ‘gj)}hgﬁyﬂyﬂybf»b\b
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Not one black colour in existence is the colour of the heavenly

(37) sphere.

It could be in this case that there is nothing black,

g;‘:‘:\j.w Qb}tﬂ o ;dw o P Jesy Q" 09 8% (@V:;\f dy> 90

because they permit someone to say

(38) No colour is black, i.e. at a certain time.

{’They’: people in general, or specifically Aristotle or his tradition? }
Gl Ol o st ¥ iUy O Gy 239l Wl 3y Lo 2By

Then it is true that

(39)  No colour in the heavens at that time is the colour black.

{I altered the order. But it seems to be needed at (133.10), since without the
time incorporated in the proposition, there is no obstacle to converting. }
{NB The effect is that the time of evaluation becomes part of the proposi-
tion. }
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And in this case the sentence is true and absolute. But then it doesn’t con-
vert so as to reduce the syllogism to

NE N <

the first figure. 133.10
ol bl s (3ol KON Ll e 3l sk o) S 305
[3.1.25] But one should say: ) 133.11

In fact this negative universally quantified proposition is true
[anyway]. The condition that

ERUIES TN IRUCSN U I RO N R O T T LINTCS
Ane Sy
the subject term is satisfied at the time only applies if the propo-

sition is affirmative, because an affirmation about a determinate
time
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can only be true when its subject term is satisfied at that time,
whereas a denial can be true when its subject term is satisfied
{NB Affirmative sentence with specific time attached to subject
term is only about things existing at that time. }

e Sy 3 S W5 By 7 5 bple e W5 gaally
and also when its subject term is unsatisfied. Thus a negative
statement can state a truth about its subject term both when the

subject term is satisfied and when it isn’t, and the truth can be
about all times or about a specified time.

s Ko O8Ok g sl e KA1 Gae o) saie el
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But the thing to consider is [not whether the subject term is sat-
isfied but] whether what is asserted of the subject term is true.
If [the proposition states that what is asserted] is true perma-
nently then the proposition is a necessity proposition;
{NB The hukm here is clearly what is asserted of the subject
term. Note also: his statement suggests he is talking about eval-
uating the proposition, but his example shows that in fact he is
talking about what the proposition asserts about the truth of its
core. }

yuy "f 'Lf"j”.j d.Ua.oj.p Lo Wj d C’i‘j 4‘35,?5,4 UKU,‘J
if [it states that what is asserted] is true at a certain time, then it
is an absolute impermanent proposition. So then if we say:

a3 sl g8 ccdgl lin 31 as gl <o S o
oyl

(40) Every B, however itis, has A false of it at such-and-
such a time.
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the sentence [says that the negative assertion] is true at this
time.
{NB True at a time?}

o TU e sy ¢ 1 &L byogs o 3l L g sy |13

(339> 90
If at this time the term B does not satisfy the description A, then

regardless of whether there are or are not any Bs,
{NB not [B] is satisfied but [THE B’s] is satisfied. }

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 22 Oct 12.
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134

the term doesn’t satisfy the description A. When there are no

Bs, then the Bs don't satisfy the description A. When there are
some Bs and

RO RO PN SV R RPN T
moreover the Bs don’t satisfy the description A, then at that

time there is nothing that is both a B and an A. So [either way,]
the negative universally quantified proposition is true

o R e Tk ) M e g8y Ol od eyl 3 K
(BVY

at that time.

But it would be better if they left this issue to one side and pursued a path
that would be more congenial to them than this,
{NB tahrif. }

Wy cod) S ol oY Ll s ol Lod L) blegl B W1 a3
and which we have already pointed out in this context. And now we need

to spell it out for them,

b3y 35l oem b o osa gz UG 1) Bk o e B GY
because one of them might well say: In fact when we say 134.5
(41) Every Cis a B with impermanence, i.e. at a certain time.

pamll dom Il Jug ot olswgl] e aaly daly Jlael sg gl Jag ¥

this doesn’t express that what is said is true of each subject individual sep-
arately; but rather it expresses that the quantified proposition is true.

Olime ae oy J?JJL,:EJ{;\;\; I5) Gl
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Thus when we say
(42) Every C'is a B, with truth.

this can be understood as having either of two meanings.

ey g\,o.)uuucfu‘ Wes ga Guall O ) .)oj.,\.e:u‘ loadon
[3.1.26] One of them is that if we say 134.8

(43) EveryCisaB.

that is in fact the truth, though it can’t be
{Where is the other? Also I read "an for ‘in. }

Al ey ekl e LW Y Y s s
an intrinsic truth because there could be another time when this cIuantifier
is false.
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[In this meaning] the proposition is not about the relatlonshlp of the term 134.10
B to the term C, namely whether for each separate subject individual B
holds in an impermanent

Vo 5,0 Yy ad ply ¥ oBeYl e by 3 WS 13]Gl e sy n

e st
or a necessary sense. An example is that when we say, at some time when
there is no white colour and no red colour or colour

Iy 3l dls g M Gooy olyw 5 09 7 ) el o) BlugYl s
intermediate [betx./.veen white and black] (assuming this is possible):

(44) Every colour is black.

[In this meaning] this proposition would be true at that time, but not
{NB Here he explicitly uses a ‘possible’ time/situation. }

S6 oy &l Jyyﬁubbijé%jﬂ baw S

eaba
a necessary truth. It would not be meant that every individual that fits the

description ‘colour” does have

28



QIYAS iii.1 Prior Anal i.10, 30b7

{NB He seems to be saying that the proposition is (narrow) absolute, but
nevertheless not an absoluteness proposition. }

sy2 50 ol s iy Ol a2 F oolye §1 5,5 0 ad lagn g o

‘black colour true of it, though not necessarily true, so that that individual
can continue to have its

Ll Wk OF 058 G olger €1 aie 15 35 Us) 35 g0 o il
essence instantiated, and be a colour, but cease to be black. That would be
as if we had judged that

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 22 Oct 12.
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135
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Each thing fitting the description ‘colour” at that time is not black
(45)  permanently and for as long as its essence continues to be satis-
fied — far from it!

Aoy W) 130 Wss 5 55 mall sl s gl 36 3K slye 58 )

Soin fact the non-necessai‘y truth of this sentence of ours just has to do with

SR ST amly (g o adll Joenl) 31 3 Y el Goe

the truth of the quantifier, and not with whether the non-necessary predl—
cation applies to a single individual or to all of them.

Gae 9z b tg pooll sem g JI LD 3 ity ¥ llis
[3.1.27] Likewise in the negative proposition the assertion is not about 135.4
whether the subject term is satisfied; rather it is about the satisfaction of the
truth
{NB Here he says affirmative must have satisfied subject and negative
doesn’t need to. But unclear below. }

of the umversally quantlfled denial. Even if the sub]ect term in an afﬁrma— 135.5
tive proposition has to be satisfied if the quantifier is to be true,
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the position with the nega’uve proposition has to be as we said. In fact if at
some particular time
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no colour is white or intermediate [between black and white], and all colours
are black and there is no [non-black] colour

(o3l s ol sl bocds ol e et Y Ol G ()
at all, it is true that )

(46) No [non-black] colour is the colour white, at a certain time.
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namely at that time.
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This is because an unsatisfied [subi.ect] doesn’t satisfy the description ‘white
colour’ or have any affirmative property. When the affirmation is not true

the [corresponding] denial must be true. If we take care about what we say, 135.10
and pay regard to the satisfaction of the truth

izl ode K of Wiel ¢ uadl

in the quantifier, it would be possible for us to convert this proposition.

X9 Ay all oda 1ol
[3.1.28] If they were to follow the path I have presented, they would 135.11
Al 1) e e ) @ ol e Tyl (ladl Gl epuaisl e 19 RS
discover for thems"elves the great number of different kinds of proposition,
but also they would avoid the approach that is like mine which you will
have learned about if you have thought about
{I'm not at all sure that this translation is correct, or that the text is. The

word al-mitiT doesn’t convince. }
{NB Discover for themselves the many kinds of proposition. }
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some of what was explained to you earlier. Thus when we have
(47)  Every eclipse of the moon is a black colour.
and

(48) No eclipse of the moon at time ¢ is a black colour.

because there isn’t an eclipse of the moon [at time t],

{An eclipse is anyway an event, not a colour. So there is some stretching of
language. In English we say that a dress ‘is a reddish colour” etc. }

Wi
J
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then
(49) No eclipse of the moon at time ¢ is an eclipse [of the moon].

One gets in the same way that no person 135.15
{By assertoric Cesare. }

st ¥ obian 3l s sk O 0 ety 9edl e aely g S (A
is a person, and likewise with all sorts of things. One shbuldn’t comment
that this means that no eclipse of the moon at time ¢ is an existing eclipse.
{Here he rejects a use of quantification over possibly nonexistent things; or
is it over actual things that possibly don’t satisfy the subject description? It
looks as if he rejects it because there is a simpler description, not because
it’s incoherent in itself. }
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o
The fact is that there aren’t any eclipses of the moon

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 23 Oct 12.
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when yau take this major premise [(49)] as true. What one should say is
rather:

of Glall YL LIl 3 F) o¥penll 3 sl 1 aise 3
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In every topic, with negative absolute premises I only consider whether

their predicate terms are
{Why does he explicitly say ‘absolute’? }
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Olegssll

are true [of their subject terms] at that time, and on the strength of that the
proposition is confirmed or denied; I don’t consider whether the subject

term of the

W3 s L

negative proposition is satisfied. In future we will take this view for granted.

AC (gad! a3 ladi) éu‘ A oUWl e 3 as A Web Wl

[3.1.29] We have been lengthy and repetitious about this topic, so as to
give the student a feeling for what the topic is about, by presenting the
many

Flo oot e am il lin 25 sl ol £l ) L)
precautions that need to be taken into account when this ai)proach is taken
on board, even after

CObT ) €] i S ade 2By a3 L (Al 09 99 el
the superfluous premises and modes have been disposed of. These are
things that you have already learned. We say: Absolute propositions

sha Jo il Dxd Li 05K O oKl cliall sde s olall]

(iaal]
of the kind under discussion can have consequences that are also absolute
propositions of this kind.
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It's of no concern here whether the propositions in themselves are neces-
sary or not necessary. Rather

(5,9 mall syl GPNT ey O G 067 13) Eo et ) Y 0s$
one must pay attention to the quantifier. Thus when it is true that some
colour is black necessarily,

SUleed! Ly SN Sl caonmd (5,9l Glud] Olgd | i s
and some animal is human necessarily, and there are no other colours or
other animals,

355 @l Ol 5o s Olsed | o andl g Ol ¥ly lsd] g
leaving just black and human, [i.e.] leaving"only those animals that are
human necessarily,

> Olse> K70 G O 8,5 mall 35l 92 SOV e Jandls
and only those colours that are black necessarily, thereby making it true
that every animal

sy g o at Lakilly Uys o Jod| 06 39ul og) 7 5l O]
is ahuman, and every colour is black — [when all this holds,] then the pred-
ication is necessary but the premise is not a necessary proposition. This

W Goaw oo Gllae b ¢3,5 mall ¥ 08y BE) 35) aad) Gaw OY
is because the truth of the quantifier just happens to be the case and is
absolute and not necessary. The truth of the sentence
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(50)  Every animal is human.

illustrates this. So even though ‘human’ is necessarily true of every single
one of those

things that fit the description ‘animal’, the truth of the quantifier is not a
necessary truth.
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[3.1.30] At the same time, 136.18

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Reading checked 23 Oct 12.
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the sentence
(51) Every animal moves in act.

has to be necessary, since it has to be the case

Olse> 70U s G ) b (0l Olse e J) ity ¥
that it is not concerned with the facts about the animals individually. Rather
it is about the truth of the statement that every animal

(Ol J{u'e Iye> g0 Bauall lha (1 9K5 L By w}.;uj Lo L3g s «Zb
moves at some time or breathes at some time. This truth holds at every
time.

{NB Nested temporal quantifiers. }
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At whatever time you say

Every existing animal has movement — not while its essence
continues satisfied, but rather whenever it moves.

(52)
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it is true; this sentence is never 137.5
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false. I grant that there could be a time when not every animal is moving.
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But (52) doesn’t contradict that. Even at the time when it is true that no
animal is moving,

{NB laysa kullu. I think the sense requires here that kullu has the wider
scope, though more usually it’s read the other way. }

at that same time it is also true that

(53) Every animal moves or breathes at some time at which it exists.
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This sentence [(53)] is true at every time, even if an animal is not moving at
some time,

since (53) doesn’t imply that there is movement at every time. It is contra- 137.10

dicted by there not being movement at any time,
{Grammar! haraka with masculine verb! }
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so it’s reasonable to suppose that this universally quantified proposition
[(51)] is not absolute but necessary.

29
[3.1.31] But [the Aristotelians] 137.11
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take it as absolute, and not as necessary at all. Lkewise the sentence

(54) Every moving thing changes.

Allas opany il Ly 0,0 2y cdillae 955 Y Ol o A
should be not absolute but necessary. But one of them took it as absolute,
15L8 Layly . dallas domis G:;i; cGillae J3Y) 3 saT 0da Jmm e By
and declared that a person who took it as an absolute major premise in the
tirst figure, so as to derive an absolute conclusion, was right to do so. And

also what
{Reading saddaqa to get a plausible sense. }

Slymr O a5 ¢85 sl O] Olgad | ams 1 FW 53 3 052
do they say about someone who says the following? 137.15

Some animal is a human with necessity, and some colour is black

(55) with necessity.

Laill odn Ol Osiins o X Tlillas ol 4,5 2 o o 15,5 L
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Is this proposition necessary or absolute? They recognise that this existen-
tially quantified proposition

{NB I think it has to be ‘necessary’ rather than ‘necessity proposition” here,
because the proposition is explicitly a necessity proposition. Note the nested
modality. }

2By 5 3 LK Leadiy 23y 3 Brle 055 ol ot A
has to be true at every time, and its contradictory negation is false at every
time — but we find them

F o 85 @l (Wes iy gudl ] onitle 8 042 gdl 1ol 3
forgetting the quantifier, so they are not reading it in terms of [truth of] the
quantifier. The same goes when we say

(56)  Necessarily not every animal is human.

e 055 O ot s o il ks U 0 giRes 0B (UL] Ol
They recognise this as a necessary proposition. But all these propositions
have to be

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 24 Oct 12.
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138
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absolute if the necessity is just taken care of in terms of the truth of the
quantifier, rather than by considering the relation between
{NB mura‘a is here explicitly of the necessity. }
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the predicate and the subject. If the thing being considered is the quantifier,
then the truth of this quantifier is not necessary.
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This is because, as they grant, it can be true at different times that every
animal is human, and that no animal
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is human. So the truth of these two propositions is impermanent from the
aspect of its quantifier, and this is the case at every time.
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Likewise also when we say
(57)  Every human is an animal.

They all recognise this as
{"All’, so not just one person. }

Lk o 035 b @902 055 Y b gl deg &g o0
a necessary proposition. But according to their principles it won’t be a
necessary proposition. On the contrary, if we imagine
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that no human exists — which is what they say they are doing — then [in
that situation] no human
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is an animal. This is by analogy with their statement that

(58) When we say ‘No eclipse is an eclipse’, i.e. an existing eclipse,
this is a true sentence.

W 05K ol eanis Foar OF Bls G U5 392 50 g 3

If according to them the sentence
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(59) Every animal is dumb.

is true at some time, [i.e.] whenever there is no human at all 138.10

in existence, and since it is true that no human is an animal when there are
no humans, it follows that in this situation the sentence
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(60) Not one human is an animal.

is true. So the truth of the sentence (57)
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is not a permanent truth, but rather it is just a truth at a certain time. So this
premise is not

Ol et OG5 5 o Liglamtag s &K 0T b (&9 o0 odall
anecessary proposition but a possible one, and yet they use it as a necessary
one. They ought to
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deny that these propositions are necessary, though this is contrary to the 138.15
doctrine of their school. Really what they should say it:
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If we were to accept it as absolute, we would take care of the time in which
we are speaking. In dealing with

ol do 19358 05 0939858 B B sl OGN 8,5 08l
the necessary and the possible, [Aristotle] goes in a different direction, so
these people’s muddle is their own.

{¢ala "anfusihim not common, but also at 135.12 above and at “Ibara 118.9. }

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 24 Oct 12.
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139
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[3.1.32] These and similar enquiries divert us from paying attention to
the theory that is under discussion, [namely the third mood (30)]. So we
are going to put into the enquiries in the Appendices
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a close study of the other things that need to be said in addition to what we
have already said about them. Anyway it is clear that this
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premise-pair entails a necessity proposition. The same should be said about
the fourth mood, where the major premise is an affirmative

Fat

absoluteness proposition.
{This will be Camestres again. }

Transcription checked 23 Jan 10. Readings checked 24 Oct 12.
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