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iv.1 On possibility syllog1sms in the first tigure

[4.1.1] So now let us begm the theory of syllog1sms about the possible.
{Prior Anal .14, 32b38.}
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The first mood of the first figure is for example:

Every C'is a B with possibility;
(1) and every B is an A with possibility;
proving that every C' is an A with possibility.
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This is because C'is potentially included in
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B, so that whatever is true of Bs is potentially true of Cs. This is a perfect
syllogism.
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[4.1.2] But there has been some disagreement about this, 181.9
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and some people have said: 181.10

It shouldn’t be counted as evident and perfect in itself,
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that this is a syllogism; it is compelling in the same kind of way

as similar cases that arose earlier. When a C is in acta B,
{Read nuzara'uhu. }
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whatever is true of a B is true of a C. But in the case where the
inclusion of the Cs in the Bs is potential, the situation is
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as in the second and third figures. In the second figure it is

stated thata C'isin acta B.

{In fact these people start by arguing that the situation is not

like second figure, but worse than it. The similarity to third
figure is greater. }
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QIYAS iv.1 Prior Anal i.14, 32b38
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But in the possibility case, nothing is stated to be in act a B, so
as to make the C's included [in the Bs] in act. And a C, even if
{On my reading hunaka here and hahuna in line 182.4 both refer
to the possibility case, not the assertoric second and third fig-

ure cases. This would be carelessness in Ibn Sina’s writing, so I
should check it again. }
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itis a B, is only in potential — not in act — included among the

things said to satisfy what is stated as true of Bs. This is because
what is stated as true of Bs
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is stated as being true of Bs only in potential and not in act. And
in the third figure a C' is not stated to be a B in act,

{NB This seems to illustrate that iukm applies to the core subject
and predicate, and excludes added conditions such as modes. }
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though it is potentially in the sense that the premise ['B is a C’]
can be converted so as to get that a C' is included in the Bs. In
the possibility case too, C'

WSo oo dess 3 gl AL oo oo il s

553,
is included in B only in potential and not in act, and the situa-
tion with its being included in the predicate potentially

3
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is like what happened in the third figure as regards what needs
to be proved. So therefore this
{NB haytu here is specifying dimension of similarity, where the
similarity is expressed by the ka-ma. }
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is not a perfect syllogism.
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[4.1.3] Some people say: The sentence

(2) Every Bisan A.

[in this argument] means that everything that is either in act or in potential
a Bisan A;
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but [in this argument as] in general, everything that is truly a C'is a C, the
criterion being that it is one of the things that are truly

{The mss show evidence of confusion in the text. The simplest resolution
is to follow the manuscript N and omit tahta b; the sense would then be
that in the argument under discussion, the quantifier on the major premise
should be ampliated to possible Bs but the quantifier on the minor premise
should be kept unampliated. But there may be other resolutions. }
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[Cs]. Then if C' was included in B in act, the syllogism would be perfect;
but you already know
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about that. In spite of [what these people say], this [approach] comes to
grief when you make a small alteration and take the major premise
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to be absolute or a necessity proposition and the minor premise to be a
possibility proposition; this makes the syllogism imperfect, and in order to
see [why], there is no
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alternative to considering C' as not included in B in act. But there have
been people who said that when one says
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that it is a perfect syllogism, that doesn’t mean that it is a syllogism that is
perfect in an absolute sense; rather it means that it is a [relatively perfect]

syllogism
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in comparisoﬁ to another syllogism that comes later and is proved by means 182.15
of it. The right comment on that is
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that one shouldn’t spend any time on such forced and partisan arguments.
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Rather one should learn [from them] that it often happens that something
is clear for people to see, but people want to force the explanation in a
particular direction
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and this compels them to deviate from what is clear. Just as it is clear that
things that are true of what is

true of something are true of that thing, so likewise it is clear that a thing
that is possible for the possible is possible.

{As e.g. [ANIMAL] s true of [HUMAN] and [HUMAN] is true of [BEDOUIN],
so [ANIMAL] is true of [BEDOUIN]. The principle being invoked is basi-
cally Barbara. }
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There is no clear way of making this obvious fact more obvious than it
already is.
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[4.1.4] We say to anyone who takes refuge in saying that the expression 183.5
B means everything that is a B potentially
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or actually: surely you see that if a person says

Everything that is a C in act can possibly be a B

®) and everything that is a B in act can possibly be an A.
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there is no way we can fail to judge that this
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is a syllogism. To claim not to know that this is a syllogism would be to
carry nitpicking beyond all bounds. How could this not be
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a syllogism, when another sentence follows from it intrinsically and per-
manently? If this is a syllogism, what are its premise-pair
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and its composition? And if the phrase ‘what is a B’ means ‘what truly isa 183.10
B,
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then the argument that we mentioned is one of those syllogisms which have
aspects that lead nowhere. Next, if
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this is a syllogism, then what syllogism clearer than it will validate it? And
if one goes to the trouble of proving it by adding to it
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the statement
(4)  What is possibly possible is possible.

making out that this premise should really be
{NB Achilles and the tortoise. }
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stated explicitly but has got hidden, then is the sentence “The possible of
the possible is possible” different from the sentence
{Who is the hum? At the end of this line it’s Aristotle Prior Analytics 32b39,
which he quotes in shorthand but otherwise adequately. }
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“[If] A [is] possibl[ly true] of B, which is possibl[y true] of C' [then A is] pos- 183.15
sibl[y true] of C”? And is A anything other than the thing that is possibl[ly
true] of whatever the [next] thing might be?
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And is B anything other than what A, the thing [said to be] possibl[y true],
is possibl[y true of]? And is C other than the third thing? So the letter A is
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in place of the expression ‘something’ because it is in place of the universal
meaning, and it is not a specifically identified term. The letter B is in place
of
{NB Discussion of the role of variables in schemata. }
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‘the second thing’, and C' is in place of ‘the third thing’. So it is absolutely
clear that the possible of the possible is possible,
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just as the necessary of the necessary is necessary, and the truth of the truth
is a truth. Granted, when
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you mix the modes you make it confusing to think about, so that scrutiny 184.5
and investigation are needed, for example with
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‘possibly necessary” and ‘necessarily possible’; and likewise “possibly not
the case together with possibly the case’.

dUb SN K™ s cad Lad Y 5] ¢ o b Loa Q‘uw

[4.1.5] So it is clear that this syllogism is perfect, since there is nothing 184.7
problematic about it, and it is not like the third or second figure.
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And in fact the arrangements, both that of the universally quantified premise

and that of the natural ordering, are both adjustable. The status of the lesser
term

Josll b Jlo oy d 1 ST o 8530 g 01 )



QIYAS iv.1 Prior Anal i.14, 32b38

in the third figure, and of the sense in which it is potentially included in the
universal content, is different from the status of its inclusion

in the present case. In fact the two cases differ in two ways.

Jo il Sl e ol 3 g5l eV )W O s leas]
[4.1.6] The first of the two ways is that when we say that the lesser term
in the two figures satisfies what is asserted of

s9m 50 Sl gl il d de gy b s 3 olime ) ¢ daug V!
the middle term, it doesn’t mean that that thing is asserted to be true of the
lesser term, either in act or
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in potential. What it means is that the speaker didn’t in act assert it, but
that the assertion he made, in act, was about something else.
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What he asserted about that other thing, assuming it was true, was such
that he could in the same circumstances have truthfully asserted it about

the lesser term,
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and though it wasn’t at all either absurd or necessary for anybody to make
that assertion, even if the assertion
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would have been true. I am not saying that that assertion didn’t have to be
true;
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the potential in question has nothing to do with the facts themselves. Rather
it has to do with what the asserter

Transcription checked 7 Sep 12. Readings checked 6 Oct 12.
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did in fact assert. He could perfectly well have asserted it and told the
truth. But in the case of the possibility syllogism,
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it is not a question of whether something could potentially have been as-
serted; rather it is a question of the facts themselves, since X
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was asserted to be possible for Y and not asserted to be true of Y. If the
first kind of
{NB Possible contrasted with assertoric. }
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potential inclusion prevents the syllogism from being perfect, it’s not nec-
essarily the case that the second kind also prevents it from
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being perfect.
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[4.1.7] The second way in which they differ is that in the case of the two

figures, the potential inclusion, whatever form it takes, is a fact about the
nature
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of the lesser term. Also it is not an obvious fact, but rather it needs to be
studied in order for us to know it and demonstrate it.
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But in the possibility case it is laid out explicitly that C is potentially in-
cluded under B. If that was something that made itself known
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to us, like something self-verifying, we wouldn’t need the conversion and
all the rest of it.

10
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But in the possibility case we already know and have verified that C' is
potentially included in the relevant content; since we know that it
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is potentially included in the content, it doesn t require us to know any-
thing else. In the case of the two figures
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the lesser term is potentially included in the content, but this is a fact about
it in itself,
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and we don’t know it without seek”ing to know how it is in its nature.
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[4.1.8] We don’t say that the second and third figures fail to be perfect
for the simple reason that the lesser term in them
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is only potentially included in the content. The reason is rather that this
potential inclusion is not known
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unless we study it. If this potential inclusion had been known [directly]
from those premises, then we wouldn’t have had to do any work
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to prove it. The only reason for us to do the conversion that we did do, and
the rest of it, was so that when it was

Transcription checked 7 Sep 12. Readings checked 6 Oct 12.
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included in act, we would know that without the conversion it was in-
cluded potentially. If this potential inclusion
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makes the thing a syllogism," then the fact of its i)eing a potential inclusion

will in itself make the thing a syllogism in itself, and the knowledge that it
is a potential inclusion
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gives us confirmation that the thing is a syllogism. So when we have the
confirmation that the lesser term is potentially included in the content
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the content, that also confirms for us that the composition is a syllogism. If
we have the confirmation and the knowledge that the thing is
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syllogistic, then why should we need to raise doubts about it or"try to find
things wrong with it? We have said enough about this 186.5
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for anybody who is devoted to reaching the summit of knowledge and is
not tempted into nonsense and drivel.
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[4.1.9] The second mood has two universally quantified premises with 186.7
the major premise negative, as in:

Every C'is a B with possibility;
(5) and itis possible that there is no B thatis an 4;
so it is possible that there is no C' that is an A.
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The facts about this are known.
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[4.1.10] The third mood is the other way round from the second, namely:

With possibility no C'is a B;

©) and every B is an A with possibility.
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This is [the other way round] because its minor premise is negative and its
major premise is affirmative. It is not stated explicitly that
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C potentially falls under B, but it is explicit that C' potentially doesn’t fall

under B. So it is proved differently from the first mood,
{The reading tahta in two manuscripts is better than yajibu. }
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since what is asserted entails the potential inclusion, though the potential
inclusion is not asserted. So this mood is not

Transcription checked 7 Sep 12. Readings checked 7 Oct 12.
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perfect. The mind notices the thing that it has introduced into its process-
ing chamber, and it inspects that thing with a view to gaining from it the
knowledge that the mind seeks.

{NB The bil, here distinguished from the dihn, which operates it. }
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The knowledge that the mind seeks is that C' potentially falls under B. We
just get that knowledge from a
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universally ql.l.antified premise which we rémember and bring into the pro-

cessing chamber, namely that

Everything that is with strict possibility not an X is with strict
possibility also an X.
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So when the mind brings that premise into the p}ocessing changer and in-
spects it, the result is that it find
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that C' is potentially included under B. So therefore one proves this mood
just by using the kind of conversion
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which is specific to [narrow] possibility, namely that the terms and the
modality stay as they were, but
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the quality is changed, so that affirmative changes to negative or negative
changes to the affirmative. When
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we make that change to the minor premise, the syllogism becomes

With possibility, every C'is a B;

(8)

and with possibility, every B is an A4;
so with possibility, every C'is an A.

So with possibility, no C'is an A.
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So this syllogism uses two conversions. Other similar

syllogisms will follow.
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[4.1.11] The fourth mood has two negative universally quantified pos-
siblily premises, and its conclusion is a negative possibility proposition. It

is proved
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by converting the minor premise to an affirmative proposition.
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There are four similar moods that are left to you. They have an existen-
tially quantified minor premise and a universally quantified major premise.

These two premises can be
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both negative, or both affirmative, or affirmative and negative, or negative

and affirmative.

[4.1.12] But a certain person
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has saici:
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The fact is that proofs of this type that proceed by conversion are
fictitious — nobody ever uses them. I mean when these nega-
tives are about small numbers of things (???). And that is because

(9)  whatis used in practice is propositions about what holds in most
cases. When you convert these, they become propositions about
what happens in few cases, and these propositions lie outside
normal usage.
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He was wrong about this.
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When the aim is to reach what is true, f)eople do tend to use propositions
about ‘most cases’; but when it is

Transcription checked 7 Sep 12. Readings checked 7 Oct 12.
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dedicated to checking what is possible, people use both kinds of proposi-
tion. And also the book Qiyis was not

composed in terms of what is useful in the sciences, but rather in terms of
what is common to demonstration and debate
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and other things. But this person came back to it from another angle, say-
ing:

It could be that the sentence “No C'is a D, with possibility.” is
a possibility sentence about ‘few’, so when it is inverted it be-
comes a sentence about ‘most’. But this reduction is meaningless,
because if it is about ‘few’ and it is inverted so that it becomes
about ‘most’, it doesn’t entail the required conclusion, because
its conclusion needs to be converted so as to be about ‘few’, so
it comes back to the thing complained of by the person who had
doubts about conclusions about ‘few’.

(10)
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It was also said that there is nothing to prevent this inversion being useful
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for bringing us back to a syllogism which provides a conclusion about
‘most’, in which case it won’t be inverted [again].
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[4.1.13] In the First Teaching [Aristotle] used terms to prove the un- 188.9
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soundness of premise-pairs that don’t entail, when the major premise is
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existentially quantifiéd. This was to prevent anyone thinking that just as 188.10
changing the minor premise to negative doesn’t damage entailment in pos-
sibility, so perhaps making the major premise to existentially quantified
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need not prevent entailment. Thus it is said that when we say:

Every human can be white;

(1) and some white thing can be an animal.
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this is true, and so is the proposition that every
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human is an animal. (And likewise if you make the minor premise negative
possible or existentially quantified.) Next, replacing
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the terms by other terms, we say

Every human can be white;
and some white thing can be a coat.

(12)
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What is true here is that no human 188.15
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a coat. We must examine these terms. We have no quarrel with the minor
premises.

Transcription checked 7 Sep 12. Readings checked 7 Oct 12.
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But as for the two major premises, each of them expresses a necessary fact. 189.1
The ‘some” which fits the description
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‘white’ is necessarily an animal, and the other ‘some’ is necessarily not a
coat.
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So the major premise is not strict-possible but necessary — unless of course
‘possible” is meant

in the broad sense and not the strict one, but that is not what we intended
by it. Or unless what is meant is ‘something not necessarily
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white’, but something has already been said about that. ) 189.5
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[4.1.14] Or we mean the possibility in the quantifier sense, in which case 189.5
the same will hold of the conclusion.
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But in that case someone might well say: In fact universally quantified 189.7
premises ??? also don’t entail if the possibility
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is also taken in the quantifier sense. But we have

It’s possible that every human is white;
and it’s possible that every white thing is a horse.

(13)
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And also
(14) It’s possible that every human is white;

and it’s possible that every white thing is an animal.
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The conclusion in the first case is
(15)  With necessity, no human is a horse.

{NB He says not ‘the conclusion is (would be)” but ‘it entails’. This is highly
misleading and is the same unfortunate terminology that had Alexander
denounced by Barnes etc.}
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And in the second case it is

(16) Every human is an animal, with necessity.

This proof doesn’t help you
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to make explicit what is w.l.‘ong with these syllogisms, but it cioes help you
to make explicit what is wrong with believing
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that the modes are modes of the quantifier. This is because it prevents us
composing the syllogism from premises that are not necessarily
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impossible, since sometimes the conclusion from two premises [of the given
form] is an affirmation, and sometimes it is a denial. And that
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is a reason why a premise-pair [of this form] doesn’t form a syllogism. 189.15
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Soitis clear that as far as the absolute and the possible are concerned, there 189.16
is no reason to consider them on the quantifier, though otherwise this topic

does require reference to it.
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