Prior Analytics, Book | (excerpts)

The Second and Third Figures

Chapter 5

26°34. When the same thing belongs to all of one &mohto none of the othér to all of each or
none of each | call such a figure thsecond. In it, | call that term theniddle which is predicated of both
and call those of which this is predicamtremes; themajor extreme is the one lying next to the middle,
while theminor extreme is the one farther from the middle. (Thddbe is placed outside the extremes
and is first in position.) There cannot be a corgplieduction in this figure in any way, but theam de
a potential one, both when the terms are univeasal when they are not universal.

27°4. When the terms are universal, there will be dudéon when the middle belongs to all of one
term and none of the other, no matter which onepthative is in relation to, but otherwise in nay
For let M be predicated of no N but of every X. fhsince the privative converts, N will belong @ n
M. But M was assumed to belong to every X, so khatlongs to no X (for this has been proved edrlier
Next, if M belongs to every N but to no X, thenther will N belong to any X. For if M belongs to X9
neither does X belong to any M; but M belongedverg N; therefore, X will belong to no N (for the
first figure has again come about). And since ttieaive converts, neither will N belong to any 3g
that there will be the same deduction. (It is afsissible to prove these results by leading to an
impossibility.) It is evident, then, that a dedoaticomes about when the terms are related in tais w
But it is not complete, for the necessary resubrisught to completion not from the initial prengse
alone, but from others in addition.

27%18. But if M is predicated of every N and of evetythere will not be a deduction. Terms for
belonging are substance, animal, man; for not lgdéhgn substance, animal, number (the middle is
substance). Nor is there a deduction when M isipated neither of any N nor of any X. Terms for
belonging are line, animal, man; for not belongintg, animal, stone.

27°23. It is evident, then, that if there is a deductivith the terms universal, then it is necessary f
the terms to be related as we said in the beginiagif they are otherwise, a necessary resuls cho
come about.

27°27. If the middle is universal only in relationdae term, then when it is universal in relation to
the major extreme (whether positively or privatijebut particularly with respect to the minor and
oppositely to the universal (by ‘oppositely’ | methat if the universal is privative then the pautar is
affirmative, while if the universal is positive thehe particular is privative), then it is necegstar a
privative particular deduction to come abd&or if M belongs to no N and to some X, it is resary for

! “to all of one term and to none of the other” cavthese two cases: (WaP, MeS; (2) MeP, MaS.
2 “to all of each or none of each” covers these tases: (1MaP, MaS; (2) MeP, MeS.

% The two syllogisms here described &taP, MoS - PoS (Baroco) andMieP, MiS - PoS (Festino)



N not to belong to some X. (For since the privatteaverts, neither will N belong to any M; but Msva
assumed to belong to some X; consequently, N willbrelong to some X, for a deduction through the
first figure comes about.) Next, if M belongs tcegw N but does not belong to some X, it is necgssar
for N not to belong to some X. (For if it belongsavery X and M is also predicated of every N, thés
necessary for M to belong to every X: but it wasussed not to belong to some.) And if M belongs to
every N but not to every X, then there will be adgion that N does not belong to every X. (The
demonstration is the same.) But if it is predicatéévery X and not of every N, then there will ihat a
deduction (terms are animal, man, raven; animaliteytraven); nor will there be one when it is
predicated of no X but of some N (terms for beloggare animal, substance, unit; for not belonging,
animal, substance, science).

27°9. When the universal premise is opposite to théiquaar, then it has been stated when there
will and when there will not be a deduction. Butemithe premises are the same in form (that is, d@th
privative or both affirmative), then in no way withere be a deduction. For let the premises fiest b
privative, and let the universal be put in relattorthe major extreme (that is, let M belong tohhand
not to some X). It is then possible for N to beldagvery X as well as to none. Terms for not bgilog
are black, snow, animal. We cannot get terms faorggng if M belongs to some X and does not belong
to some (for if N belongs to every X and M to nothgn M will belong to no X: but it was assumed to
belong to some). It is not possible to get termghis way, then, but it must be proved from the
indeterminate. For since ‘M does not belong to s&tis also true even if M belongs to no X and #er
was not a deduction when it belonged to none, thisnevident that there will not be one in the et
case either.

27°23. Next, let the premises be positive, and letuthigersal be supposed in the same way as the
particular (that is, let M belong to every N andstume X). It is then possible for N to belong temvX
as well as to none. Terms for belonging to nonendnige, swan, stone. We will not be able to getner
for belonging to every through the same cause derdjeit must instead be proved from the
indeterminate. And if the universal is in relatitimthe minor extreme (that is, M belongs to no X an
does not belong to some N), then it is possibleNfdo belong to every X as well as to none. Terors f
belonging are white, animal raven; for not beloggiwhite, stone, raven. And if the premises are
positive, terms for not belonging are white, aninsalow; for belonging, white, animal, swan.

27°34. It is evident, then, that when the premisesofitee same form and one is universal and one
particular, a deduction comes about in no way. fither does a deduction come about if the middle
term belongs or does not belong to some of eadleragt or belongs to one and does not belong to the
other, or not to all of either, or indeterminateGommon terms for all these are white, animal, man;
white, animal inanimate.

281. From what has been said, then, it is evidert bwit a deduction comes about of necessity if
the terms are related to one another as was statddhat if there is a deduction, then it is neagsfor
the terms to be so related. It is also clear bb#t &ll the deductions in this figure are incompléor
they are all brought to completion by taking in @idd certain things which either are implicit ihet
terms of necessity or are supposed as assumpésivshen we prove through an impossibility) and that
an affirmative deduction does not come about thinahis figure, but rather all the deductions, ura
as well as particular, are privative.



Chapter 6 (excerpts)

2810. If one term belongs to all and another to nainthe same thirig or if they both belong to all
or none of it | call such a figure thénird. By themiddle in it | mean that term of which they are both
predicated, and bgxtremes the things predicated: hyajor extreme | mean the one farther from the
middle and byminor the one closer. The middle is placed outside #teemes and is last in position.
Now, a complete deduction does not come aboutigfidure either, but a potential one may, both whe
the terms are universal in relation to the middid ehen they are not universal.

2818. When they are universal, then when both P ahelBng to every S, it results of necessity
that P will belong to some R. For since the positiwemise converts, S will belong to some R;
consequently, since P belongs to every S and 8me &, it is necessary for P to belong to someoR(f
deduction through the first figure comes aboutjs klso possible to carry out the demonstratiooutth
an impossibility or through the setting-out. Fobdth terms belong to every S, then if some oné®fSs
is chosen (for instance N), then both P and Rhvlbng to this; consequently, P will belong to sde

2826. And if R belongs to every S but P to none, ttieme will be a deduction that P of necessity
does not belong to some R (for the manner of detratien is the same if premise RS is converted, and
it could also be proved through an impossibilityiraghe previous cases). But if R belongs to no& R
to every S, then there will not be a deductionnigrfor belonging are animal, horse, man; for not
belonging, animal, inanimate, man). Nor will thée a deduction when both are said of no S (terms fo
belonging are animal, horse, inanimate; for notobging, man, horse, inanimate; the middle is
‘inanimate’).

2836. It is then also evident in this figure whenréhwill and when there will not be a deduction
with universal terms. For when both terms are pasithen there will be a deduction that one exeem
belongs to some of the other extreme, but when déineyprivative there will not be. And when one term
is privative and the other affirmative, then if thejor term should be privative and the other term
affirmative, there will be a deduction that onererite does not belong to some of the other; buti# i
the other way around, there will not be one.

29°11. It is also evident in this figure, then, whiere will and when there will not be a deduction,
and <it is evident> both that if the terms are texlaas was said, then a deduction comes about of
necessity, and that if there is a deduction, thea necessary for the terms to be so related #lso
evident that all the deductions in this figure mm@mplete (for all are completed by taking certdiimgs
in addition) and that it is not possible to dedaagniversal conclusion, whether privative or affatiae,
through this figure.

— translation by Robin Smith (Hackett, 1989)

* “one term belongs to all and another to none” covieese two cases: (BaM, SeM; (2) PeM, SaM.

® “both belong to all or none” covers these two sagk)PaM, SaM; (2) PeM, SeM.



